Government of Western Australia OFFICIAL

Development Assessment Panels

Metro Outer Development Assessment Panel Agenda

Meeting Date and Time:  Thursday, 23 May 2024; 9:30am

Meeting Number: MODAP/14
Meeting Venue: 140 William Street, Perth
Public Observing: Online

A live stream will be available at the time of the meeting, via the following link:
MODAP/14 — 23 May 2024 — City of Cockburn

PART A —INTRODUCTION

1. Opening of Meeting, Welcome and Acknowledgement
2.  Apologies

3.  Members on Leave of Absence

4.  Noting of Minutes

PART B — CITY OF COCKBURN

1. Declarations of Due Consideration
2. Disclosure of Interests
3. Form 1 DAP Applications

3.1 Lot 9501 Gaebler Road, Hammond Park — Mixed Use Commercial
Development — DAP/23/02623

4. Form 2 DAP Applications
5. Section 31 SAT Reconsiderations

PART C — OTHER BUSINESS

1.  State Administrative Tribunal Applications and Supreme Court Appeals
2. General Business
3.  Meeting Closure

Please note, presentations for each item will be invited prior to the items noted on the
agenda and the presentation details will be contained within the additional information
documentation
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https://youtube.com/live/NdCTys0nLDo
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ATTENDANCE
DAP Members

Karen Hyde (Presiding Member)

Lee O’Donohue (Deputy Presiding Member)

John Syme (Specialist Member)

Cr Tom Widenbar (Local Government Member, City of Cockburn)
Cr Tarun Dewan (Local Government Member, City of Cockburn)

Minute Secretary
Claire Ortlepp (DAP Secretariat)
Officers in Attendance

Ashlee Kelly (DAP Secretariat)
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Development Assessment Panels

PART A - INTRODUCTION

1.  Opening of Meeting, Welcome and Acknowledgement
The Presiding Member declares the meeting open and acknowledges the
traditional owners and pay respects to Elders past and present of the land on
which the meeting is being held.
This meeting is being recorded and livestreamed on the DAP website in
accordance with regulation 40(2A) of the Planning and Development
(Development Assessment Panels) Regulations 2011. Members are reminded
to announce their name and title prior to speaking.

2. Apologies
Nil.

3. Members on Leave of Absence
Nil.

4. Noting of Minutes

Signed minutes of previous meetings are available on the DAP website.
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PART B - CITY OF COCKBURN

1.  Declarations of Due Consideration
Any member who is not familiar with the substance of any report or other
information provided for consideration at the DAP meeting must declare that fact
before the meeting considers the matter.

2. Disclosure of Interests
Nil.

3. Form 1 DAP Applications

3.1 Lot 9501 Gaebler Road, Hammond Park — Mixed Use Commercial
Development — DAP/23/02623

4. Form 2 DAP Applications
Nil.
5. Section 31 SAT Reconsiderations

Nil.
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Part B — Item 3.1 — LOT 9501 GAEBLER ROAD HAMMOND
PARK - MIXED USE COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT

Form 1 — Responsible Authority Report
(Regulation 12)

DAP Name: Metro Outer Development Assessment
Panel

Local Government Area: City of Cockburn

Applicant: Dynamic Planning and Developments

Owner: Broad Vision Projects Pty Ltd

Value of Development: $14.5 million

Responsible Authority: City of Cockburn

Authorising Officer: Chantala Hill

LG Reference: DAP23/004

DAP File No: DAP/23/02623

Application Received Date: 18/12/2023

Report Due Date: 05/04/2024

Nogokhowbdbd=

8.
9.

10.

11

13.
14.
15.
16.

17.

Application Statutory Process | 90 Days with an additional 48 days agreed.
Timeframe:
Attachment(s): Development Plans

Location Plan

EPA Advice (2005)

Southern Suburbs District Structure Plan
Draft Local Structure Plan

Schedule of Submissions

Applicant response to submissions &
referral agencies

DPLH updated referral response

DBCA referral response

DWER referral response

. Department of Health referral response
12.

Department of Education referral
response

DFES referral response

Water Corporation referral response
Final Design Review Panel report
McDonalds kitchen exhaust compliance
certificate

Traffic Technical Memo

Responsible Authority Recommendation

That the Metro Outer Development Assessment Panel resolves to:

1. Refuse DAP Application
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reference  DAP/23/02623
accompanying plans in accordance with Clause 68 of Schedule 2 (Deemed
Provisions) of the Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes)

(DAP23/004) and
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Regulations 2015 and the provisions of the City of Cockburn Town Planning
Scheme No. 3, for the following reasons:

Reasons

1. The proposal does not comply with the City of Cockburn Town Planning Scheme
No. 3 including the ‘Aims of the scheme.’

2. The proposal does not comply with the Draft ‘Part Lot 41 Gaebler Road,
Hammond Park Structure Plan’ (2017).

3.  The proposal does not comply with the Southern Suburbs District Structure Plan
Stage 3 (Hammond Park / Wattleup) (2012).

4, The proposal does not comply with the Environmental Protection Authority
Guidance for the Assessment of Environmental Factors Separation Distances
between Industrial and Sensitive Land Uses No. 3 (2005).

5.  The proposal does not comply with the State Planning Policy No. 4.2 Activity
Centres (2023).

6.  The proposal does not comply with the City of Cockburn Local Commercial and
Activity Centre Strategy (2012).

7. The proposal does not comply with the WAPC’s Draft Guideline for the
Determination of Wetland Buffer Requirements (2005).

8.  The proposal does not comply with the WAPC’s Draft Operational Policy 1.12
Planning Proposals Adjoining Regional Roads in Western Australia (2023).

9.  The proposal does not comply with the WAPC’s Operational Policy 2.4 - Planning
for School Sites (2022).

10. The proposal is considered to pose an unacceptable impact on human health
and the natural environment.

11. The proposal is incompatible with its setting.
12. The proposal is not considered to accord with the provisions of orderly and

proper planning. As such the proposal is likely to reduce the quality of life enjoyed
by the surrounding inhabitants and is therefore considered to be ‘poor planning’.

Details: outline of development application

Region Scheme Metropolitan Region Scheme

Region Scheme - Urban

Zone/Reserve

Local Planning Scheme City of Cockburn Town Planning Scheme No. 3

Local Planning Scheme - Special Control Area - Development Zone,

Zone/Reserve Development Area 26, Development Contribution
Areas 9 and 13.
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Structure Plan/Precinct Plan

Draft Local Structure Plan — Portion of Lot 9501
(Former Lot 41) Gaebler Road, Hammond Park -
SPN/2117, 110/172 (2017)

Structure Plan/Precinct Plan
- Land Use Designation

Draft Local Structure Plan — Residential R60

Use Class and

Pursuant to the Draft Local Structure Plan

permissibility: ‘Residential’ designation:

Service Station — ‘X’ (Not Permitted)

Fast Food Outlet — ‘X’ (Not Permitted)

Medical Centre — ‘A’ (Advertising)

Motor Vehicle Wash — ‘X’ (Not Permitted)

In the absence of an approved LSP:

Objectives of the Development Zone:
To provide for future residential, industrial or
commercial development to be guided by a
comprehensive Structure Plan prepared
under the Scheme.

Development Area 26 provisions:

1. An approved Structure Plan together with all
approved amendments shall be given due
regard in the assessment of applications for
subdivision, land use and development in
accordance with clause 27(1) of the Deemed
Provisions.

2. To provide for residential development and
compatible land uses.

Lot Size: 38,193m?

Existing Land Use:

Vacant Land

State Heritage Register No

Local Heritage N/A
O Heritage List
0 Heritage Area

Design Review O N/A
Local Design Review Panel
O State Design Review Panel
0 Other

Bushfire Prone Area Yes

Swan River Trust Area No

Proposal:

The proposal comprises the following:
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- One Service Station (floor area 192m?) with associated fuel canopy and four
fuel bowsers;

- Three Fast Food Outlets (floor areas of 245m?, 450m? and 270m?), each with
drive-through facilities (McDonalds and 7/11 are proposed for 24hr operation);

- One automatic Motor Vehicle Wash (24hr operation), including three wash
bays, two vacuum bays and a dog wash area;

- One Medical Centre (floor area 640m?), to accommodate up to ten (10)
practitioners;

- Individual service yards and bin storage areas associated with each of the
tenancies;

- Communal landscaped and car parking areas; and

- Six (6) pylon signs and other wall signs associated with the tenancies.

The original development plans submitted with the application are available through
Attachment 1.

Background:
Physical description of the site

The subject site is located in Hammond Park. Established vegetation exists across the
site, and a large portion of the site area (approximately 20,000m? on the eastern side)
has been identified as a Conservation Category Wetland (CCW). The site adjoins
existing residential development to the east and the remainder of the wetland to the
south (with zoned residential development beyond). The site is opposite existing
residential development and the Hammond Park Primary School to the north. West of
the site, across Hammond Road, is Harry Waring Marsupial Reserve (Regional
Reserve for Parks and Recreation and a Bush Forever Area). A Location Plan is
available through Attachment 2.

Planning Framework

The subject site is zoned ‘Urban’ under the Metropolitan Region Scheme (MRS) and
‘Development’ (Special Control Area - Development Area 26) under the City of
Cockburn’s Town Planning Scheme No. 3 (TPS 3). Further, the site is located within
two Development Contribution Areas (DCA9 and DCA13).

The objective of the Development Zone is as follows;

‘To provide for future residential, industrial or commercial development to be
guided by a comprehensive Structure Plan prepared under the Scheme.’

The provisions for Development Area 26 (DA 26) under TPS 3 are;

3. ‘An approved Structure Plan together with all approved amendments shall be
given due regard in the assessment of applications for subdivision, land use
and development in accordance with clause 27(1) of the Deemed Provisions.

4. To provide for residential development and compatible land uses.’

Of relevance, DA 26 was introduced via Scheme Amendment No. 28 to TPS 3 and
was referred to the Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) in 2005. The EPA
determined not to assess the amendment. The EPA’s 2005 advice is available through
Attachment 3. As a result of the EPA’s determination, factors relating to the CCW and
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environmental values of the site were deferred, to be adequately addressed and
protected in subsequent planning processes; in particular, via a structure plan. A
structure plan logically ensures the environmental matters are addressed at a strategic
stage, and the City and the Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage (DPLH) have
provided advice to the proponent over the course of several years, stating that a
structure plan would be required for the site given the range of issues.

Structure Plans

The subiject site is located within the Southern Suburbs Stage 3 District Structure Plan
(SSDSP - available through Attachment 4). The SSDSP was approved by Council in
September 2012 and was intended to guide local structure planning in the area. The
SSDSP shows the subject site as ‘Residential’ and ‘Conservation Category Wetland'.

In February 2017 the proposed Lot 41 Frankland Avenue, Hammond Park Structure
Plan (draft LSP) was submitted to the City in accordance with the requirements of DA
26. The draft LSP is available through Attachment 5 and sought to guide orderly future
development on the subject site. Approximately one third of the overall site was
included within the draft LSP, with the remainder being recognised as CCW and
‘subject to further planning’. The developable area within the LSP was designated as
Residential R60. A strip of Public Open Space (POS) along the eastern edge of the
LSP area proposed to abut a 50 metre buffer to the CCW. Of note, the 50 metre buffer
is consistent with the Western Australian Planning Commission’s (WAPC) Guideline
for the Determination of Wetland Buffer Requirements (2005) (Buffer Guideline) and
as a result the draft LSP was not required to be assessed by the EPA. Matters relating
to the wetland buffer are discussed further in the ‘Planning Assessment’ section below.

The draft LSP was assessed, advertised to the community and endorsed by Council
subject to modifications at its meeting in August 2017. In December 2017, pursuant to
Schedule 2, Clause 22(1)(b) of the Planning and Development (Local Planning
Schemes) Regulations 2015 (Regulations), the Western Australian Planning
Commission (WAPC) requested the applicant or the City to modify the draft LSP. The
modifications have yet to be formally resubmitted to the WAPC and as a result the LSP
remains in ‘draft’ form. It is the usual practice for applicants to make modifications,
notwithstanding the ability for the City to undertake these modifications.

Recent legal advice suggests the draft LSP should be considered as a ‘seriously
entertained planning proposal’. As demonstrated by case law in Nicholls v WAPC
[2005 WASAT 40] a ‘seriously entertained planning proposal’ is a relevant matter for
consideration during a planning assessment for which the decision maker should give

regard. The draft LSP as an aspect of orderly and proper planning is discussed further
in the ‘Planning Assessment’ section below.

The ‘Planning Assessment’ section discusses the key considerations of this proposal,

which have been informed by the ‘Background’.

Legislation and Policy:
Legislation
Planning and Development Act 2005

Planning and Development (Development Assessment Panel) Regulations 2011
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Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015

City of Cockburn Town Planning Scheme No. 3

State Government Policies

Draft State Planning Policy 2.9 Planning for Water (Draft SPP 2.9)

This policy outlines how water resources should be managed during the planning
process and is relevant in the context of the CCW on the subject site — discussed
further below.

Draft State Planning Policy 3.7 Planning in Bushfire Prone Areas (Draft SPP 3.7)

The subject site is designated as a ‘bushfire prone area’ and as such the requirements
of this policy and its associated Guidelines apply, particularly how bushfire risk can be
mitigated — discussed further below.

State Planning Policy 4.2 Activity Centres for Perth and Peel (SPP 4.2)

This policy guides the appropriate development of activity centres and is relevant to
this application considering the proposed development constitutes ‘out-of-centre
development’ — discussed further below.

State Planning Policy 7.0 Design of the Built Environment (SPP 7.0)

This policy provides design principles to achieve good quality built form outcomes. The
proposed development was subject to a Design Review Panel process which
considered these design principles — discussed further below.

Operational Policy 2.4 Planning for School sites (OP 2.4)

This policy considers the appropriate locations for schools in the context of surrounding
land uses, and conversely should be considered where development is proposed in
close proximity to schools. The location of the proposed commercial development
opposite a primary school is discussed further below.

Draft Operational Policy 1.12 Planning Proposals Adjoining Regional Roads in
Western Australia (Draft OP 1.12)

This policy provides guidance on vehicular access where sites adjoin Regional Roads.
This is relevant to the proposed development because the subject site is adjacent to
an “Other Regional Road” (Hammond Road). Access is discussed further below.

Liveable Neighbourhoods (2009)
This operational policy guides the structure planning for urban infill sites. The policy
addresses elements such as ‘Urban Water Management’ and ‘Activity Centres’, noting

that such considerations should be considered at the structure planning stage. This is
discussed further below.
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Structure Plans/Activity Centre Plans

City of Cockburn draft Local Planning Strategy (Draft LPS)

The City’s draft Local Planning Strategy provides direction and context for the City’s
Town Planning Scheme No. 3 (and the upcoming new local planning scheme).
Commercial development should be located within appropriate zones, as informed by
the draft LPS. The location of the proposed development in absence of an appropriate
zone is discussed further below.

City of Cockburn Local Commercial and Activity Centres Strategy (LCACS)

This Strategy identifies and plans for commercial and activity centres within the City.
The Strategy is relevant to the proposed commercial development as it does not
identify the subject site as being within an activity centre — discussed further below.

Southern Suburbs District Structure Plan (SSDSP)

As mentioned in the section above, the SSDSP was prepared to guide more localised
structure planning in the area. The SSDSP identifies the subject site as ‘Residential’ —
discussed further below.

Draft ‘Lot 41 Frankland Avenue, Hammond Park’ Structure Plan (2017) (Draft LSP)

As mentioned in the section above, the Draft LSP is considered a ‘seriously entertained
planning proposal’ so can be given due regard — discussed further below.

Local Policies
Local Planning Policy 1.12 Noise Attenuation (LPP 1.12)

Noise produced by the proposed development has potential to impact the overall
amenity of the local community. An Acoustic Report was provided as part of the
application to address these impacts.

Local Planning Policy 1.14 Waste Management (LPP 1.14)

Appropriate management of waste must be considered within the proposal. A Waste
Management Plan was provided as part of the application.

Local Planning Policy 3.4 Service Stations and Motor Vehicle Wash Facilities (LPP
3.4)

This policy seeks to ensure Service Stations and Motor Vehicle Wash facilities are
located appropriately and managed to control impact on surrounding residents’
amenity and the natural environment. Whether these uses are appropriate in close
proximity to sensitive land uses and the CCW is discussed further below.

Local Planning Policy 3.7 Signs & Advertising (LPP 3.7)

This policy provides standards for development signage to limit visual impact on the
streetscape. This policy is relevant in the context of the proposed commercial
development, which is located within a predominantly residential area. Signage is
discussed further below.
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Local Planning Policy 5.16 Design Review Panel (LPP 5.16)

This policy provides criteria for development proposals to be reviewed by the City’s
Design Review Panel and refers to the design principles outlined in SPP 7.0. The
proposed development met the criteria at the time for DRP review — the outcomes are
discussed further below.

Consultation:

Public Consultation

The proposal was advertised for a period of 28 days (25 January to 22 February 2024),
by way of a letter sent to 170 property owners and occupiers in the vicinity of the
development who had the potential to be most impacted. The proposal was also placed
on the City’s community engagement online platform, Comment on Cockburn, and a
sign was installed on the site. The applicant’s planning report, development plans and
all other supporting documents were made available for public viewing. Due to
significant community and media interest, the City also hosted a public information
session prior to the closure of the consultation period.

A total of 447 submissions were received during the advertising period, with
approximately 40% in support and 60% opposed. All submissions can be viewed in
Attachment 6. A summary of the issues raised during consultation is as follows:

Issue raised Support/ | Officer comments

oppose
Development would Oppose | The compatibility of the development within the
erode the character of surrounding residential context is a valid
the area and is ‘out of planning consideration. This matter is
scale’ with its discussed further in the ‘Planning Assessment’
surroundings section.
Expectation for Oppose | The SSDSP and 2017 draft LSP indicate the
residential site as ‘residential’ and there has been no
development on the alternative structure planning process to
site, no mention of designate a commercial zoning. This matter is
‘commercial’ in the discussed further in the ‘Planning Assessment’
planning framework, section.

does not align with
the strategic

framework

Surrounding property | Oppose | Noted, however this is not a valid planning
values would consideration.

decrease

Risk of bushfire in the | Oppose | The risk of bushfire is a valid consideration
context of chemicals, and is discussed further in the ‘Planning
fuels etc in proximity Assessment’ section.

to vegetation
Impact of emissions Oppose | The possible impact of the land uses on

(odour, gaseous) and human health are a valid planning
link to health consideration and are discussed further in the
concerns ‘Planning Assessment’ section.
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Health impact of fast | Oppose | Noted. These concerns surround human

food in close behaviour rather than a direct impact from the

proximity to primary land use, however the issue of whether Fast

school Food Outlets are compatible with primary
schools are discussed further in the ‘Planning
Assessment’ section.

Traffic issues Oppose | A Transport Impact Assessment was submitted

(pedestrian safety, with the application, though it is acknowledged

congestion during that the commercial nature of the development

school pickup/drop- proposed was not previously contemplated for

off, lack of parking) this site and would impact the expected traffic
volumes and parking availability of a residential
area. Traffic is discussed further in the
‘Planning Assessment’ section.

Increased noise Oppose | An Acoustic Report was submitted with the
application, though it is noted that the nature of
the commercial development will result in
increased levels of noise.

Environmental impact | Oppose | The environmental impact of the proposed

(clearing of development is noted and discussed further in

vegetation, proximity the ‘Planning Assessment’ section.

to wetland)

Risk of increased Oppose | Noted. These concerns surround human

crime/antisocial behaviour rather than a direct impact from the

behaviour land use. However, it is acknowledged that the
land uses proposed were not previously
contemplated for this location and the impact of
those uses may cause amenity concerns for
the community.

There is a need for Support | Noted, however there is no appropriate

the proposed underlying zoning on the site to support such

businesses land uses in this location. Hammond Park is an

(particularly Service area under transition. Alternative locations are

Station) identified for future commercial development
elsewhere in the planning framework for the
area.

Will provide increased | Support | Noted, however there is no appropriate

employment underlying zoning on the site to support such

opportunities land uses in this location. Hammond Park is an
area under transition. Alternative locations are
identified for future commercial development
elsewhere in the planning framework for the
area.

Will provide amenities | Support | Noted, however there is no appropriate

within a convenient
distance

underlying zoning on the site to support such
land uses in this location. Hammond Park is an
area under transition. Alternative locations are
identified for future commercial development
elsewhere in the planning framework for the
area.
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The applicant was provided with a summary and full version of submissions, and opted
to respond to the issues raised — this response can be seen in Attachment 7.

Referrals/consultation with Government/Service Agencies

Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage (DPLH)

The subject site abuts Hammond Road, which is designated on the WAPC’s plan
SP694/6 as a Category 1 Other Regional Road (ORR). As per the WAPC’s Draft DP
1.12 and delegation instrument DEL2022/03 Powers of Local Governments
Metropolitan Region Scheme direct access onto this category of road is not permitted.
The proposal was referred to DPLH’s Transport Team for comment.

DPLH returned an initial non-objection to the proposal, subject to all access being
proposed from the lower order road network (Gaebler Road). Following this advice,
the applicant initiated a meeting with DPLH and the City to further discuss the access
concerns. DPLH’s final response is available through Attachment 8. Site access is
discussed further in the ‘Planning Assessment’ section below.

Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions (DBCA)

Due to the presence of the CCW on site and the requirement for vegetation clearing,
the proposal was referred to DBCA for comment. DBCA’s comments are summarised
as follows;

- A 50 metre buffer to the CCW is recommended, and any proposed reduction
to this buffer should be assessed by the City to determine whether it is
appropriate;

- The location of the Service Station, Motor Vehicle Wash and Fast Food Outlets
in close proximity to the CCW, in the context of a reduced buffer, is not
appropriate and poses a risk of nutrients and pollutants entering the surface
water and groundwater systems;

- Should the application be approved, a Wetland Management Plan should be
provided;

- The subject site contains Matters of National Environmental Significance
(MNES) under the Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity
Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) and a vegetation clearing permit is likely
required,;

- The proposal has the potential to disturb native fauna; and

- Proposed species noted on the Landscaping Plans have the potential to
become invasive weeds in the wetland and should be reselected or
appropriately managed.

DBCA'’s full response is available through Attachment 9. Environmental considerations
are discussed further in the ‘Planning Assessment’ section below.

Department of Water and Environmental Regulation (DWER)
Due to the presence of the CCW on site and the proximity of the proposed

development to sensitive land uses, the proposal was referred to DWER for comment.
DWER objected to the proposal, with commentary provided on the following matters;

Page | 9

Document Set ID: 11896887
Version: 1, Version Date: 08/05/2024



OFFICIAL

- The proposed 15 metre buffer to the wetland is inadequate to protect the
CCW:’s ecological and environmental values and a 50 metre buffer is instead
recommended;

- Should the application be approved, a vegetation clearing permit is required
due to the 50 metre wetland buffer being an Environmentally Sensitive Area;

- A suitable buffer distance should be provided for the Service Station in relation
to sensitive land uses (residential dwellings and the primary school); and

- The provided Local Water Management Strategy is not sufficient and requires
amendment.

DWER’s full response is available through Attachment 10. Environmental
considerations and the proximity of the development to sensitive land uses are
discussed further in the ‘Planning Assessment’ section below.

Environmental Protection Authority (EPA)

The EPA determined not to assess environmental factors at the time of Amendment
No. 28 to TPS 3 in 2005. In absence of a prior structure planning process supporting
a reduced buffer to the CCW, the City met with officers from EPA Services for advice
on the proposed application. The EPA noted that reducing the buffer on the grounds
that the adjoining property to the south had a reduced buffer was not sufficient
justification, given the subject proposal is for commercial development as opposed to
residential. Based on discussions with the EPA officers, the City considers that the
proposal for a reduced wetland buffer to a commercial development may warrant a
formal referral to the EPA for their assessment under Section 38 of the Environmental
Protection Act 1986. A formal referral would undermine the ability for the DAP to
determine the proposal, until the conclusion of an EPA assessment. For this reason,
and in consideration that environmental factors are not the sole reason for the City’s
refusal recommendation, a s38 referral was not undertaken. The wetland buffer
(including the buffer for the adjoining site to the south) is discussed further in the
‘Planning Assessment’ section below.

Department of Health

The proposal was referred to the Department of Health for comment due to the
proposed Service Station’s proximity to residential dwellings and the primary school.
The Department of Health disagreed with the separation distance (buffer) noted by the
applicant and advised that a separation distance of 200 metres should be maintained
(in accordance with the requirements of the EPA’s Separation Distance Guidance,
discussed further below) to avoid exposure to potentially harmful gaseous pollutants.
The Department also advised that there would be no way to verify any site-specific
studies in support of a reduced separation distance. The Department of Health’s full
response is available through Attachment 11. The proximity of the proposed
development to sensitive land uses is discussed further in the ‘Planning Assessment’
section below.

Department of Education
Due to the proximity of the proposed development to the Hammond Park Primary
School (HPPS), and in accordance with the WAPC’s OP 2.4, the proposal was referred

to the Department of Education for comment. The Department of Education strongly
objected to the proposal, with comments summarised as follows;
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- The site is not subject to an approved Local Structure Plan and the proposal is
inconsistent with the SSDSP, which indicates residential use for the site
(excluding the wetland area);

- The development is not compatible with the existing school site and will
compromise the amenity of the school;

- The proximity of the Fast Food Outlets may result in unhealthy diets and obesity
which contribute to death, disease and disability;

- The proximity of the Service Station may result in exposure to emissions which
have the potential to adversely impact health and wellbeing, and a reduced
separation distance to the school site is noted; and

- The proposed development will compound existing parking and traffic issues
around the school site and will compromise pedestrian safety.

The Department of Education’s full response is available through Attachment 12.
Traffic, proximity of the proposed development to sensitive land uses and the lack of
an approved Local Structure Plan is discussed further in the ‘Planning Assessment’
section below.

Department of Fire and Emergency Services (DFES)

Due to the proposed Service Station involving the storage of high-risk flammable
material within a bushfire prone area, the proposal, and specifically the supplied
Bushfire Management Plan (BMP) was referred to DFES for comment. DFES advised
that the BMP did not sufficiently address the requirements of SPP 3.7. DFES’
comments are summarised as follows:

- Uncertainty surrounding how the future road widening area of Hammond Road
will be managed as low-threat vegetation given it is outside the development
site boundaries, and further landscape management details required;

- Further photographic evidence would be required to confirm vegetation
classifications and validate the provided Bushfire Attack Level (BAL) ratings;

- Proposal of a “fire break” along the eastern side of the development area is not
a sufficient mechanism to manage bushfire risk;

- The pump room associated with the Motor Vehicle Wash is considered to be a
“habitable building” that appears to be exposed to an unacceptable level of
bushfire risk (BAL-FZ); and

- Further detail within the BMP is required to confirm that all elements of the
Bushfire Protection Criteria can be met.

DFES’ full response is available through Attachment 13. Bushfire risk and
management is discussed further in the ‘Planning Assessment’ section below.

Water Corporation

Due to the subject site currently being un-serviced, the proposal was referred to the
Water Corporation for comment. The Water Corporation indicated that:

- Services are available in the area to connect to; and
- The proposed development does not appear to affect Water Corporation’s
assets.

The Water Corporation’s full response is available through Attachment 14.
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Design Review Panel Advice

The City’s LPP 5.16 specifies criteria where review by the City’s DRP is mandatory;

- Proposals three storeys or greater; or

- Proposals with 20 or more multiple dwellings; or

- Proposals where determination by the Joint Development Assessment Panel is
mandatory; or

- Any other proposal referred by the Director of Planning and Development.

The proposal met the threshold for mandatory JDAP determination (noting that this
was prior to the amendments to determination thresholds within the Planning and
Development (Development Assessment Panels) Regulations 2011), therefore review
by the DRP was required. The DRP considered the proposal against design principles
of SPP 7.0 and LPP 5.16. The proposal was presented at two DRP meetings. Upon
conclusion of the second meeting, items pending further attention included;

- Further detail required as to how the design responds to the unique context
and character of the area (proximity of the wetland and residential
development);

- Progressing landscaping concepts and including appropriate native species;
and

- Recommendation to unify the built form and signage in relation to the
streetscape and surrounding area.

The final DRP report is available through Attachment 15. It is noted that within their
report, the DRP supported provision of a pedestrian track within the wetland buffer
area. Matters relating to the buffer, as well as the development’s built form are
discussed in the ‘Planning Assessment’ section below.

Other Advice

The proposal was referred internally to a number of departments within the City, most
notably;

- Environmental Management, Policy and Planning (EMPP);
Environmental Health;

Strategic Planning; and

Transport and Traffic

Internal responses have informed the key issues identified within this proposal, which
are discussed in the ‘Planning Assessment’ section.

Planning Assessment:

The proposal has been assessed against all the relevant legislative requirements of
the Scheme, State and Local Planning Policies and the structure planning framework
outlined in the ‘Legislation and Policy’ section of this report. The following matters have
been identified as key considerations for the determination of this application and are
discussed below.

Orderly and Proper Planning
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Schedule 2, Clause 67(2)(b) of the Regulations requires the matter of ‘orderly and
proper planning’ to be considered during the planning assessment. The proposed
development cannot be seen as ‘orderly and proper planning’ for several reasons.

Firstly, as mentioned above, the objective of the Development Zone within TPS 3 is for
development to be guided by a comprehensive structure plan. Consistent with this
objective, DA 26 specifically requires a structure plan through Provision (1) in Table 9
of TPS 3. A structure plan is recognised as a key planning instrument for the
coordination of future zoning, subdivision, and development of an area of land. The
Regulations (Schedule 2, cl.27(2)) state that a subdivision or development application
in an area for which a structure plan has not yet been approved, may be approved if
the decision maker is satisfied that the application does not conflict with the principles
of orderly and proper planning. At the district level, the SSDSP nominates the subject
site as ‘Residential’. At the local level, the draft LSP, which is a seriously entertained
planning proposal, also designates a Residential Zone for the subject site. Considering
the permissibility of the proposed land uses in a Residential Zone against Table 1 of
TPS 3;

- Service Station — X use

- Fast Food Outlet — X use

- Motor Vehicle Wash — X use
- Medical Centre — A use

In other words, within a Residential Zone all proposed uses (with the exception of the
Medical Centre) would not be permitted. Notwithstanding the draft LSP, there has been
no_structure plan prepared or approved which contemplates an alternative zoning
whereby the proposed uses could be capable of consideration.

Similarly, the second provision in Table 9 of TPS 3 for DA 26 is to provide for residential
development and ‘compatible uses’. The compatibility of the development with its
setting is a matter that requires consideration as per Clause 67(2)(m)(i) of the
Regulations. Whether the proposed uses for the site are ‘compatible’ depends on a
range of factors, including existing character of the area, general amenity impact and
design of the development. The surrounding area is characterised by education,
conservation/environment and residential. Numerous concerns were raised during
community consultation surrounding noise, emissions, traffic, environmental impact
and inconsistency with the strategic planning framework. Taking existing
neighbourhood character into account, including evaluation of the volume and nature
of objections received, indicates that the development could not reasonably be
considered as ‘compatible’ within its setting. These factors are typically structure
planning matters, notwithstanding, the City has been unable to overcome the
predominant issue of compatibility at the development application stage, and for this
reason, it is considered that the proposal does not meet either objective of DA 26.

Secondly, the proposal cannot be considered ‘orderly and proper planning’ due to its
inconsistences with the broader strategic planning framework and SPP 4.2. Element 7
of Liveable Neighbourhoods requires careful consideration of the location of
commercial uses in relation to other centres. Further, the activity centre hierarchy is
set out in SPP 4.2, the City’s LCACS and the City’s draft LPS. The activity centre
hierarchy is to be used when preparing and determining planning instruments,
subdivision and development applications to coordinate the location and distribution of
activity centres. The subject site is not an identified ‘Local Centre’ in any of these
strategic documents. Given the development is not located within the boundary of an
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identified activity centre, it constitutes ‘out-of-centre development’ as outlined in
Clause 7.9 of SPP 4.2, which is defined as:

‘Any development application that proposes floorspace greater than 500m?
NLA for Category A activity centre uses located outside the boundary of an
activity centre’.

The proposal includes approximately 905m? of Category A activity uses (Fast Food
Outlets). Furthermore, while development applications for Category B activity centre
uses are not considered to be out-of-centre developments where the existing zoning
contemplates (P, D, A) those land uses, commercial zoning has never been
contemplated formally for the subject site. Therefore, the Category B activity centre
uses within the proposal (Service Station, Motor Vehicle Wash and Medical Centre)
are also considered out-of-centre development. As per Clause 7.9a) of SPP 4.2:

‘There is a general presumption against the approval of activity centre uses
outside of activity centres as they are likely to impact nearby activity centres
and the overall activity centre hierarchy.’

In this regard, the proposed commercial development sits approximately 700 metres
north of an existing Local Centre Zone, which includes the recently approved
Hammond Park Neighbourhood Centre development (DAP/23/02556). The SPP 4.2
‘Activity Centres Implementation Guidelines’ stipulate that identification of new local
centres should only occur through an appropriate strategic planning process, either
through preparation or review of local planning strategies or local-level structure plans
informed by a Needs Assessment to ensure that the existing and planned activity
centre hierarchy is not undermined, consistent with the objectives and outcomes and
measures of SPP 4.2 and the Implementation Guidelines.

The SPP 4.2 Guidelines are clear that a Needs Assessment should not be prepared
for development applications because the intention is for these to only be contemplated
through a holistic strategic planning process, which has not occurred in this instance.
The supplied Needs Assessment does not provide sufficient justification for the out-of-
centre development for the following reasons:

1. It is premised on the site being a ‘Local Centre’, however it has not been
identified as such in any strategic document; and

2. It does not consider the additional retail floorspace potential of the other Local
Centre zoned sites located west of the recently approved Hammond Park
Neighbourhood Centre (DAP/23/02556).

The proposal also cannot be seen as “orderly and proper planning” when considering
the “Guiding Principles for the Exercise of Discretion” outlined in the WAPC’s 2024
Development Application Exercise of Discretion Guidelines (Discretion Guidelines).
For example, Principle One of the Discretion Guidelines requires a properly
constructed planning framework. It is noted that:

‘Where the need for a standard/precinct structure plan or similar is
foreshadowed by the zoning of the land or through the strategic planning
framework, and such a plan has not yet been prepared, the starting point for
any major discretionary decision should be refusal.’
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Further, Principle Three of the Discretion Guidelines notes that if the standard is to be
departed from, there must be clear and logical reasons for doing so. Following
assessment of all the information provided it is not considered that the proposal
warrants a departure from the broader strategic planning framework (LCACS, draft
LPS, SSDSP, draft LSP).

As per Principle Four of the Discretion Guidelines, public/community input has a
legitimate role in the planning process. Of relevance, submissions need to be given
careful consideration when forming views on the development’s compatibility with its
setting. Concerns raised through submissions included detrimental amenity impact
resulting from visual appearance (signs, lighting and the like), emissions and increased
traffic and environmental impact. All are valid concerns and are discussed further
below.

Overall, the proposal constitutes out-of-centre development that does not align with
the strategic planning framework and undermines the importance of the structure
planning process. Therefore, the proposal is not in line with “orderly and proper
planning”.

Environmental Considerations

DBCA’s ‘Geomorphic Wetlands — Swan Coastal Plain (Management Category)
Dataset’ identifies that a CCW is located on the subject site. ‘Conservation’ is the
highest category of wetland, indicating that it has high conservation value for natural
or human use. Advice from external agencies (EPA, DWER, DBCA) and internally from
the City’s Environmental team has consistently referred to the EPA’s Guidance
Statement No. 33 (GS 33) and the WAPC’s Guideline for the Determination of Wetland
Buffer Requirements (Buffer Guideline) to determine an appropriate buffer distance.
The Buffer Guideline notes that the objective for management of CCWs is to ‘preserve
wetland (natural) attributes and functions.’ It is also noted that:

‘A reduction in the wetland boundary, the required separation distance or
recommended management measures for C category wetlands is unlikely to
meet the identified management objective. In such cases the proposal should
be referred to the EPA.’

The Buffer Guideline acknowledges that separation between wetlands and
development can be simply a distance, or via a physical barrier such as a fence or
wall. It is noted that the DRP indicated from an urban design perspective, integration
between the development and the wetland (no barrier, public access) was encouraged.
However, advice from environmental agencies has confirmed that the risk of rubbish
spread (from the Fast Food Outlets in particular) and damage from public access/dogs
means that a physical barrier is warranted. Environmental reporting provided by the
applicant has indicated a proposed 1.2m high chain mesh fence.

A buffer distance of 15 metres has been nominated between the CCW and the
proposed development. A firebreak 3 metres in width is proposed to run along the
eastern edge of the development, which results in the buffer width effectively being 12
metres. GS 33 and the Buffer Guideline recommend a minimum 50 metre separation
distance (buffer) for CCWs. Advice from DWER and DBCA is consistent with the Buffer
Guideline. Further, DBCA noted that the appropriateness of any reduction to the
separation distance should be determined solely by the City. The City’s EMPP team
reviewed the Environmental Assessment Report, Wetland Buffer Assessment and
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Banksia Woodland TEC and Black Cockatoo Habitat Assessment that were provided
in support of the proposal. The Wetland Buffer Assessment noted that a key
justification for the reduced buffer is the previously accepted 15 metre buffer for the
site to the south (Lot 9008 Frankland Avenue). This justification is not considered
appropriate for several reasons.

Firstly, while the same wetland covers both sites, the developable area on Lot 9008
Frankland Avenue adjacent to the CCW is zoned Residential under an approved
structure plan (‘Lot 9008, Frankland Avenue Hammond Park LSP’). The proposed
development on the subject site is a mix of commercial land uses, including Fast Food
Outlets, a Motor Vehicle Wash and a Service Station. It is considered that the potential
environmental impact to the wetland from these uses (in terms of nutrient/pollutant
runoff, litter, risk of chemical spills and light impact on fauna) is far greater than
residential development. Furthermore, the effective buffer will be even further reduced
than what was accepted on Lot 9008 Frankland Avenue due to the 3m firebreak.

Secondly, it was made clear by the EPA and DWER that the reduced 15 metre buffer
on Lot 9008 Frankland Avenue should not be viewed as a precedent. Further
discussions with the EPA in relation to the proposed development have confirmed that
the 15 metre buffer on Lot 9008 Frankland Avenue does not justify a buffer reduction
for proposed commercial development. Additionally, following discussion with the EPA
the City considers that the reduction to the buffer distance to a commercial outcome
may warrant formal referral to the EPA under Section 38 of the Environmental
Protection Act 1986. Should the EPA resolve to assess the proposal under Section 38,
this would need to be completed prior to determining the subject development
application. These considerations are typically resolved at the strategic level through
a prior structure planning process.

Thirdly, the Department of Water and Environmental Regulation’'s Water Quality
Protection Note 49 — Service Stations (WQPN 49) requires that wetlands be separated
from Service Stations by a buffer of 200 metres. The City’s LPP 3.4 also requires Motor
Vehicle Wash uses to be consistent with the requirements of WQPN 49. Adequate
separation needs to be provided in conjunction with a detailed Environmental
Management Plan and specific details including stormwater management, wastewater
management and chemical spill contingency. The fuel bowsers for the proposed
Service Station are approximately 96 metres from the edge of the wetland in lieu of
200 metres, and the Motor Vehicle Wash is the closest use to the wetland, sitting 20
metres from the wetland edge. A sufficiently detailed Environmental Management Plan
has not been provided.

Concerns were also raised by the City’s EMPP team surrounding the findings of the
Banksia Woodland TEC and Black Cockatoo Habitat Assessment (Habitat
Assessment). Due to the extent of clearing proposed (1.27ha) and the fact the
vegetation offers foraging and future breeding habitat to all three protected species of
Black Cockatoo, the applicant has acknowledged the requirement to refer to the
application to the Commonwealth Government for the impacts to Matters of National
Environmental Significance that are protected under the Environment Protection and
Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999. Figure 5 of the Habitat Assessment specifically
identifies two Jarrah trees (Black Cockatoo Habitat) that intersect with the proposed
development area. In the context of the inappropriate CCW buffer, the removal of the
two Jarrah trees is considered to compound the environmental impact of the
commercial development.
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Appropriate management of water within the development must be considered in
accordance with Element 5 of Liveable Neighbourhoods, Draft SPP 2.9 and the
WAPC’s Better Urban Water Management Guidelines (2008). A Local Water
Management Strategy (LWMS) was provided, but as per the Draft SPP 2.9 Guidelines
this should have been considered at a prior structure planning stage. Endorsement
from DWER has not yet been provided, with some outstanding issues from DWER and
the City including;

- The LWMS is premised on a reduced wetland buffer distance (as discussed
above). DWER noted that the LWMS should provide written evidence from
DBCA that the reduced buffer is supported. In its referral response to the
proposed development, DBCA has already advised that the 50 metre buffer
should be maintained unless otherwise supported by the City; and

- Details surrounding the location of stormwater management infrastructure in
relation to the CCW buffer were unclear.

The applicant's response to DWER’s comments on the LWMS and other
environmental matters raised by the external referral agencies is available through
Attachment 7.

Overall, it is considered that the reduced buffer to the CCW is likely to compound the
environmental impact created by a commercial development outcome. In absence of
a prior structure planning process which supports commercial development, the
proposed buffer distance and resultant impact on the CCW, including flora and fauna,
reaffirms the proposal should not be supported.

Proximity to sensitive land uses

Concerns were raised during community consultation surrounding the proximity of the
Service Station and Fast Food Outlets to the HPPS and residential dwellings.

Regarding the Service Station, community concerns particularly focussed on the
possible impact of emissions (notably benzene) on human health and the potential
links to cancer. Clause 67(2)(r) of the Regulations requires that the following matter be
taken into consideration:

(r) ‘The suitability of the land for the development taking into account the
possible risk to human health or safety.’

The EPA’s Guidance for the Assessment of Environmental Factors - Separation
Distances between Industrial and Sensitive Land Uses (GS3) provides advice on the
minimum recommended separation distance between uses (such as Service Stations)
and ‘sensitive land uses’ (residential development and schools). Separation is required
to reduce possible impacts (emissions, noise, odour). For 24-hour Service Stations,
GS3 requires a 200 metre buffer distance between the boundaries. The development
proposes a 20 metre separation distance between the subject site boundary and the
lot boundary of the HPPS.

The Department of Health and DWER have advised that the 200 metre buffer distance
should be maintained in accordance with GS3. In response to this advice, the applicant
opted to provide an Emissions Impact Assessment (within Attachment 7), which utilises
dispersion modelling to predict the spread of emissions. The Department of Health
noted that if the proposed separation distance is less than the recommended distance,
this type of site-specific study would be expected, however:
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‘The Department of Health has received advice from DWER that air quality
dispersion modelling has a number of areas of uncertainty and DWER is
generally not able to verify the assumptions made in these modelling studies.
Therefore, the use of dispersion modelling to make precise judgements on
separation distances is impossible... Therefore, from a public health point of
view the Department of Health recommends the application of separation
distances as they appear in the Guideline (GS3)’

As further justification for a reduced separation distance, the applicant referenced the
2021 DAP approval of a 24-hour Convenience Store at 38 Canning Highway, South
Perth (DAP/21/02122). The application was approved adjacent to residential dwellings
in lieu of a 200 metre separation distance. Accepting the reduced separation of the
Service Station to sensitive land uses on the basis of previous approvals would not be
appropriate for the following reasons;

1. As recommended by the Department of Health, other Service Stations in close
proximity to sensitive land uses should not provide precedent. Based on
DWER’s advice, air quality dispersion modelling cannot be verified;

2. There are other recent examples of DAP decisions for comparable Service
Stations whereby the matter of cl. 67(2)(r) of the Regulations was considered
and determined to be a valid reason for refusal. Examples include
DAP/18/01473 (72 Walter Road East, Bassendean) and DAP/22/02317 (41-43
& 45 Angove Street, North Perth); and

3. Most importantly, the example used by the applicant refers to a land use that
was ‘Discretionary’ within its Zone under the relevant Local Planning Scheme.

With regard to point (3) above, the reduced separation distance proposed by the
Service Station within the commercial development comes in absence of any strategic
framework to support the land use. Given the land use was not previously
contemplated for the site, the valid concerns raised by the community and reflected by
advice from external agencies need to be considered.

Concerns were also raised by the community surrounding the proximity of the three
proposed Fast Food Outlets to the HPPS and residential dwellings. One such concern
was possible odours — in this regard, it is noted that the applicant has provided a
Compliance Certificate detailing that McDonalds was able to comply with the relevant
Australian Standards for exhaust air discharges (see Attachment 16). The Emissions
Impact Assessment provided through Attachment 7 also addresses odour from all
three proposed Fast Food Outlets.

Another significant concern was the potential increase in the consumption of fast food
(particularly by children) as a contributor to obesity, disease and death. This was also
raised by the Department of Education in their referral response. The WAPC’s OP 2.4
applies to development applications proposed in close proximity to school sites, and
seeks to encourage appropriate surrounding land uses. Clause 3.6.2 of OP 2.4 states:

‘Careful consideration needs to be given to ensure that school sites are located
amongst or adjacent to compatible land uses to support education, health and
wellbeing outcomes.’

It is recognised that the Fast Food Outlet land use itself does not pose a risk to human
health; the risk comes from the human behaviour of poor dietary choices/lifestyles.
However, the broader question of compatibility of the land use being in close proximity
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to the HPPS is a valid matter for consideration under Clause 67(2)(m)(i) of the
Regulations. Based on community concerns and in absence of a strategic planning
framework to contemplate the proposed uses, the Fast Food Outlets in close proximity
to the HPPS are not considered to be appropriate.

Character of the locality

There is a clear expectation within the SSDSP for predominantly residential
development. As mentioned in the ‘Background’ section, the subject site is shown as
‘medium (residential) density and ‘Conservation Category Wetland’. The area
surrounding the site is similarly identified as ‘medium density’, with some pockets of
‘high density’ and ‘Local Centre’, and associated public open space and local reserves.
West of the subject site is defined by the Harry Waring Marsupial Reserve, which
extends north to Russell Road.

At a local level, LSPs have been approved across almost the entire SSDSP area. The
LSPs are broadly consistent with the SSDSP, identifying low to medium density
residential. For example, the approved LSP south of the subject site (the Lot 9008,
Frankland Avenue Hammond Park LSP) comprises residential (R25) in addition to the
CCW and buffer (buffer matters are discussed further above). Similarly, LSPs to the
east of the subject site, such as the Lot 40 Gaebler Road Hammond Park LSP
designate residential densities from R20 to R40. North of Gaebler Road is
predominantly R20.

Submission responses reflected the local community’s expectations of the area as
predominantly residential, particularly in the context of the SSDSP and the draft LSP,
which was publicly advertised, identifying the site as Residential. Given that ‘Service
Station’, ‘Fast Food Outlet’ and ‘Motor Vehicle Wash’ are ‘X’ uses in the Residential
Zone, in absence of any approved LSP designating an appropriate zoning these uses
would be considered inconsistent with the prevailing (residential) character of the area.
Clause 67(2)(m)(i) of the Regulations confirms that character of the area is a valid
matter for consideration.

Built form

In absence of the site being appropriately zoned to contemplate the proposed uses
within what is a predominantly residential area, impact of the built form on the
streetscape requires careful consideration. The Fast Food Outlets and Service Station
propose to accommodate franchises that have pre-established built form
requirements. As a result, overall built form is relatively generic with limited opportunity
to respond to the context and character of the area, as required by SPP 7.0 and LPP
5.16. It was noted in the DRP’s final report that the Service Station “presents an
inactive facade facing Gaebler Road”. Additionally, the Medical Centre “has a limited
contribution in the unified built form response for the development.”

The six (6) proposed pylon signs contribute to the overall built form outcome and are
considered against the planning framework through the following table:

Provision | Requirement Proposal Assessment

TPS 3 cl. Limited to a A total of 6 The overall development will

4.9.3d) (i) | common pylon | pylon signs result in a significant number of
sigh comprising pylon signs, which, when
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up to six proposed combined with their size, pose a
advertisements, | across the site. | visual amenity impact to

or where the surrounding residents.
development

comprises a

service station
then up to two
pylon signs are
permitted.

LPP 3.7 a) Maximum 49m? on Signage exceeds the maximum
Clause (3) | size of 6m? per | Gaebler Road | size permitted on both frontages.
‘Standards’ | street frontage | frontage; 47m?

6. Pylon on Hammond
Sign Road frontage.
LPP 3.7 b) Maximum Four of the All pylon signs exceed the
Clause (3) | height of 3 signs are 10m | maximum permitted height. It is
‘Standards’ | metres in overall considered that the scale of the
6. Pylon height; one signs is significant in relation to
Sign sign (Medical the surrounding residential area.
Centre) is
9.5m in height,
and the

Service Station
pricing board is

6m in height.
LPP 3.7 c) On any one Three signs for | Both street frontages have more
Clause (3) | lot, maximum of | 150m of signage per 100m of frontage
‘Standards’ | one sign per effective than is permitted.
6. Pylon frontage, or one | frontage on
Sign sign per 100 Gaebler Road;
metres of Three signs for
frontage; 130m of
whichever is the | frontage on
greater. Hammond
Road.
LPP 3.7 d) Setback a Setbacks All pylon signs are closer to the
Clause (3) | minimum ranging from street boundaries than is
‘Standards’ | distance of half | 0.2m to 2.2m permitted.
6. Pylon its own overall distance to the
Sign height to the front lot
front property boundary.

boundary.

An objective of Local Planning Policy 3.7 Signs & Advertising (LPP 3.7) is:

(1) “To ensure that signage and advertising does not detract from the
streetscape or amenity of the area”.

The size, number and location of the pylon signs pose a significant visual impact to the
streetscape given the area comprises predominantly single storey (residential)
dwellings with overall roof heights approximately 6m in height. In absence of a
commercial zoning, the scale of the signs, particularly being illuminated, is considered
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inappropriate. Potential amenity impact of the signs was reiterated through the
community consultation process and by the DRP. It is noted that the recent JDAP
approval of the nearby Hammond Park Neighbourhood Centre (DAP/23/02556)
required all pylon signs to be reduced in height to present a more appropriate scale.

Traffic & Vehicular Access

The impact of vehicular access and traffic in/faround the subject site as a result of the
proposed development requires consideration in accordance with Clause 67(2)(s) and
(t) of the Regulations. Concerns were also raised during community consultation
surrounding pedestrian safety (particularly children coming to/from HPPS) and the
effect on parking availability at school drop-off/pickup times. It is acknowledged that
the commercial nature of the development proposed was not previously contemplated
for this site and the proposal would impact the expected traffic volumes of a residential
area. The applicant supplied a Transport Impact Assessment (TIA) to address these
considerations.

The subject site is located on the corner of Gaebler and Hammond Roads, with
Hammond Road designated as a Category One Other Regional Road (“blue road”). Of
note, the City’s Transport team has advised that the section of Hammond Road
adjacent to the subject site, and the Hammond/Gaebler Road intersection, will be
upgraded to a divided dual carriageway road within the next five years. The proposed
commercial development originally included two full access crossovers on Gaebler
Road and two full access crossovers on Hammond Road. As per Clause 5.1 of Draft
OP 1.12, there is a general presumption against the creation of new driveways on
regional roads, particularly where alternative access from another road is available.
This was reflected in the DPLH Transport team'’s referral response, who recommended
that all access be taken from Gaebler Road.

The City met with the applicant (including applicant’s traffic consultant) and DPLH to
further discuss the access arrangements. As a result of the meeting, the applicant
provided a Technical Memo (see Attachment 17) which proposed the following;

- Northern crossover off Hammond Road revised to be a left-out only, for use by
fuel tanker trucks only;

- Southern crossover off Hammond Road to be full-access initially, and following
Hammond Road upgrade would be left-in left-out only;

- Swept paths provided for largest vehicles accessing the site, to confirm
adequate entry into the site, movement through and exit;

- Internal entry between the Service Station and Fast Food Outlet (proposed
Starbucks) closed off to improve traffic flow in and out of crossovers on Gaebler
Road;

- Turn warrant assessment conducted for the Hammond Road southern access
point; and

- Justification that the proposed development would not result in a roundabout
at the Hammond/Gaebler Road intersection being required.

Whilst the City’s Transport & Traffic team have advised that technical traffic concerns
could potentially be mitigated by the above, the issues raised by the community
surrounding the detrimental amenity impact of the proposed commercial development
(in a predominantly residential area) remain valid. It is considered the resolution of this
matter does not address the non-compatibility of the commercial outcome overall.
Furthermore, final advice from DPLH’s Transport team has reiterated the importance

Page | 21

Document Set ID: 11896887
Version: 1, Version Date: 08/05/2024



OFFICIAL

of controlling access to/from an Other Regional Road in accordance with Draft OP
1.12. In this regard, DPLH would only be willing to support a single access point to
Hammond Road. The Technical Memo and proposed updates were therefore unable
to satisfy DPLH.

Bushfire Risk and Management

The proposed development is located within a bushfire prone area, and with the
existence of the CCW and proximity to Harry Waring Marsupial Reserve the ongoing
risk of bushfire is considered significant. Bushfire management was also identified as
a concern during community consultation, particularly due to the storage of flammable
products associated with the Service Station. As required by Draft SPP 3.7, a Bushfire
Management Plan (BMP) was provided with the application. The City sought advice
from DFES, who recommended that the BMP be further refined, particularly with regard
to the classification of vegetation plots which could in turn verify the BAL ratings. DFES
also commented on the location of the Motor Vehicle Wash, which is proposed to be
partially located within an area of extreme bushfire risk (BAL-FZ). DFES considered
the Motor Vehicle Wash “pump room” a habitable building, defined in the draft SPP 3.7
Guidelines as:

“A permanent or temporary structure on land that —
a. Is fully or partially enclosed; and
b. Has at least one wall of solid material and a roof of solid material;
and
c. Is used for a purpose that involves the use of the interior of the
structure by people for living, working, studying or being entertained.”

As per the draft SPP 3.7 Guidelines there is a presumption against approving habitable
buildings within areas of BAL-FZ, so in this regard the proposal, and in particular the
location of the Motor Vehicle Wash, is not considered to be appropriate. Furthermore,
the BMP does not clarify how bushfire risk could be acceptably managed on an
ongoing basis for two reasons:

1. The BMP relies upon the management of vegetation in the Hammond Road
widening reserve to the west, which is external to the site. The City is not willing
to commit to managing this area to a low-threat state in light of the City’s non-
support of the overall development; and

2. The BMP proposes a 3m wide firebreak along the eastern side of the
development. This contributes to the reduction in the buffer to the CCW, as
discussed in the sections above, which is not supported. Additionally, as noted
by DFES, firebreaks in accordance with a local governments’ Fire Control
Order may be subject to change and should not be relied upon for continued
risk management.

Overall, the proposed measures within the BMP for managing bushfire risk are not
considered to be acceptable, the requirements of Draft SPP 3.7 have not been met
and community concerns surrounding bushfire risk have been raised. In light of these
considerations, and all other issues raised in the sections above, the proposed
development should not be supported.

Conclusion:
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This report has raised several issues, which accumulatively result in the City’s refusal
recommendation. Whilst some matters could be reasonably addressed and mitigated,
the City considers the proposal, if approved, would represent a land use planning
conflict within its current surrounds, and is at odds with prior planning contemplation
for the site. Fundamentally, this conflict cannot be resolved via the submission of
additional information or further consultant reports, as it relates specifically to the
matter of ‘land use capability’, existing character and lack of supportive strategic
planning due process.

Overall, the City considers the proposed commercial development is inappropriate for
the subject site, namely due to;

- The overarching strategic framework indicates a residential zoning should
apply to the subject site. There has been no structure planning process to
establish an alternative zoning whereby the land uses could be capable of
consideration. Further, the City is unlikely to support a structure plan
contemplating commercial development, particularly as currently proposed;

- Given the proposed development’s inconsistency with the overarching strategic
framework and the fact it constitutes ‘out-of-centre development’ the proposal
cannot be deemed to be in line with ‘orderly and proper planning’;

- The issue of a reduced buffer to the CCW, which is typically addressed at a
prior planning stage, has been ‘side-stepped’ and not adequately resolved. The
reduced buffer has further impacts on water management, flora and fauna on
the site. The City is not objectionable to considering a reduced buffer, however
this should be informed by a supported buffer definition study and appropriate
land use interface (ideally residential, or land uses permissible within the
residential zone);

- The proximity of the Service Station to sensitive land uses poses a risk to
human health. In particular, the proximity to the Hammond Park Primary
School, which was identified as a school site early in the planning stages for
Hammond Park and purposefully positioned to nearby ‘Residential’ and
‘Conservation’ land use designations;

- The proximity of the Fast Food Outlets to residences/HPPS is inappropriate (in
particular 24hr operations) and the uses cannot be seen to be ‘compatible’.
Approval would otherwise necessitate several onerous planning conditions,
which accumulatively indicate a refusal recommendation is more appropriate;
and

- The built form, particularly the extent of pylon signs, is inconsistent with the
scale and character of the surrounding area, which is predominantly residential
in nature; and

- The land uses within the proposed development pose a high bushfire risk in a
vegetated (bushfire prone) area. The proposal cannot adequately mitigate the
bushfire risk.

The City therefore recommends that the application be refused.

Alternatives
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N/A
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City of Cockburn T T T Your Ref 93028
PO Box 1215 Our Ref CRN213121
BIBRA LAKE DC WA 6965 Enquiries  Maxine Dawson
Att: Allen Blood
Dear Sir/Madam
SCHEME/AMENDMENT TITLE: City of Cockburn TPS 3 Amendment 28 introducing
two new Development Contribution Areas and
Development Areas to the Hammond Park/Wattleup
area
LOCALITY: City of Cockburn
RESPONSIBLE AUTHORITY: City of Cockburn
LEVEL OF ASSESSMENT: Scheme Not Assessed - Advice Given (no appeals)

Thank you for your letter of 1 April 2005 referring the above scheme amendment.

After consideration of the likely environmental factors related to the above scheme amendment
and based on the information provided by you, the EPA decided that the overall environmental
impact of its implementation would not be severe enough to warrant assessment under Part IV of
the Environmental Protection Act, the preparation of an Environmental Review and the subsequent
setting of formal conditions by the Minister for the Environment. Please note that there are no
appeal rights on the level of assessment set for scheme amendments.

The following advice is provided to you on the key environmental factors.

Deferred Environmental Factors - Regionally significant vegetation, conservation category
wetland

_In the absence of sufficiently detailsd information on the factors ‘regicnally significant vegetation’
and ‘conservation category wetland', the EPA has identified these factors as deferred factors that
nesd to be adequately considered and protected during the subsequent planning process. If these
deferred factors are not fully considered and protected through suitable design, management and
legally enforceable requirements, the EPA may apply the formal environmental impact assessment
process at a later stage.

Regionally significant vegetation

A number of lots in the amendment area, including but not limited fo Frankland Reserve, have
been nominated for Bush Forever. The EPA Service Unit is advised by the Bush Forever Office
(Department for Planning and Infrastructure) that some of these remain under consideration. The
City of Cockburn is advised to liaise with the Bush Forever Office to ascertain the current status of
nominated sites in the amendment area and determine appropriate recognition through the
planning process.

Conservation category wetland

The proposed structure plan indicatively shows that a conservation category wetland and a buffer
around the wetland will be protected. This is supported. However, the EPA has not been provided
with information sufficient to show that an adequate buffer will be protected. The EPA
recommends that site specific buffer studies in accordance with Department of Environment and

:
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Department for Planning and Infrastructure protocols are carried out before detailed site planning,
and that the buffer meets current agency guidelines,

A copy of this advice will also be sent to the relevant decision-making authorities and will be
publicly available on request. .

Under the provisions of Section 48A(a) of the Environmental Protection Act the above scheme
amendment is now deemed assessed by the EPA.

Yours faithfully

ental Impact Assessment

2 May 2005

cc: Department for Planning & Infrastructure
Departmeni of Conservation and Land Management

Version: 1, Version Date: 08/05/2024



PLAN NOTES

1. FUTURE RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SHALL NOT DIRECTLY ABUT ROWLEY
ROAD. FUTURE LOCAL STRUCTURE PLANNING IS TO DEMONSTRATE A SUITABLE
INTERFACE TREATMENT (E.G. ENLARGED SERVICE ROAD DESIGN WITH

FRONTING RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT AS A MINIMUM ) BEING PROVIDED TO
THE FUTURE ROWLEY ROAD

FREIGHT ACCESS ROUTE.

2. FUTURE ACCESS ROAD TO BE PROVIDED AS A FULL INTERSECTION UNTIL
ROWLEY ROAD IS UPGRADED AND CONSTRUCTED TO A REGIONAL ROAD AT
WHICH TIME THE INTERSECTION WILL BE CONVERTED AND MAINTAINED AS LEFT
IN/LEFT OUT ACCESS ONLY. (SUBJECT TO MAIN ROADS WA APPROVAL).

3. AS PART OF THE UPGRADING OF ROWLEY ROAD, GRADE SEPARATED
PEDESTRIAN AND VEHICULAR ACCESS IS TO BE PROVIDED AS A CONTINUATION
OF BARFIELD ROAD, IN ORDER TO MAINTAIN CONNECTIVITY BETWEEN FUTURE
DEVELOPMENT TO THE SOUTH OF ROWLEY ROAD.THIS MAY BE FURTHER
RATIONALISED THROUGH

SUBSEQUENT LOCAL STRUCTURE PLANNING TO DETERMINE HOW THIS
SPECIFIC ACCESS IS CREATED.

4. FUTURE STRUCTURE PLANNING OF THE CELL SOUTH OF WATTLEUP ROAD
MUST PROVIDE AN APPROPRIATE INTERFACE WITH RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT
NORTH OF WATTLEUP ROAD. THIS IS TO HAVE PARTICULAR REGARD TO THE
POSITION OF THE WESTERN AUSTRALIAN PLANNING COMMISSION IN RESPECT
OF ITS POSITION ON THE ACCEPTABILITY (OR OTHERWISE) OF RESIDENTIAL
DEVELOPMENT SOUTH OF WATTLEUP ROAD, AND ALTERNATIVE
(NON-RESIDENTIAL) LAND USES THAT MAY BE REQUIRED. ANY IMPACTS
ASSOCIATED WITH THE FUTURE DEVELOPMENT OF

NON-RESIDENTIAL LAND USES IN THE CELL SOUTH OF WATTLEUP ROAD MUST
BE FULLY CONTAINED WITHIN THE CELL BOUNDARIES.

5. NEIGHBOURHOOD CENTRE-THE DESIGN AND FUNCTION OF THE PROPOSED
NEIGHBOURHOOD CENTRE SHALL BE BASED ON 'MAIN STREET' PRINCIPLES AND
RELEVANT PROVISIONS OF LIVEABLE NEIGHBOURHOODS. ANY ASSOCIATED
LOCAL STRUCTURE PLAN MUST ADEQUATELY DEMONSTRATE THROUGH
CONCEPT PLANS AND OR DETAILED AREA PLANS THE MANNER IN WHICH THE
CENTRE ADDRESSES THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE RELEVANT SECTIONS OF THE
SOUTHERN SUBURBS DISTRICT STRUCTURE PLAN - STAGE 3 REPORT, AND

PARTICULARLY THE NEIGHBOURHOOD CENTRE CONCEPT PLAN PROVIDED
WITHIN THE REPORT DOCUMENT.

6. NEIGHBOURHOOD NODES - THE DESIGN AND FUNCTIONALITY OF THE
NEIGHBOUR- HOODNODES SHALL BE DISTINCTLY DIFFERENT TO THE PRIMACY
OF THE NEIGHBOUR- HOOD CENTRE.THESE LOCATIONS ARE TO PROVIDE FOR
ARANGE OF MORE LOCALLY FOCUSSED ACTIVITIES AND FUNCTIONS. WHERE
RETAIL IS PROPOSED, THESE ARE TO

NOT EXCEED A MAXIMUM RETAIL FUNCTION OF 300SQM, WITH SUCH FUNCTION
BASED UPON A 'CONVENIENCE STORE' TYPE USE.

7. CENTRAL PRECINCT - A COMPREHENSIVE LOCAL STRUCTURE PLAN WILL BE
REQUIRED FOR THE CENTRAL NEIGHBOURHOO DCENTRE AND ADJACENT
DEVELOPMENT. THE CITY WILL NOT CONSIDER INDIVIDUAL STRUCTURE PLANS

IN THIS LOCATION DUE TO THE NEED TO ENSURE THE SUITABLE INTEGRATION
OF DEVELOPMENT.

GENERAL NOTES

A. ALL LOCAL STRUCTURE PLANS MUST INCLUDE AND BE INFORMED BY:
1) DETAILED LWMS BASED UPON REGIONAL DRAINAGE STUDY,
1) DETAILED NOISE MANAGEMENT STRATEGY WHERE LSPAD JOINS
ROWLEYROAD,
FIRE MANAGEMENT PLAN WHERE LSP IS LOCATED NEAR ROS OR
SIGNIFICANT POS,
IV)  FLORA AND FAUNA MANAGEMENT PLAN,
V)  TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT PLAN,

VI) CONTAMINATED SITES & ACID SULPHATE SOILS MANAGEMENT PLAN
WHERE REQUIRED,

VIl) HERITAGE STUDY WHERE LSP INCLUDES FORMER HISTORIC
TRAMWAY,

VIIl) TRANSITION AND/OR INTERFACE STRATEGY IN RESPECT OF EXISTING
RURAL USES,

IX) NEIGHBOURHOOD CENTRE CONCEPT PLAN AND DETAILED AREA
PLAN WHERE INCLUDED WITHIN LSP AREA,

X)  NEIGHBOURHOOD NODE CONCEPT PLAN AND DETAILED AREA PLAN.

B. LOCAL STRUCTURE PLANS
SUBDIVISION AND DEVELOPMENT OF THE SUBJECT AREA IS TO BE IN
ACCORDANCE WITH AN ENDORSED APPLICABLE LOCAL STRUCTURE PLAN.

C. PUBLIC OPEN SPACE AND DRAINAGE
PUBLIC OPEN SPACE AREAS ARE INDICATIVE ONLY AND SUBJECT TO DETAILED
DESIGN AND MODELLING AT THE LOCAL STRUCTURE PLAN STAGE. ALL LOCAL
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IMPORTANT NOTE

Apart from fair dealing for the purposes of private study, research, criticism, or review as permitted under the
Copyright Act, no part of this report, its attachments or appendices may be reproduced without the written
consent of RPS Australia East Pty Ltd.

We have prepared this report for the sole purposes of Broad Vision Projects Pty Ltd (“Client”) for the specific
purpose of only for which it is supplied (“Purpose”). This report is strictly limited to the purpose and the facts
and matters stated in it and does not apply directly or indirectly and should not be used for any other
application, purpose, use or matter.

In preparing this report we have made certain assumptions. We have assumed that all information and
documents provided to us by the Client or as a result of a specific request or enquiry were complete,
accurate and up-to-date. Where we have obtained information from a government register or database, we
have assumed that the information is accurate. Where an assumption has been made, we have not made
any independent investigations with respect to the matters the subject of that assumption. We are not aware
of any reason why any of the assumptions are incorrect.

Document Status

Draft A Client review 14 September 2016
Draft B Lodgement JC SD 30 January, 2017

Approval for Issue

| Sheldon Day | | 30 January, 2017
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Endorsement Page

This structure plan is prepared under the provisions of the City of Cockburn Town Planning
Scheme No. 3.

IT IS CERTIFIED THAT THIS STRUCTURE PLAN WAS APPROVED BY RESOLUTION OF THE
WESTERN AUSTRALIAN PLANNING COMMISSION ON:

Date

Signed for and on behalf of the Western Australian Planning Commission

An officer of the Commission duly authorised by the Commission pursuant to section 16 of the
Planning and Development Act 2005 for that purpose, in the presence of:

Witness

Date

Date of Expiry
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Table of Amendments

Table 1 — Table of Amendments

Amendment No. Summary of the Amendment Amendment type Date approved by WAPC

PR131336-1 Page iii

Document Set ID: 553928887
Version: 1, Version Date: 08/03/202%



Lot 41 Frankland Avenue, Hammond Park Structure Plan
Part Lot 41 Frankland Avenue, Hammond Park

Table of Density Plans

Table 2 — Table of Density Plans

Density Plan No. Area of density plan application Date endorsed by WAPC
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Executive Summary

The Lot 41 Frankland Avenue, Hammond Park Structure Plan (SP) has been prepared over a portion of Lot
41 in order to provide a statutory framework to guide the orderly future subdivision and development of the
subject site, which is bounded by Frankland Avenue to the west and Gaebler Road to the north. Abutting the
SP area to the east and south are residentially zoned lots in various stages of development.

The SP, which covers a total area of 1.15 hectares, has been prepared on behalf of Broad Vision Projects
Pty Ltd. The SP area encompasses approximately one third of Lot 41, being the parent lot.

The following consultants have been involved with the preparation of the various technical reports and
studies that underpin the SP report and map:

= RPS Planning and Development — Town Planning

= Development Engineering Consultants — Servicing and Local Water Management
= Bio Diverse Solutions — Bushfire Management

= Uloth — Transport Assessment

= ENV - Flora and Vegetation Survey

Once developed, the SP will accommodate a population of approximately 151 people through the provision
of up to 54 dwelling units.

The subject site is identified within the Southern Suburbs District Structure Plan Stage 3, and identified for
residential development.

The SP satisfies the relevant state and local strategic and statutory planning objectives.
A summary of the key statistics for the SP area are provided in the following table.

Table 3 — Structure Plan Summary Table

Total are covered by the structure plan 1.15 hectares Table 5
Area of residential land use proposed: 0.8045ha Table 6
Total estimated lot/dwelling yield 54 Table 6
Estimated residential site density 67 dwellings per hectare Table 6
Estimated population ;g:ég:oclié/\;elling x 2.8 people per Table 6
Area of internal road reserves N/A N/A

Area of future road widening 0.258 hectares Table 5
Area of public open space 0.089 hectares Table 5
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Structure Plan Content

This Structure Plan comprises:

Part One — Implementation

This section contains the Structure Plan Map, and outlines the purpose and intent of the Structure Plan.
Part Two — Explanatory Section

This section contains the explanatory component of the structure plan including background information, and
an explanation of the structure plan including design methodology, relevance, and compliance with the
applicable planning frameworks at the State and Local Government level.

This section also includes plans and maps in support of the structure plan.
Part Three - Appendices

This section contains all of the technical reports and studies in support of the structure plan, with the level of
detail contained within these reports and studies being commensurate with the context and scale of the
proposed structure plan.
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Part One — Implementation
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1. Structure Plan Area

This Structure Plan applies to Part Lot 41 Frankland Avenue, Hammond Park, being the land
contained within the inner edge of the line denoting the Structure Plan boundary on the Structure
Plan Map.

The Structure Plan Map is provided as Attachment A.

This Structure Plan is identified as the Lot 41 Frankland Avenue, Hammond Park Structure Plan
(SP).

2. Operation
The date the structure plan comes into effect is the date the structure plan is approved by WAPC.
3. Interpretation and relationship with statutory planning framework

The Lot 41 Frankland Avenue, Hammond Park Structure Plan constitutes a Structure Plan pursuant
to Section 6.2 of the City of Cockburn Town Planning Scheme No. 3, and the Planning and
Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015, Schedule 2 — Deemed provisions for
local planning schemes.

The Structure Plan Map (Attachment A) outlines future land use(s) and zones applicable within the
structure plan area.

Pursuant to the Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015, Schedule
2 — Deemed provisions for local planning schemes, a decision maker of an application for
development approval or subdivision approval is to have due regard to the provisions of this
Structure Plan, including the Structure Plan Map, Implementation Report, Explanatory Report and
Technical Appendices.

4. Subdivision and development requirements

4.1 Land use
a) The subdivision and development of land is to be generally in accordance with the zones
and reserves which appear on the structure plan map.
b) Residential densities applicable to the structure plan area shall be those residential

densities shown on the structure plan map.

4.2 Hazards and separation areas

Bushfire Management

a) No buildings or structures shall be permitted to encroach within the 20m low fuel area
identified in the Bushfire Management Plan contained within Appendix 2, until such time
as the bushfire hazard level for the land to the south is reclassified.

b) An emergency access way is to be provided onto Frankland Avenue for emergency

vehicle access in the event of bush fire, within the 20m low fuel area.

PR131336-1 Page 3
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c) A notification to be placed on the Certificate(s) of Title(s) will be required as a condition of
subdivision approval, where land or lots are deemed to be affected by a Bush Fire Hazard
as identified in the Bushfire Management Plan contained within Appendix 2.

d) Building setbacks and construction standards to achieve a Bushfire Attack Level 19 or
lower in accordance with Australian Standards (AS3959-2009): Construction of buildings
in bushfire prone areas, shall be complied with for land or lots that are deemed to be

affected by a Bush Fire Hazard as identified in the Bushfire Management Plan.

4.3 Residential Densities
a) The residential densities which appear on the structure plan map are consistent with
residential density targets under the Commission’s Liveable Neighbourhoods Policy.
b) The subdivision and development of land is to be generally in accordance with the

densities which appear on the structure plan map.

5. Local Development Plans

Local Development Plans (LDP's) shall be prepared and implemented for lots comprising one or
more of the following site attributes:

a) Lots with rear-loaded vehicle access; and

c) Lots deemed to be affected by a recognised bushfire hazard (as identified by the Bushfire
Management Plan)
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Attachment A — Structure Plan Map
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Part Two — Explanatory Report
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.0 Planning Background

1.1 Introduction and Purpose

This Structure Plan, hereinafter referred to as the Lot 41 Frankland Avenue, Hammond Park Structure Plan
(SP), has been prepared on behalf of Broad Vision Projects Pty Ltd.

The purpose of the SP is to facilitate the orderly future development of the subject site.

In addition to the planning considerations canvassed within this report, the preparation of this structure plan
has been informed by a number of technical and design investigations, which are referred to in this report
and the accompanying technical appendices.

This structure plan has been prepared in accordance with the design requirements outlined in Liveable
Neighbourhoods, and responds to requirements outlined in the City of Cockburn Town Planning Scheme No
3 (TPS 3).

The format of this structure plan follows that set out in the Western Australian Planning Commission’s
(WAPC) Structure Plan Framework (August 2015), consisting of three parts:

= Part 1: Implementation Section: Contains the Structure Plan Map and outlines the requirements that
will be applied when assessing subdivision and development applications.

= Part 2: Explanatory Section: Discusses the key outcomes and planning implications of the background
and technical reports and describes the broad vision and more detailed planning framework being
proposed. Part 2 is based on a detailed site specific analysis of opportunities and constraints and the
following technical reports and strategies:

- Flora and Vegetation Survey (ENV);
- Bushfire Management Plan (Bio Diverse Solutions);
- Local Water Management Strategy (Development Engineering Consultants);
- Transport Assessment Report (Uloth); and
- Engineering Servicing Report (Development Engineering Consultants).
= Part 3: Technical Appendices: Includes the technical reports and supporting plans and maps prepared

by the project team to support the structure plan.

1.2 Land Description

1.2.1 Location and Area

The subject site is approximately 28 km south of the Perth CBD, and is approximately 8 km south of
Cockburn Central. The subject site is located on the western side of Kwinana Freeway, approximately half
way between the Russell Road and Rowley Road exits. A location plan illustrating the location of the subject
site is provided as Figure 1, and an aerial photo of the subject site is provided as Figure 2.

The subject site is bound by Gaebler Road to the north, residential subdivision to the east, Frankland
Avenue and the Banganup and Thomson Lake reserves to the west, and undeveloped land (Lot 42) to the
south.
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1.2.2 Land Use

The following land uses are contemplated within the structure plan area:
= Residential with a density coding of R60
= Public Open Space; and
= Road reserve
The subject site is vacant and has remained generally unused and unimproved to date. The subject site was

completely cleared in the past but has had significant regrowth. The site is now generally uncleared, with
informal access tracks located around the periphery.

The subject site is predominantly bound by low to medium density residential development sites to the north
and east, vacant land to the south and Harry Waring Marsupial Reserve to the west.

The subdivision and development of the subject site reflects a continuation of the existing pattern of
subdivision in the area, with established, approved or future residential subdivision to the north, east and
further south.

A plan illustrating the context of the subject land and surrounding constraints is provided as Figure 3.
1.2.3  Legal Description and Ownership

The subject site constitutes a portion of a single landholding with a total land area of 4.082 hectares. The
registered landowner is Broad Vision Projects Pty Ltd. The subject land is formally described as Lot 41 on
Diagram 45174, Certificate of Title Volume 1360 Folio 585 (Appendix 1). There are no restrictions or
encumbrances registered on the title.

1.3 Statutory Planning Framework
1.3.1 Zoning and Reservation

The subject site is zoned ‘Urban’ under the provisions of the Metropolitan Region Scheme (MRS), with a 20
metre wide strip in the western portion of the subject site abutting Hammond Road being reserved for Other
Regional Roads.

The subject site is zoned ‘Development’ under the provisions of the City of Cockburn Town Planning Scheme
No. 3 (TPS 3). The Scheme provisions applicable to the Development zone provide that subdivision and
development is to be in accordance with an approved Structure Plan.

The subject site is also included in Development Area 9 (DA 9). The provisions of TPS 3 relating to DA 9
also give rise to the requirement for a Structure Plan to be prepared and adopted.

1.4 Strategic Planning Framework
1.4.1 Perth and Peel @ 3.5 Million

To realise the vision encapsulated in Directions 2031 and beyond and the State Planning Strategy 2050, the
Western Australian Planning Commission, through the Department of Planning has created a series of
detailed draft planning frameworks, detailing the long-term growth strategy for land use and infrastructure for
the Perth and Peel regions.
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The Perth and Peel@3.5million strategic suite of documents has been developed to engage the community
in open discussion on expectations of what our city should look like in the future, on how we can maintain our
valued lifestyle and on how we can realistically accommodate a substantially increased population.

Together with the Perth and Peel@3.5million document, four draft sub-regional planning frameworks have
been adopted for the Central, North-West, North-East and South Metropolitan Peel sub-regions.

In terms of the South Metropolitan Peel sub-region framework, this document provides guidance for:

= the preparation of amendments to the Perth metropolitan and Peel region schemes, local planning
strategies/schemes and district, local and activity centre structure plans; and

= the staging and sequencing of urban development to inform public investment in regional community,
social and service infrastructure.

The South Metropolitan Peel sub-regional framework document is reflective of the current zoning of the
subject site in the MRS, being “urban”.

1.4.2 Directions 2031

Directions 2031 is the current spatial planning framework for Perth and Peel, and outlines the planning vision
and direction which will guide the planning of the region to 2031.

The Strategy recognises the benefits of a more consolidated city, which includes;
= Areduced overall need for travel via private vehicle;

= Supports the use of public transport, cycling and walking for access to services, facilities and
employment; and

= A more energy efficient urban form.

The Strategy aims to provide for different lifestyle choices, vibrant nodes for economic and social activity and
a more sustainable urban transport network. A key component of the strategy is to increase the gross
residential densities in greenfield areas and to provide for greater housing diversity, which are items
specifically relevant to the SP.

Directions 2031 seeks a 50% increase in the current average residential density of 10 dwellings per ‘gross
urban zoned’ hectare in new development areas i.e. 15 dwellings per ‘gross urban zoned’ hectare of land.

The Draft Outer Metropolitan Perth and Peel Sub-Regional Strategy forms an integral part of Directions
2031. The Draft Strategy along with its counterpart for Central Metropolitan Perth provides the strategic
spatial plan which will achieve the objectives of Direction 2031. The Draft Strategy identifies the broader
locality area as ‘SOU1’ and classifies it as 'urban zoned undeveloped’, with the potential to deliver 3,000+
plus dwellings in the future.

Endorsement of the SP will facilitate subdivision and development of the subject land, and assist in meeting
the objectives established under Directions 2031. The proposed densities outlined in the LSP will assist in
meeting the increase in density requirements envisaged by Directions 2031.
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1.4.3  Southern Suburbs Stage 3 District Structure Plan

The Southern Suburbs District Structure Plan Stage 3 (DSP) applies to the subject site for the purposes of
providing guidance to inform the preparation of detailed structure plans.

The DSP provides a broad land use framework for the future development of the DSP area, prescribing key
road networks, residential densities and open space areas. The DSP identifies the subject site for residential
development at a medium density.

The proposed structure plan is consistent with the land use framework established by the DSP.
1.5 Planning Policy Framework

The following state and local planning policies are noted as being specifically relevant to the structure plan
area.

1.5.1 Liveable Neighbourhoods

The Commission’s Liveable Neighbourhoods Policy is intended to guide the subdivision and development of
land in Western Australia. The key principles of this policy include:

= Providing a variety of lots sizes and housing types to cater for the diverse housing needs of the
community at a density that can ultimately support the provision of local services;

= To ensure cost-effective and resource efficient development to promote affordable housing; and

= To maximise land efficiency.

Liveable Neighbourhoods provides guidance for the design and development of greenfield subdivision
through eight design elements including: community design, movement networks, lot layout, public parkland,
urban water management, utilities, activity centres and employment, and schools. These principles have
been considered in the preparation of the SP.

1.5.2  State Planning Policy No. 3 — Urban Growth and Settlement

This Policy sets out the principles and considerations which apply to the planning of urban growth
settlements in Western Australia. The Policy aims to facilitate sustainable patterns of urban growth and
settlement, and recognises that the State is undergoing rapid growth and change which is expected to
continue. The policy acknowledges that the spread of urban development intensifies pressures on valuable
land and water resources, imposes costs for the provision of infrastructure and services, increases
dependence on private cars and creates potential inequities for those living in the outer suburbs where job
opportunities and services are not so readily available.

The objectives of the policy include:

= To promote a sustainable and well planned pattern of settlement with sufficient and suitable land to
provide for a wide variety of housing, employment, recreation facilities and open space;

= To build on existing communities with established local and regional economies, concentrate
investment on the improvement of services and infrastructure and enhance the quality of life in those
communities;

= To manage growth and development of urban areas in response to social and economic needs of the
community and in recognition of the relevant climatic, environmental, heritage and community values
and constraints; and
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= To promote the development of sustainable and liveable neighbourhood form which reduces energy,
water and travel demand whilst ensuring safe and convenient access to employment services by all
modes.

1.5.3  SPP 3.7 — Planning for Bushfire Risk Management

The objectives of this Policy are to:

= Facilitate the avoidance of placing people, property and infrastructure in areas of extreme bushfire
risk.

= Reduce vulnerability to bushfire through the identification and assessment of bushfire hazards and risk
in decisions at all stages of the planning process, including strategic planning, regional and local
planning schemes, and structure planning through to subdivision and development.

= Ensure that subdivision, development and land-use proposals take into account bushfire protection
requirements and include specified fire protection measures, especially over land that has or will have
a moderate or extreme bushfire hazard level, and/or land where construction standards of BAL-12.5
and above apply.

= Achieve a responsible and balanced approach between bushfire risk management measures and
landscape amenity and biodiversity conservation objectives.

Planning or development applications within identified bushfire-prone areas are to undertake a bushfire
hazard assessment (low, moderate or extreme), prepared by a fire consultant, in accordance with the
methodology set out in the Planning for Bushfire Risk Management Guidelines.

1.5.4  City of Cockburn Local Commercial and Activity Centre Strategy

A Local Centre and Activity Centre Strategy (LCACS) has been prepared to implement the strategic direction
provided for within Directions 2031 and State Planning Policy No. 42 — Activity Centres for Perth and Peel
(SPP 4.2). The LCACS reaffirms the role of the Hammond Park Local Centre as provided for within the
DSP, with a proposed ultimate shop floor space of 736 — 1,277m? by 2026.

A small local centre is also identified on the DSP to the north east of the subject land at the corner of Gaebler
Road and Botany Parade. The subject land is highly serviced by planned future retail centres.

1.5.5 Pre-lodgement consultation

Table 4 — Pre-lodgement Consultation

Agency Date of Method of Summary of outcome
consultation consultation

Water Corporation May 2016 Phone discussions | Water Corporation has provided information
& correspondence regarding water and wastewater availability and
method of servicing the SP area which has been
addressed in the Engineering Services Report
appended to this report.
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2.0 Site Conditions and Constraints

A summary of the site conditions and environment, and associated management measures is provided as

follows.
2.1 Biodiversity and Natural Area Assets
2.1.1 Flora and Vegetation

A Flora and Vegetation survey has previously been undertaken over the subject site by ENV, and the report
is provided in Appendix 2.

The Flora and Vegetation survey identifies that no plants are gazetted as Declared Rare Flora pursuant to
subsection (2) of section 23F of the Wildlife Conservation Act (1950) or Priority Flora species were located
during the field survey. Additionally, no Endangered or Vulnerable species, pursuant to s178 of the
Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act (1999) were located during the survey.

There were two floristic communities present at the subject site. These were: Melaleuca preissiana
damplands; and open woodland of Banksia attenuata and Eucalyptus marginata. Neither of these
communities are listed as a Threatened Ecological Communities. Accordingly, there are no specific floristic
impediments to the development of the subject site.

The subject site is not identified as a Bush Forever site. Bush Forever sites associated with the Banganup
and Thomson Lake areas are located to the west of the subject site. There is no flora or fauna restricting
development of the SP area for the intended residential land use

2.2 Landform and Soils

The subject site is relatively flat, with elevations falling from approximately 23m AHD in the west to
approximately 22m AHD along the eastern edge.

Regional mapping suggests that the subject site is composed mainly of Bassendean sand from the
Spearwood Dune system. This is described as “SAND (S8): very light grey at surface, yellow at depth, fine
to medium-grained, sub-rounded quartz, moderately well sorted of eolian origin”.

Some imported fill will be required to improve the site classification and ensure adequate clearance to
groundwater, sewer and to facilitate stormwater detention.

The State Government’s acid sulphate soil mapping databases identify the subject site as having a moderate
to low risk of ASS occurring within 3 metres of natural soil surface.

The subject site is a bush block, and there are no previous or ongoing land use activities that would have
caused site contamination.

2.3 Groundwater and Surface Water
2.3.1 Groundwater

Groundwater levels shown in the Russell Road Arterial Drainage Scheme show the levels grading from
RL19.5m AHD at the eastern boundary of the subject site, to around RL19.0m AHD at the western boundary
of the subject site. These level are in comparison to the predicted likely groundwater levels based on
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predevelopment groundwater monitoring, which indicate the groundwater levels ranging from RL20.20m
AHD to 19.80m AHD.

In investigation of this 0.7 — 0.8 metre discrepancy in groundwater levels, it has been revealed that a number
of developments in the surrounding area have not implemented effective subsoil drainage systems into their
designs and have elected to infiltrate all stormwater up to the 100 year ARI event. This in conjunction with
the clearing of the existing vegetation in the area is likely to be the contributing factors which have resulted in
the groundwater rise.

2.3.2  Surface Hydrology and Wetlands

The subject site is relatively flat, with the majority of the area grading at approximately 1%. The steepest
area is in the south-west corner which grades at approximately 1.5%. There is a high point in the north-
western corner of the subject site at around RL23.0m AHD, which falls towards a mapped wetland area to
the east of the SP boundary on Lot 41 which sits at around RL21.5m AHD. This surface hydrology results in
most of the surface water grading in an easterly direction.

The soil underlying the western portion of the subject site is generally very permeable, and the majority of
rainfall onto the subject site is expected to infiltrate accordingly.

The area noted as subject to further study which is excluded from the SP area contains a mapped
Conservation Category Wetland (dampland). No portion of this mapped wetland area or associated 50m
buffer encroaches into the boundaries of the SP. The proponent does not agree with the dampland
classification and is continuing to study the vegetation, soil and hydrology of the area mapped as dampland
to better ascertain its status.

2.4 Bushfire Hazard

A Bushfire Management Plan (BMP) has been prepared by Bio Diverse Solutions to support the SP and is
provided in Appendix 3.

In order to reduce the risk of bushfire to people, property and infrastructure, WAPC has prepared a State
Planning Policy (SPP) identified as SPP 3.7: Planning for Bushfire Risk Management.

The SPP requires the preparation of a BMP to assess the risk and where practicable, reduce potential
impact from vegetation fire within or adjacent to the site.
The objectives of the BMP are as follows:

= Achieve consistency with objectives and policy measures of SPP 3.7;

= Assess any building requirements to AS3959-2009 (current and endorsed standards) and BAL
Construction;

= Assess the subdivision proposal against the Bushfire Protection Criteria Acceptable Solutions as
outlined in the Guidelines for Planning in Bushfire Prone Areas;

= Understand and document the extent of the bushfire risk and hazards to the subject site;

= Prepare bushfire mitigation and management measures of all land within the subject area with due
regard to people, property, infrastructure and the environment; and

= Nominate individuals and organisations responsible for bushfire management and associated works
within the subject site.
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Once developed, future subdivision will be classified as a low bushfire hazard level including all built and
managed POS areas.

Remnant native vegetation areas external to the site located to the east, west and south will remain in their
native state, and have been rated a mix of “Extreme” and “Moderate” bushfire hazard level. The BMP
assumes that the bushfire risks to the east, west and south will remain in perpetuity.

As setback distances of over 100m from bushfire prone vegetation cannot be achieved for the development,
building to Bushfire Attack Levels (BAL) and AS3959-2009 will apply to dwellings within the SP area.

No higher BAL allocation than BAL 19 will apply to buildings upon completion of construction. Individual BAL
assessments may be considered on the lots by following detailed design requirements when dwelling
design/placement is known, and can be undertaken at building approval stages.

The developer will be responsible for the implementation of a notification on title pursuant to Section 70A of
the Transfer of Land Act 1893 for all lots affected by an increase in construction standards consistent with a
BAL rating/AS3959-2009 allocation to the lot, and alerting the prospective owner(s) of the lots and
successors in title of the Bushfire Management Plan.

The vegetation clearing required for POS, street verges and the Asset Protection Zone areas identified in the
BMP will allow for the retention of significant trees. The POS area within the eastern portion of the SP area
is expected to be landscaped, managed and maintained as a conventional POS area. This means that once
developed, the internal areas of the subject site would form “Low threat vegetation and non vegetated
areas”, thus posing a low bushfire hazard level.

A 20m low fuel area has been applied in the south western corner of the SP area to ensure no higher than
BAL 19 applies to the building(s) in this area. The deletion of this low fuel area can be contemplated if/when
the bushfire risk on the adjoining lot to the south can be reclassified.

As access will be restricted onto Frankland Avenue through the internal SP road network, an emergency
access way will be required whereby a secondary emergency access way onto Frankland Avenue is
provided. The 20m low fuel zone in the south western corner of the SP area can encompass the emergency
access way. Entry to the access way would occur via a gate remaining locked at all times. The
accommodation of the emergency access way can be achieved in low fuel areas such as POS, by linking a
6m wide duel use path that is also accessed via a gate remaining unlocked at all times. The installation of
signage will also assist in direction for residents in an emergency bushfire situation.

25 Heritage
There are no Aboriginal Heritage sites or sites of European Heritage significance that fall within the SP area.
2.6 Context and Other Land Use Constraints and Opportunities

A Context and Constraints Plan which illustrates the subject site and surrounding context is provided as
Figure 3.

With the exception of bushfire risk as mentioned in Section 2.4 of this report, surrounding land uses either
complement, or do not have any material impact on the use or development of the subject site as
contemplated by the structure plan.
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3.0 Land Use and Subdivision Requirements

3.1 Land Use

The land uses contemplated within the structure plan are:

= Residential with a density coding of R60;

= Public Open Space; and

= Road reserve.
The configuration of the residential and open space land uses are consistent with the Southern Suburbs
District Structure Plan Stage 3. This is reflective of the configuration of a mapped wetland area, a portion of

which falls within the eastern portion of Lot 41, but which has been excluded from the SP area, and is
currently the subject of further investigation.

3.2 Public Open Space

The SP provides for a total of 890 square metres of public open space to be ceded as a local ‘Parks and
Recreation’ reserve. The POS area runs from Gaebler Road at the northern boundary of the SP area,
through to the common boundary between Lots 41 and 42. The POS strip is approximately 6m in width.
This open space has been designed to accommodate drainage and credited open space, whilst excluding
potential future development and public open space areas requirements.

In accordance with the Element 4 (Public Parkland) requirements of Liveable Neighbourhoods, the Public
Open Space Schedule for the LSP is provided in Table 5 as follows.

Table 5 — Public Open Space Schedule

Developable Area Site Area

Lots Total 1.151 ha
Road Widening 0.258 ha
Total Deductions 0.258 ha

Gross Subdivisible Area

(GSA): 0.893 ha
10% of Gross Subdivisible Area 0.089 ha
80% Unrestricted 0.071 ha
20% Restricted 0.018 ha
Unrestricted 0.089 ha
Restricted 0.000 ha
Total 0.089 ha
* Surplus / Shortfall 0.000 ha

POS/Green Space Development Table

Green Space
Required (POS +

Drai Unrestricted POS 0.089 ha
rainage) Unrestricted POS 0.089 ha

Total Green Space Required 0.089 ha
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The ultimate function and usability of the POS for active and passive recreational purposes, including local
water management functions, will be subject to further detailed design at the subdivision stage to the
satisfaction of the local authority.

3.3 Residential
3.3.1 Dwelling Type and Distribution

The SP contemplates a base density code of R60. This density is consistent with the District Structure Plan.
The proposed density takes advantage of the proximity of the subject site to public open space and the
future Hammond Park local centre to the south. This will offer high amenity outlooks for future dwellings,
provide increased passive surveillance for the POS area and adjacent streets, and assist in providing a
critical mass of population in walkable distance to the local centre which will enhance its viability.

Single residential lots/dwellings, grouped housing, multiple dwellings and ancillary dwellings are all
permissible within the ‘Residential’ zone in TPS 3. It is expected that the SP area would ultimately be
developed with a combination of grouped and multiple dwelling developments, with strata titling of
developments being a distinct possibility.

3.3.2 Dwelling Yield and Density Estimates

As illustrated in the table below, the area identified for ‘Residential’ use in the SP is estimated to yield
approximately 54 lots/dwellings. Based on this dwelling yield estimate, the SP achieves an estimated
residential density of approximately 47 dwellings per gross hectare of ‘Urban’ zoned land, and 67 dwellings
per net hectare of residential developable land. This is calculated as follows:

Table 6 — Residential Density Calculations

Gross SP area (all ‘Urban’ zoned land) 1.15 hectares
Net SP area identified for ‘Residential’ purposes 0.8045 hectares
Total estimated dwellings 54

Estimated Gross Residential Density (Dwellings / Gross SP area) 47

Estimated Net Residential Density (Dwellings / Net Residential area) 67

These estimated residential densities exceed the density targets set by the following regional and district
level planning documents:

= Directions 2031 — Sets a target of 15 dwellings per gross urban zoned hectare in new development
areas.

= Liveable Neighbourhoods (Element 1, R17) — Recommends a minimum residential density of 20 to
30 dwellings per site hectare (net residential density) for areas within 250m of a major bus route.
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3.4 Movement Networks

A Transport Assessment Report has been prepared by Uloth and Associates to support the SP, and is
provided in Appendix 4.

The report estimates that the proposed development could generate a maximum of approximately 400
vehicle trips per day, and expects no more than 15 percent of trips will travel east to/from Barfield Road via
Gaebler Road.

The report identifies that the proposed access/driveway for any development off Gaebler Road should be
located no closer than 40m from the Hammond Road reserve, and that a footpath connection should be
provided adjacent to the access driveway off Gaebler Road as well as off Hammond Road at the southern
end of the site.

Future bus routes are anticipated along Hammond Road adjacent to the subject site, and to the east along
Barfield Road. Bus stops are therefore expected to be located close to the subject site, providing good
public transport services for residents.

3.5 Water Management

A Local Water Management Strategy (LWMS) has been prepared by Development Engineering Consultants
to support the SP, and is provided in Appendix 5. It has been approved by the Department of Water (DOW)
on 19 January, 2017.

The LWMS identifies that the open space area within the eastern portion of the SP provides sufficient space
for a drainage swale. A detention basin will be constructed in the POS and will provide soakage at source
for the larger ARI events. Storms up to the 100 year ARI also will be contained within the basin. The internal
layout of the group housing site will be undertaken to provide an overland flow path towards the POS and
associated drainage area.

3.6 Infrastructure Coordination, Servicing and Staging

An Engineering Servicing Report has been prepared by Development Engineering Consultants to support
the SP, and is provided as Appendix 6. The following information is a summary of their findings:

3.6.1 Earthworks

The subject site will be filled to a final finished level of approximately 22.5m AHD. Earthworks will entail
removal of topsoil, cut and fill with imported fill, and stabilisation of the finished development level with topsoil
and hydromulch. This fill height may require construction of retaining walls up to one metre in height.

3.6.2 Roads

Any roads will be constructed in line with the applicable local government standards, including the provision
of kerbs, footpaths and drainage.

Frankland Avenue to the west is a rural type road which will eventually be upgraded as a dual carriageway to
become the southern extension of Hammond Road. A 20 metre road widening along the western boundary
of the subject site will be ceded for this purpose. Frankland Avenue is reserved for ‘Other Regional Roads’
in the MRS. The SP will not rely on road or driveway access onto Frankland Avenue in line with WAPC
policy for regional road access.

Gaebler Road has recently been upgraded to full urban standard along the frontage of the subject site.
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3.6.3 Stormwater Drainage

Stormwater drainage will be captured and retained on site in line with the approved Local Water
Management Strategy (refer Appendix 5). The soil characteristics of the subject site allow site soakage
based on the geology and the depth to the groundwater table. Drainage from future individual lots will occur
via conventional discharge into soakwells. Depth to groundwater levels will be sufficient for soakwells to
operate efficiently.

Subsoil drainage may be installed to limit groundwater rise where required by a future Urban Water
Management Plan. Some works external to the SP area will need to be undertaken as required by the
LWMS in order to link existing drainage infrastructure with the intention of limiting future groundwater rise.

3.6.4 Wastewater

The SP area falls within a gravity sewer catchment connected to the Bibra Main Sewer north of the subject
site. The development will be connected to the 300mm reticulation sewer that has been constructed along
Gaebler Road.

3.6.5 Water Supply

A 250mm reticulation water main is located along the northern side of the Frankland Avenue road reserve.
This main will be extended to service the SP area. The Water Corporation has advised that some upgrading
of this water supply service will be required in future by way of a planned trunk main extension.

3.6.6 Power Supply

Whilst there is no underground reticulated power that directly abuts the subject site, there is sufficient
electrical capacity in surrounding locality to service the SP area. An underground power supply will be
installed at the subdivision stage as required by Western Power. The construction of an electrical substation
and associated switchgear within the subject site is also likely to be required.

3.6.7 Telecommunications

Telstra services exist within both the Gaebler Road and Frankland Avenue road reserves which are capable
of being extended to service this SP area. In accordance with current Telstra standards, the developer is
required to install NBN “pipe and pit” to allow for future installation of cables for the NBN. The design of the
“pipe & pit” is the responsibility of the developer, and will be designed in conjunction with the underground
power network, and installed during the construction phase of the development.

3.6.8  Gas Supply

Gas mains are available in the surrounding locality with a high pressure main located in the Gaebler Road
adjacent to the subject site.

3.6.9 Staging

There is no formal infrastructure coordination or staging arrangements proposed in the SP area owing to the
consolidated nature of the land tenure, and straightforward approach to the provision of infrastructure and
POS.
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3.7 Developer Contribution Arrangements

The SP area is located within Development Contribution Area 9 (DCA 9) as identified in Schedule 12 of TPS
3. Development contributions will apply at the subdivision stage, with the quantum of the contribution being
in line with the DCA 9 requirements in place at the time of subdivision.

3.8 Other Requirements
3.8.1 Local Development Plans

To further guide and control development within the SP area, a Local Development Plan (LDP) will be
prepared for residential lots provided with vehicular access via a rear laneway, and for lots deemed to be
affected by a recognised Bush Fire Hazard.

LDPs may be imposed as a condition of subdivision approval. Matters to be addressed by LDPs for
residential lots generally include:

= Built form outcomes, including setbacks, garage locations and open space provision;

= POS and private lot/dwelling interface, ensuring adequate surveillance of POS;

= Appropriate separation of public and private space;

= QOrientation and design of homes to address solar orientation principles; and

= On-street and off-street parking provision.
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4.0 Conclusion

The purpose of this Structure Plan (SP) is to facilitate the orderly future subdivision and development of the
subject site.

The Structure Plan has been prepared in accordance with the design requirements outlined in Liveable
Neighbourhoods, and responds to requirements outlined in TPS 3 and other applicable state and local
planning policies.

The Structure Plan design is based on best-practice design principles and is consistent with the Southern
Suburbs District Structure Plan Stage 3.
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41/D45174
WESTERN "3 | 301102013
RECORD OF CERTIFICATE OF TITLE 1360 585

UNDER THE TRANSFER OF LAND ACT 1893

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

notifications shown in the second schedule. &J

REGISTRAR OF TITLES

LAND DESCRIPTION:
LOT 41 ON DIAGRAM 45174

REGISTERED PROPRIETOR:
(FIRST SCHEDULE)

BROAD VISION PROJECTS PTY LTD OF 53 KIRWAN STREET, FLOREAT

(TJ617715) REGISTERED 9/2/2006

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

1. M413754 EASEMENT TO WATER CORPORATION FOR PIPELINE PURPOSES - SEE SKETCH ON

DEPOSITED PLAN 77333. REGISTERED 25/9/2013.

Warning: A current search of the sketch of the land should be obtained where detail of position, dimensions or area of the lot is required.
* Any entries preceded by an asterisk may not appear on the current edition of the duplicate certificate of title.
Lot as described in the land description may be a lot or location.

END OF CERTIFICATE OF TITLE

STATEMENTS:

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

SKETCH OF LAND: 1360-585 (41/D45174)
PREVIOUS TITLE: 1360-584
PROPERTY STREET ADDRESS: 41 GAEBLER RD, HAMMOND PARK.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT AUTHORITY: CITY OF COCKBURN

LANDGATE COPY OF ORIGINAL NOT TO SCALE Wed Jan 25 15:07:27 2017 JOB 52997471

Document Set ID: 55328387
Version: 1, Version Date: 08/03/202%
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__STATEMENT OF LIMITATIONS

~ Scope of Services |

This enwronmental site asséssment report (“the report") has been prepared in. accordance o
W|th the 'scope of services set out in the contract, or as otherwise agreed, between the

- Client and ENV.Australia. Pty Ltd (ENV) (“scope of services”). In some circumstances the
" scope of services may have been limited by a range. of factors such as tlme budget

access and/or SIte dlsturbance constraints

Reliance on Data _ -

In preparing the report ENV has relied upon data, surveys, analyses, designs, plans and '

‘other information provided by. the Client and other individuals and organisations, most of
- which are.referred to in the report ("the data”). Except as otherwise stated in the report,

ENV has not verified the accuracy or completeness of the data. To the extent that the
statements, opinions, facts, information, conclusions and/or recommendations in the
report (“conclusions™) are based in whole or part on the data, those conclusions are

~_contingent upon the accuracy and completeness of the data. 'E_NV will -not be liable in
- relation to incorrect conclusions should any data, information or condition be incorrect or

have been concealed, withheld, misrepresented or otherwise not fully disclosed to ENV.

Environmental Conclusions -

In accordance with the scope of services, ENV has relied upon the data and has
conducted environmental field monitoring- and/or testing in the preparation of the report.

‘The nature and extent of monitoring and/or testing conducted is described in the report.

Within the limitations imposed by the scope of services, the monitoring, testing, sampling
and preparation of this report have been undsrtaken and performed in a professionat
manner, in accordance with generally accepted practices and using a degree of skill and
care ordinarily exercised by reputable environmental consultants under similar
circumstances. No other warranty, expressed or implied, is made.

Report for Benefit of Client

The report has been prepared for the benefit of the Client and no other party. ENV
assumes no responsibility and will not be liable to any. other person or organisation for or
in relation to any matter dealt with or conclusions expressed in the report, or for any loss
or damage suffered by any other person or organisation arising from matters dealt with or
conclusions expressed in the report (including without limitation matters arising from any
negligent act or omission of ENV or for any loss or damage suffered by any other party
relying upon the matters dealt with or conclusions expressed in the report). Other parties
should not rely upon the report or the accuracy or completeness of any conclusions and
should make their own enquiries and obtain independent advice in relation to such

~ matters,
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| Other Limitations

ENV will not be liable to update or revise the report to take into account any events or
emergent circumstances or facts occurring ‘or becoming apparent after the date of the.
report. - ' ' :
‘The scope of services did not include any assessment of the title to or ownership of the
properties, buildings and structures referred to in the report nor the applicati_on or
interpretation of laws in the jurisdiction in which those properties, buildings and structures.
are located. L '
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

ENV. Australia Pty Ltd (ENV) was commissioned by SPM Project Marketing to undertake
a flora and vegetation assessment for Lot 41 Gaebler Road, Hammond Park. The work
focussed on determining vegetation communities pfesent locating Declared Rare and
Priority Flora and Threatened Ecological Communltles as well as conducting a condition
assessment of the eX|st|ng flora. :

The 4 ha site was moderately dlverse thh a total of 31 familles 61 genera and 75 taxa
recorded in the survey area, of which 13 were introduced species. No plant taxa gazetted
as Declared Rare pursuant to subsection (2) of: section 23F of the Wildlife Conservation
Act (1950) or Priority Flora species were located durlng the field survey. No Endangered
or Vulnerable species, pursuant to s178 of the Environmental Protect;on and Btodrversﬁy
Conservation Act (1999) were located durlng the survey.

- There were t_wo floristic communities present at the subject site. These were: Melaleuca
preissiana damplands; and open woodland of  Banksia -attenuata and Eucalyptus
marginata. Neither of these is listed as a Threatened Ecological Community.

“ There are no specific floristic impediments to the development of this site.
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INTRODUCTION

ENV. Australia Pty Ltd (ENV) was commissioned by SPM Project Marketing to
undertake a flora and vegetation assessment for Lot 41 Gaebler Road,
Hammond Park. The site is an uncleared remnant of native vegetation, consisting
of a wetland and upland area opposite the Thompson's Lake Nature Reserve,

Lot-41 covers an approximate. area of 4ha, and contains remnant native
vegetation. An assessment of vegetation is required, to examine the potential
constraints that vegetation on the site may pose for a redevelopment application
for the site. This document presents the resuits of this assessment.

This report comprises a spring Declared Rare and Priority Flora survey as weill as
a general flora and vegetation survey.

LOCATION

Lot 41 Gaebler Rd is approximately 24km south of Perth in the suburb of
Hammond Park, within the City of Cockburn. The site is bound by Gaebler Rd on
the northern side, by Frankland Road and the Thompson's Lake Nature Reserve
to the west, a horticultural enterprise to the east and uncleared land to the south..

The site is located in the southwest province of Western Australia in t'he Darling
Botanical District. This region typically consists of forest country with related
woodlands and is divided into four subregions or botanic subdistricts.

Lot 41 is located within the Swan Coastal Plain subregion in the Drummond
Botanical subdistrict, which consists mainly of the following vegetation
communities: '

o Banksia Low Woodland on leached sands and Melaleuca Swamps in poorly
drained areas; '

o Woodland of Tuart (Fucalyptus gomphocephala); and

e Jarrah (Eucalyptus marginata) and Marri (Corymbia calophylla) on the less
leached soils (Beard, 1990)."

The climate of this region is Warm Mediterranean, with winter precipitation of
600-1000mm and 5-6 dry months per year.

DECLARED RARE AND PRIORITY FLORA

Flora species acquire Declared Rare or Priority conservation status where
populations are geographically restricted or threatened by local processes, The
Department of Environment and Conservation (DEC), formerly CALM, enforces
regulations under the Wildlife Conservation Act (1950) to conserve Declared
Rare Flora (DRF) and protect significant populations.

Page 1
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Declared Rare Flora spe.c1es are gazetted:- under Subsectlon.Q of -Section 2'3'F'of

the Wildlife Conservation Act (1950) and therefore it is an offence to “take” or

damage rare flora ‘without Ministerial approval. Sectlon 23F of the Wildlife

. Conservation Act (1950-1980) defines. “to take” as to: ‘gather; pICk cut, pulk up,

destroy, dig up, remove or |njure the flora or. to cause of permlt the same. to be_.
done by any means’. : :

Priority F!ora are under consideration for declaration as 'Dec_lare.d Rare' .F_Iora, b'ut. _
are in urgent need of further survey (Priority One to Three) or require monitoring
every 5-10 years (Priority Four) (see Appendix A for definitions). '

Flora is also classified according to their conservation status at a federal level,
under the Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act, 1999
(EPBC Act), The EPBC Act is administered by the Department of Environment
and Heritage. These categories of classlfication are summarised in Appendix A.

THREATENED ECOLOGICAL COMMUNITIES

A vegetation community is considered a Threatened Ecoiogical Community
(TEC) if it is found to fit into one of the following categories:

o Presumed Totally Destroyed;

o Critically Endangered;

e Endangered; or

o Vulnerable

The definitions of these categories are described in Appendix B.

Coordination of threatened species and ecological community conservation is
carried out by the DEC's Nature Conservation Division, primarily through the
Western Australian Threatened Species and Communities Unit (WATSCU).
TECs are not protected by State Government legislation, however, several
Western Australian TECs are listed and formally protected under the
Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act, 1999
(refer to Section 1.4 for further detail about listing of TECs).

Page 2
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N 1.4 -
| ~The Wild'iife Conservation Act provides for taxa of plants and animals to be listed:

- as ‘threatened’. CALM Policy Statements Nos 9 Conservation of threatened flora -
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L'I__STIN'.G: OF TH REATENED FLORA AND VEGETATION

in the wﬂd and 33 Conservation of endangered and spec:aﬂy protected fauna in

) .the wrld cover this area.

' Threatened flora and vegetation Ilsts are rewewed and changes recommended _
by Department of Environment and Conservation's Threatened Species Scientific
Committee. Ministerial approval is necessary before changes are given legal -
-status in a notice in the Government Gazestte. o '

There is currently no equivalent legislation or formal policy for the protection of
threatened ecological communities, however, an informal; non-statutory process,
including -advice from a scientific advisory committee, the establishment of the
threatened ecological communities database, and steps for assigning ecological
communities to categories of threat, is now in place.

The Department has been identifying and informally listing threatened ecological
communities (TECs) for twelve years. As of May 2003, 106 ecological

‘communities had been entered into the Department's TEC Database. Of these,

21 have been endorsed by the Minister for the Environment as Critically
Endangered, 17 as Endangered, 28 as Vulnerable and three as presumed totaily

‘destroyed. The remainder are either awaiting endorsement as threatened or are

allocated to one of five priority lists. Sixteen TECs are now listed under the
C‘ommonweaith s EPBC Act.

‘Any person may nominate an ecological community for listing under the EPBC

Act, 1999. Nominations are forwarded to the Threatened Species Scientific
Committee. Once the Committee has conducted an assessment of the
conservation status of the ecological community, its advice and subsequent
recommendations are forwarded to the Minister for the Environment and Heritage
who makes the final decision. The recommendations endorsed by the Minister in
making a listing decision are provided via the EPBC Act lists.

INTRODUCED SPECIES

The Environmental Weed Strategy for Western Australia contains criteria for the
assessment and ranking of weeds in terms of their environmental impact on
biodiversity. These criteria are as follows:

° Invasiveness — ability to invade bushland in good to excellent condition or
ability to invade waterways. (Score as yes or no).
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Distribution — wide current or potential distribution including consideration

~ of known history of wide spread distribution elsewhere in the world. (Score
as yes orno). .

Environmental Impacts ~ ability to change the structure, composition and
function of ecosystems. In particular an ability to form a monoculture in a

"ve'gétat'i'c_)_n-co'm_m'_un_ity-. (Score as yes or no).

The ratin.g o.féacih _-Wéed is determined by the foilowing scoring system:

® -

High — a_Wéed._species would have to score yes for all three criteria.
. Rating a weed species as high would indicate prioritising this weed for
* control and/or research i.e, prioritising funding to it.

Moderate — a weed species would have to score yes for two of the above
criteria, Rating a weed species as moderate would indicate that control or
research. effort should be directed to it if funds are available, however it
should be monitored (possibly a reasonably high level of monitoring).

Mild — a weed species .scoring one of the criteria. A mild rating would
_indicate monitoring of the week and control where appropriate.

Low — a weed species would score none of the criteria. A low ranking
would mean that this species would require a low level of monitoring.

Plants may also be “declared” by the Agriculture Protection Board under the
Agriculture and Related Resources Protection Act, 1979. Declared Plants are
gazetted under 5§ categories (P1 — P5), which define the action required. The
category may apply to.the whole state, districts, individual properties or even
paddocks. If a plant is declared, all landholders are obliged to control that plant
on their properties (Department of Agriculture, 2004).
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i 2 SCOPE OF WORKS

‘ \ _ The work focussed on determining vegetation communities present, locating

'S _ Declared Rare and Priority flora and Threatened Ecological Communities, as well
_ as conducting a condition assessment of the existing flora. Specifically, this
11 comprised: - x R R : '

oy ° A database s.earc_h for- Déciar_ed'Rare'.and Endangered spécies and TECs
\ that may occur in.the area by reference to Department of Environment and
Conservation and Department of Environment and Heritage databases;

l : ° A flora and vegetation field survey, including the establishment of 10 x 10m
quadrats in each vegetation community type, to determine the presence of

l ' . any DRF/TECs;
3 . A search for rare and endangered flora contained within the defined area; -
. identification of any Threatened Ecological Communities (TECs),
o The review of data collected against criteria established in State and
-y : Federal processes for species conservation;
e - The production of an aerial photograph with vegetation mapping overlaid;
o A final report that describes the results from the above, the potential
constraints that may be posed by the vegetation given the available
f information and recommendations for further work.
'l
g
i
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METHODS
The methodology for the work involved the foHoWIng key staps:

PHASE 1

" On the 15" August 2006 a database .search"r:e:oiJest'was submitted to the DEC to

obtain a list of Declared Rare and Priority- Flora species (DRF) or Threatened
Ecological Communities (TECs) that occur 'Within the surrounding area of the
subject site. The search was conducted . within coordinates from 385445mE
6434905mN to 396245mE 6445705mN (GDA94). '

PHASE 2

On the 4™ and 30" October 2006 an ENV botanist visited the site and conducted
a vegetation survey by traversing the property on foot. In each floristic
community, data was collected froma 10 x 10 m -quadrat, a photo was taken, the
vegetation was described and a condition statement made.

PHASE 3

- Where field identification of plant taxa was not possible, specimens were -

collected in a systematic manner so that they could be later identified at the West

- Australian Herbarium by comparison with the reference collection and use of

identification keys.

Ay aleg g
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41

RESU_LTS

The following results are accurate at the time of report preparation. Flora
composition. changes over time with- flora species having - specific- growing
periods, especially annuals and ephemerals (some plants Iastmg for-a markediy_
brief time, some only a day or two). For this reason the outcome of future
botanical surveys undertaken on the properties have the potential to change.

'DATABASE SEARCH

A Department of Environment and Conservation database search: of the area
identified 14 species as potentially occurring in the area (see Appendlx A for the
definitions of Conservation Codes), The 14 spemes are: '

Table 1: Declared Rare and Priority Species Potentially Occurring Within the Site Area

'Conservation Code:

Conservation

Family Taxa FEDERAL. " Code: STATE
Byblidaceae Bybh’s gigantea Not listed 2
Cyperaceae Cyathochaeta teretifolia Not listed 3
Goodeniaceae Anthatium junciforme Not listed 4
Mimosaceae Acacia lasfocarpa var. bracteolala Not listed 1

long peduﬁcle variant
Myrtaceae Verticordia lindleyi subsp. findleyi Not listed 4
Orchidaceas Caladenia huegelil Endangered R
Orchidaceas Diuris purdiei Endangered R
Orchidaceae Drakaea elastica Endangered R
Orchidaceae | Prakaea micrantha Vulner_a_ble R
Orchidaceae Microtis media subsp, quadrata Not Ilsted 4
Papilionaceae Aotus cordifolia Net listad 3
Sapindaceae Dodonaea hackettiana -Not listed 4
Stackhousiaceae Tripterococcus panicdlatus Not listad 1
Stylidiaceag . Not listed 3

Stylidium longltubum

' The DEC database search showed that there is one TEC within a 5km radius of

the survey site. The information supplied by the Department of Environment and
Conservation‘is only an indication of the TECs that may be present,

06,180 RPOO1 Final.doc
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o Melaleuca huegelii - Melaleuca acerosa (currently M. systena) shrublands on
limestone ridges (Gibson et al. 1994 type SCP26a),

SCP26a: Melaleuca huegem - Melaleuca acerosa (currently -M. - systena) :

”.--shrublands on limestone ridges is listed as Endangered by the WA Threatened

4.2

4.2

4.2.2

4.2.3

" 06.150 RPOO1 Final.doc
ocument Set ID: 55328887
ersion: 1, Version Date: 08/03/202%

Species and Communities Unit — endorsed by the Minister for the Env1ronment :
but is not listed under the Enwronment Protection and Brod;versrty Conservatfon

(EPBC) Act 1999.

See Appendix B for the definitions ‘of Threatened 'Ecological Communit.y__

conservation categories.
FIELD SURVEY

Flora
A total of 31 families, 61 genera and 75 taxa were recorded in the survey area, of
which 13 were introduced species (see Appendix C).

To successfully record all species from an area surveys should be undertaken
several times throughout the year. The majority of species occur through spring,
however there are some species that occur at different times of year, for
example, RESTIONACEAE and CYPERACEAE families flower in autumn.

The dominant plant families recorded from the survey were as follows:

° Proteaceae (8 species);
e  Myrtaceae (7 species); and

e  Papilionaceae (7 species).

Rare and Priority Flora

No plant taxa gazetted as Declared Rare pursuant to subsection (2) of section

' 23F of the Wildlife Conservation Act, 1950 or Priority Flora species (Atkins, 2006)

was located during the field survey.

No Endangered or Vuinerable Species_, pursuant to s178 of the Environmental
Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act, 1999 was located during the
survey.

Vegetation

There were two floristic communities present at the subject site with an area in
which they overlap and intergrade (see Appendix D for site photos and Figure 2
for the vegetation map). These were:

1. Melaleuca preissiana damplands, and

Page 8 @
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| 4.2.4

4.2.5
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2. | Open woodland of Banksia attenuata and Eucalyptus marginata.

Several species, including Banksia ificifolia and Kunzea glabrescens are.fpr'eser_it '

' :'in greeter n'umbers in the intergraded zone than in the primary communities.

For further mterpretatlon of the site floristics, please refer to the D!scussron
(Sectlon 5 1) '

Vegetatlon Conditlon

The. condition of vegetation at the site was Very Good, with the sate bemg
generally uncleared and the weed species that were present not dominating the
understorey. There was evidence of the activities of both rabbits and foxes at the
site. There were disturbances at the site, particularly at the edges, such as
rubbish dumping, firebreaks and invasion of aggressive weeds, leading to areas
around the edges of the property that were Degraded. The area corresponding
with Community 1 (Melaleuca preissiana damplands) may have been partially
cleared historically as parts of it lacked trees, but there was a low density of
weeds and a good representation of appropriate native species in this area at the
time of the survey. '

The condition scale commonly used in the Perth metropolitan area and Bush
Forever, Keighery B. J. 1994, was used for this assessment due to it providing a
standardised 'sceling system that is widely known by government agencies. The
definition of the condition scales are in Appendix E. |

introduced Species

The table below contains the dominate weed species identified during the field
survey with their ratings and criteria according to the Environmental Weed
Strategy. ' _

Table 2: Dominant Weed Species Identified

Taxon . Commion Name . Criteria _

Ratlng Invasiveness Distribution Impacts
*Bromus diandrus Great brome High Yes Yes Yes
*Ehrharta calycina Perennial veldt grass High Yeos Yes Yes
*agurus ovatus Hare's tail grass High Yas Yas Yas -
*Briza maxima Blowfly grass Moderate Yes Yes No

There were no Declared Plant species (pursuant to the Agriculture and Related
Resources Protection Act 1876) found at the site.
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olec-USSIoN,

' The subject site does not: support any Declared Rare Flora taxa pursuant to |

subsection (2) of section 23F of the Wildlife Conservation Act (1950) or Priority
Flora spemes (Department of Environment and Conservation 2006). The survey

‘was conducted during spring to maximise the ‘opportunity for the full sulte of
_potential species (ephemerals/annuals) to emerge. Therefore thIS site is unlikely

to support any flora. taxa of. S|gn|f|cance as the survey was conducted at the
approprlate tlme ‘of year _' o :

Lot 41 Gaeb!e‘r Road c0mprises a relatively smell area of uncleared land in
generally Very Good condltlon with some disturbance around the edgee of the
lot.

REVIEW OF FLORISTIC COMMUNITIES

(,ommunlty 1 is inferred as bemg representative of Gibson et al.'s (1994) SCP4
“Melaleuca preissiana damplands”. -

Community 2 is inferred as being representative of Gibson et al.’s (1994) SCP4
“Central Banksia aftenuata - Eucalyptus marginata woodland”.

Both of these communities are considered to be well reserved and are not listed
as Threatened Ecological Communities by either Department of Environment and
Conservation or Department of Environment and Heritage.

OTHER SITE VALUES

The south-eastern and eastern portion of the site is a Ilsted Conservation
category welland. This corresponds reasonably well with the area mapped as
Community 1 (Melaleuca preissiana dampiands), though the conservation
category wetiand does not include the whole of the mtergraded area between the
two communities.

This wetland area is not connected to.any waterways. but may form part of the
same groundwater catchment system that feeds the nearby Ramsar listed
Thompson’s Lake. The portion of the site that is listed as a Conservation

‘category wetland is In Very Good condition.

Geomorphic Wetlands do not have any formal legislative protection but are
prioritised for conservation by Local and State Government authorities and
receive the general protection of the environmental harm provisions in the
Environmental Protection Act (1986) as amended in 2003.

Clearing, drainihg and infilling are generally proscribed in Geomorphic Wetlands.

‘Any development applications involving wetlands of conservation significance are

Page 10
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. '  generally referred for assessment by the Enwronmental Protection Authority as a
part of the approvals process : -

1 Further mvestlgatlons that woufd be warranted at the site, given the presence of
a wetland area, include a review of -acid sulphate soils and a baseline hydrologic
investigation. Development of a drainage and wetland management plan for the
’ site would be valuable |n demonstratmg due dillgence during the approvals
i : process : : :

1 | ' Chapter B4 of the EPA's ‘Guidance Statement 33 (2005) outlines the EPA's
policies and appropriate planning practices for areas containing wetiands. '

4 Page 11 @
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6  CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
It is cbncluded that:

e Lot41 Gaebler Road contains 75 flora taxa, of_'WhiCh.Gz.are‘ native;

° No DRF or Priority Flora taxa appear to o'écuf at the site. This survey was
conducted at the appropriate time of year therefore this statement ¢an be
made with a high level of reliability; and :

® No Threatened Ecological Communities ocour at the site.

There are no specific floristic impediments to the deve‘lbpment of this site.

(S
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APPENDIX A

Definition of Rare and Priority Flora Species
(Department of Conservation and Land Management, 2003)

Conservation
Code

Category:

~

| Peclared Rare F_Iora- Extant Taxa
| “Taxa which have been adequately searched for and are

deemed to be in the wild either rare, in danger of extinction, or
otherwise in need of special protection and have been gazetted
as such”

Declared Rare. Flora - Presumed Extinct Taxa

Taxa which have not been collected, or otherwise verified, over
the past 50 years despite thorough searching, or of which all

known wild populations have been destroyed more recently, |

and have been gazetted as such.

P1

Priority One- Poorly Known Taxa

“Taxa which are known from one or a few (generally <5)
populations which are under threat, either due to. small
population size, or being on lands under immediate threat, e.g.
road verges, urban areas, farmland, active mineral leases, etc.,
or the plants are under threat, e.g. from disease, grazing by
feral animals, etc. May include taxa with threatened

populations on protected lands. Such taxa are under |

consideration for declaratlon as ‘rare flora’, but urgently need
further survey.”

P2

Priority Two- Poorly Known Taxa

“Taxa which are known: from ohe or a few (generally <5)
populations, at least some of which are not believed to be
under immediate threat (i.e. not currently endangered). Such

.taxa are under consideration for declaration as 'rare flora', but

urgently need further survey.”

P3

Priority three~ Poorly Known Taxa

“Taxa which are known from several populations, and the taxa
are not believed to be under immediate threat (i.e. not currently
endangered), or known populations being large, and either
widespread or protected. Such taxa are under consideration for -
declaration as ‘rare flora’ but need further survey.” '

P4

Priority Four- Rare Taxa

“Taxa which are considered to have been adequately surveyed
and which, whilst being rare (in Australia), are not currently
threatened by any identifiable factors. These taxa require
monitoring every 5-10 years.”

© 08,150 RP0OO1 Final.doc
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APPENDIX A
Categories of Threatened Flora Species

(Env;ronmental Protectlon and Biodwersity Conservation Act, 1999)

— P

H

< 0O

Category Code | Category
Ex Extinct _
Taxa which at a particular time if, at the time, there is no reasonable
doubt that the last member of the species has died. :
ExW Extinct in the wild _ _
' Taxa which is known only to survive in cultivation, in captivity or as a
naturalised population well outside its past range; or it has not been
recorded in its known and/or expected habitat, at appropriate
seasons, anywhere in its past range, despite exhaustive surveys
over a time frame appropriate to its life cycle and form.
- CE Critically Endangered
Taxa which at a particular time, it is facmg an extremely high risk of
extinction in the wild in the immediate future, as determined in
accordance with the prescribed criteria. o
E Endangered
Taxa which is not critically endangered and it is facing a very high
risk of extinction in the wild in the medium-term future, as determined
in accordance with the prescribed criteria.
Vv Vulnerable
Taxa Whlch is not critically endangered or endangered and is facmg
a high risk of extinction in the wild in the medium-term future, as
determined in accordance with the prescribed criteria,
ch Conservation Dependent

Taxa which at a particular time if, at that time, the species is the
focus of a specific conservation program, .the cessation of which |
would result in the species becoming vulnerable, endangered or
criticalty endangered within a period of 5 years.
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APPENDIX B
DEFINITIONS OF THREATENED ECOLOGICAL COMMUNITIES

Presumed Totally Destroyed (PD)

 An ecological community will be listed as presumed totally destroyed if there are no Eebent_

records of the community being extant and either of the foilowing applies (Aor B)

A) Records within the last 50 years have not been conflrmed desp|te thorough_
searches or known or nkely habitats or : : '

B) All occurrences recorded within the last 50 years have since been destroyed.
Critically Endangered (CR).

An ecological community wili be listed as Critically Endangered when it has been
adequately surveyed and is found to be facing an extremely high risk of total destruction in
the immediate future. This will' be determined on the basis of the best available -
information, by it meeting any one or more of the following criteria (A, B or C):

A) The estimated geographic range, and/or total area occupied, and/or humber of
discrete occurrences since European settlement have been reduced by at least
90% and either or both of the foltowing apply (i or ii):

i) geographic range, and/or total area occupied and/or number of discrete
occurrences are continuing to decline such that total destruction of the
community is imminent (within approximately 5 years);

ii) modification throughout its range Is continuing such tha.t' in the immediate
future (within approximately 5 years) the community is unllkely to be
capable of being substantially rehabilitated.

. B) Current distribution is limited, and one or more of the following apply (i, ii or iii'):

) geogdraphic range and/or number of discrete occurrences, and/or area
occupied is highly restricted and the community is currently subject to
known threatening processes which are likely to result in total destruction
throughout its range in the immediate future (within approximately 5 years),

i) there are very few occurrences, each of which is smail and/or isolated and
extremely vulnerable to known threatening processes;

iii) there may be many occurrences but total area is very small and each
occurrence is small and/or isolated and extremely vuinerable to known
threatening processes.

C) The ecological community exists only as. highly modified occurrences which may
be capable of being rehabilitated if such work begins in the immediate future
~(within approximately 5 years).
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Endangered (EN) -

An eco!ogical community will be listed as Endangered when it has been adequate!y |

, surveyed and is not Critically Endangered but is facing a very high risk of total destruction

in the near ‘future, This will be determined on the basis of the best available information,

by :t meetlng any one or mors of the followmg ctiteria (A, B or C);

A) The. estimated geographic range, and/or total area occup|ed and/or number of

discrete ocourrences since European: settlement have been reduced by at least -
70% and either or both of the following apply (i or.ii) '

)] geographic range, and/or total area occupied and/or number of discrete
occurrences are continuing to decline such that total destruction of the
community is likely in the short term (within approximately 10 years)

i) modification throughout its range is continuing such that in the short term
future (within approximately 10 years) the community is unlikely to be
capable of _being substantially restored or rehabilitated.

B) Current distribution is limited, and one or more of the following apply (i, i oriii);

i) geographic range and/or number of discrete occurrences, andf/or area
occupied is highly restricted and the community is currently subject to
known threatening processes which are likely to result in total destruction
throughout its range in the short term future (within approximately 10 years)

i) there are very few occurrences, each of which is small and/or isolated and
extremely vulnerable to known threatening processes

i) there may be many occurrences but total area is vefy small and each
- ocgurrence is small and/or isolated and extremely vulnerable to known
threatening processes

C)  The ecological community exists only as highly modified occurrences which may
be capable of being rehabilitated if such work begins in the short term future
(within approximately 10 years).

Vulnerable_ (VU}

An ecological community will be listed as Vulnerable when it has been adequately
surveyed and is not Critically Endangered or Endangered but is facing a high risk of total
destruction in the medium to long term future. This will be determined on the basis of the
best available information, by it meeting any one or more of the following criteria (A, B or
C)

A) The ecological community exists largely as modified occurrences which are likely
to be capable of being substantially restored or rehabilitated.

B) The ecological community can be modified or destroyed and wouid be vulnerable
to threatening processes, is restricted in area and/or range and/or is only found at
a few locations.
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C) The ecologidal' community may still be widespread but is believed Iike’ly fo move
into. a category- of higher threat in the medium to long term future because of
“existing or impending threatening processes. -

06,160 RP0OG1T Final.doc

ocument Set ID: 55328887
ersion: 1, Version Date: 08/03/202%



SPM PROJECT MARKETING - Lot 41 Gasbler Road Hammond Park Flora and Vegetation Survey

06,150 RP00Q1 Final.doc
[i)ocument Set ID: 5583928887
ersion: 1, Version Date: 08/03/202%

APPENDIX C
SPECIES LIST



*: denotes introduced species

Appendix C

Flora Species List

FAMILY TAXA
- Alzoaceae * Carpobrotus edufis.

Anthericaceas Laxmannia squarrosa
Anthericaceae Tricoryne elatior ,
Apiaceas - Daucus glochidiatus -
Asteraceae Hyalosperma cotula
Asteraceae * Hypochaeris radicata
Asteraceae * Ursinia anthemoides
Colchicaceae Burchardia congesta
Cyperaceae Lepidosperma obiusum
Cyperaceae Lepidosperma sp. c.f. costale
Cyperaceae Schoenus curvifolius '
Cyperaceae Schoenus efoliatus
Dasypogonaceae Dasypogon bromeliifolius
Dasypogonaceae Lomandra hermaphrodita
Dasypogonaceae Lomandra sonderi
Dilleniaceae Hibbertia hypericoides

! Dilleniaceae Hibbertia subvaginata
Dilleniaceae Hibbertia vaginata
Epacridaceae Conostephium pendulum
Epacridaceae Leucopogon conostephioides
Euphorbiaceas * Euphorbia terracina

; Goodeniaceae Dampiera linearis
Haemodoraceae Conostylls aculeata
Haloragaceae Gonocarpus pithyoides
Iridaceae * Gladiofus caryophyllaceus
Iridaceae Patersonia occidentalis
Lamiaceas Hemiandra pungens
Loranthaceae ‘Nuytsia floribunda

Mimosaceae
Mimosaceae
Mimosaceae

Acacia huegelii

- Acacia pulchella

Acacia stenoptera

1 Myrtaceae Astartea fascicularis
Myrtaceae Eucalyptus marginata
Myrtaceae Hypocalymma angustifolium
- Myrtaceae Kunzea glabrescens
i Myrtaceae Melaleuca preissiana
Myrtaceae Melaleuca seriata
Myrtaceae Pericalymma ellipticum var, ellipticum
Orchidaceae Microtis media
! Orchidaceas Plerostylis sp.
Orobanchaceae * Qrobanche minor

Papilionaceae
Papilionaceae
Papillonaceas
Papilionaceae
FPapilionaceae
Papllionaceae
Papilionacéae

Bossiaea erfocarpa

Daviesia hakeoides subsp. hakeoides

Euchilopsis linearls
Gompholobium tomentosum
Jacksonia furcellata

* Lathyrus odoratus

Pultenaea ochreata

Poaceae Amphipogon turbinatus
Poaceae * Briza maxima .

) Poaceae * Bromus diandrus
Poaceae * Ehrharta calycina
Poaceae * Lagurus ovatus
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FAMILY TAXA
Primulaceae * Anagallis arvensis var. caerulea
.. Proteaceae Adenanthos cygnorum
... Proteaceae Adenanthos obovatus
‘Proteaceae Allocasuarina fraseriana
Proteaceae Banksia attenuata
_Proteaceae Banksia ilicifolfa
Proteaceae Banksia menziesi
Proteaceae Petrophile linearis
Proteaceae Stirlingia latifolia
" Restionaceae Hypolaena exsulca
Restichaceae Loxocarya ciherea
Restichaceae Lyginia barbata
Restiohaceae Lyginia imberbis
Rutaceae Boronia crentlata
- Rutaceae Philotheca spicala
" Solanaceae Solanum nigrum
Stylidiaceas Stylidium brunonianum
Stylidiaceae Stylidium repens
Tremandraceae Platytheca galioides
Xanthorrhosaceas Xanthorrhoea brunonis
Xanthorrhoeaceae Xanthorrhoea preissii
Zamiaceae Macrozamia riedlei
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Appendix E: Vegetation Condition Scales Commonly Used in Perth Metropolltan Region

(Source; Bush Forever)

Condjtlon scale used In BUSH FOREVER'
‘VOL 2, from Kelghery BJ (1994)

Condl_tion scale used to derive Keighery BJ
{1994 and Connell{1995) after Trudgen {1991)

Gondttion seale used in PEP MAPPING
after Connell (1995)

Pristine (1)
Pristine or nearly so, no obvlous signs of

_ dlsturbance

Excellent (E)

_Pristine ornearly so, no ebvious signs of
| damage caused by the activitles of
~Europaan man. -

No aquivalent unlt.

Excellent (2)
Vegetation structure intact, dlsturbance

affocting indlvidual species and weeds are -

non-aggressive specles;

| Very Good (VG) _
‘Some ralatively slight signs of damage

caused by the atfivities of Evropsan man.
For-example, some signs of damage.to
tree trunks caused by repeated fires and
the présence of some relatively non-
aggressive weeds such as.Ursinia
anthemoides or Briza species, or
accasional vehlcls tracks,

Very Good (VG}

- Evidence of locallsed low level damage to

otherwiza healihy bush. Seedling recruitment
and generally healthy population size .
(age/stage) structure apparent. Weed and
grazing damage s confined (<20% of area).
Some modification to vegetation structure due
to changes in flre ragimes may be apparent.
Evidence of logging or firewood-collection may
be found.: High likelihood.that vegetation -
structure and species richness can be
malntalned.

Very Good (3)

Vegetatlon structure altered obvlous signs
of disturbance.

Forexample, disturbance to vegetation
structure caused hy repeated fires, the
presence of some mora aggressive weeds,
dieback, fegging and grazing.

Good (G)

More obvious signs of damage caused by
the activities of Eurapsan man, Including
some obvlous impact on the vegetation
structure such as caused by low levels of
grazing or by selective logging. Weeds as
above, possibly plus some more
aggressive anes.

‘Good (g)

Evidence.of localised high level damage to
otherwise low leve! damaged bush.
Recrultment is localised and the populations
of some species may be senescent. Wead
and grazing damage is apparent in 20-50% of
the area, Modification to vegetation structure
due ta changes in fire regimes may be
apparent. 'Locallsed gall and parasitic plant
damage may be apparent. Evidence of
logging or firewood collection, Moderate
likelihood that vegetation structure and

" .spacles richness.can be maintained.

Good {4) _
Vegatation structure significantly altered by
very obvlous signs of multiple disturbance.
Retains basic vegetation structure or abllity
to regenerate It

For example, disturbance to vegetation
structure caused by vary frequant flres, the
presence.of some very aggressive weeds
at high denslty, partlal clearing, dieback
and grazing.

Poor (P}
St retains basic vegatation structure or -

-ability to regenerate to it after very obvious

impacts of activities of European man such
as grazing or partial clesring (chaining) or

-very frequent firas, Weeds as above,

probably plus some more aggressive ones
such as Ehrharto specles;

Poor (p) .

Widespread high level damage. Recruitment
Is disrupted and most woody species appear
senescent. Weed and grazing damage may
be apparent throughout »50% of the area.
Modifleation to vegetation structure due to
changes in fire regimes may be apparent,

| locally some vertlcal strata are absent. Gall

and mistlatoe damage apparent. Evidence of
logging or firewood collection. Low likelihood
ihat vegetation structure and species richness
can be maintalned or re-established.

Degraded {5}

Baslc vegetation structure severely
impacted by disturbance. Scope for
regengration but not to a state approaching
guod condltion without Intensive
management.

For example, disturbance to vegetation
structure caused by very frequent fires, the
presence of very aggrassive weeads, partial
cleering, dieback and grazing.

Very Poor (VP)

Severely impacted by grazing, fire, clearing
or a combination of these activities. Scope
for soma regeneration but not to & state
approaching goed condition without
Intensive management. Usually wlih a
number of weed specles including
aggressive specles.

Very Foor (p)

- Widespread high level damage. Recrultment

Is disrupted and most specios appsar
senesced, Weed and grazing damage
apparent throughout the area. Modiflcation to
vegetation structure due to changes In flre

" regimes apparent, Widespread loss of vertical

strata. Gall and mistletoe damage apparent,
Evidence of logging or firewood collection,
Llitle to no likelihood that vegetation structure
and species richness can be re-astablished.

Completely Degraded (8)

Tha structure of the vegetation Is no longer
intact and the area |s completely or almost
completely without native species. Thaese
areas are-often described as 'parkiand
cleared’ with the flora.comprising weed. or
crop species with isolated nativa trees or
shrubs.

Completely Degraded (D)

Arga that are completely or almost
completely without native specles in the
structure of thelr vegetation, i.e. areas that
are cleared or ‘parkland cleared' with their
flora comprising weed or crop species with
Isolatad netlve trees or shrubs,

Nol used ~ does not apply to bushland.
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SPM PROJECT MARKETING ~ Lot 41 Gaebler Road Hammond Park Flora and Veg’etétlon Suryey

QUADRAT 1
GPS Datum: AUS84 Date: 30/10/2006 Litter cover: 10%
Easting: 390905 mE _Litter'fype: '
Northing: 6440057 mN Outcrop: nil _ Iieéves 2% twigs 8% -
Topography: flat Rocks: n/a | Bafé_grdund: 20%
8oil Type: Sand - : Aspect: n/a . Age since fire: unknown
Soil colour: grey Disturbance: Medium
Vegetation Description: Melaleuca swamp with. Kunzea glabrescens, Hypocalymma
angustifolium, Hypolaena exsuica, Lyginia barbata, Astartea fascicularis and Banksia ilicifolia.

~ SPECIES PRESENT ‘I HEIGHT {cm) | % COVER
Hypocalymma angusﬁfo!fum g 70 65
‘Hypolaena exsulca 35 <1
Kunzea glabresbens 230 3
Pericalymma elliptigum var.
eflipticum 20 <1
Astartea fascicularis 60 <1
Puftenaea ochreata 100 <1
Boronia crenulata 40 <1
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. ' : QUADRAT 2

Easting: 390745 mE Litter type:

Northing: 8440087 mN | outcrop: i leaves 45% twigs 5%
Topography: flat :‘Rocks: nia- Bare ground: <1 5% .
Soil Type: sand Aspect: n/a - Age since fire: >10 years
Soil colour: grey Disturbance: Medium
Vegetation Description: Banksia woodland

SPECIES PRESENT HEIGHT (cm)} | % COVER
Eucalyptus marginata 1000 3

Banksia aftenuata 800 5
Banksia menziesii 700 4
Allocasuarina fraserlana 700 2
Kunzea glabrescens 230 <1
Adenanthos cygnorum 130 <1
Jacksonia furcellata 130 . <1
Xanthorrhoea preissii 120 3
*Ehrharta calycina 100 <1
Xanthorrhoea brunonls 70 <1
Patersonia occidentalis - 65 2
Acacia pulchella 60 <t
Lyginia imberbis 60 <1
Stirlingia letifolia 50 <1
Burchardia congesta 50 <1
Hibbertia hypericoides 50 1
Lepidosperma sp. c.f. costale 45 <1
B Amphipogon turbinatus 45 <1
Tricoryne elatior 40 <1

06.1560 RP0O0T Appendix

3ocument_8et ID: 55398887
ersion: 1, Version Date: 08/03/202%




\ SPM.'F‘_'ROJECT MARKETING — Lot 41 Gaebler Road Mammond Park Flora and Vegetation Survey

Gompholobium tomentostm 40 <1
Conb_styﬁs aculeata 35 <1
Petrophile linearis 35 <1
Hibbertia subvaginata 30 <1
Bossigea erfocarpa 30 o<1
Gonoc..arpus pithyoides 30 - <
Dasypogon bromeliifolius 30 <1
Lomandra hermaphrodita 30 <1
Acacia stenoptera 30 <1
Briza maxima 30 <1
Philotheca spicata 25 <1
Dampiera Iinearis_ ' 25 <1
Leucopogon conostephioides 25 <1
Loxocarya cinerea 25 <1
Conostephium perdulum 25 <]
*Ursinia anthemoides 25 <1
 Hyalosperma cotula | 15 <1
Laxmannia squarrosa 15 <1
Dauclis glochidiatus 15 <1
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Lot 41 Frankland Avenue, Hammond Park Structure Plan
Part Lot 41 Frankland Avenue, Hammond Park
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1. Introduction

Broadyvision Pty Ltd (“the Client”) through Terranovis Pty Ltd commissioned Bio Diverse Solutions (Bushfire
Consultants) to undertake a bushfire hazard assessment and prepare a Bushfire Management Plan to guide
all future fire management as part of the planning process for part Lot 41 Frankland Avenue Hammond Park
in accordance with the Local Structure Plan (LSP) for the area (the “subject site”).

This BMP is to guide the bushfire management and planning for the LSP, guide Bushfire Attack Levels (BAL)
for new future dwelling construction requirements and specifically to guide future subdivision/development
applications pertaining to the development and the LSP area.

The basic requirements of any Bushfire Management Plan (BMP) is to identify potential issues or problems
relating to environmental fire threats and recommend specific actions by certain persons, agencies,
authorities and developers to ensure, as much as practical, that the lives and assets of the location are not
put at undue threat from any unplanned fire event. A BMP takes into account various physical attributes of
the land, including topographical and vegetation properties, local climatic impacts, biodiversity, past and
current land use, past fire history and management practices, local authority fire management obligations,
road access, water supplies, adjacent property and tenure, and future obligations by various parties should
the subdivision application be successful.

Such planning takes into consideration standards and requirements specified in various documents such as
Australian Standard (AS) 3959-2009, Western Australian Planning Commission (WAPC) Guidelines for
Planning in Bushfire Prone Areas (WAPC, 2015a) and State Planning Policy 3.7 (WAPC, 2015b). These
policies, plans and guidelines have developed by WAPC to ensure uniformity to planning in designated
“Bushfire Prone Areas” and consideration of the relevant bushfire hazards when identifying or investigating
land for future development.

The subject site is described as part Lot 41 Frankland Avenue Hammond Park, refer to Location Mapping
Appendix A and the LSP Appendix B.

1.1. Statutory Conditions
This BMP has been prepared for the subject site to address bushfire management issues associated with
subject site and is consistent with State and Local Government planning instruments.

On the 7" December 2015 the Fire and Emergency Services (Bush Fire Pone Areas) Order 2015; Planning
and Development (Local Planning Scheme) Amendment Regulations 2015; Planning and Development Act
2005 State Planning Policy 3.7 - Planning in Bushfire Prone Areas and the Building Amendment Regulations
(No.3) were published in the WA Government Gazette. The Western Australian State Bushfire Prone
Mapping was also publicly released.

These reforms introduce new requirements for people intending to develop and/or build in bushfire prone
areas, including the need to assess a property’s bushfire risk and take additional construction measures to
limit the impact of bushfires.

The reforms introduced in 2015 included:
1. Emergency Services (Bush Fire Prone Areas) Order 2015: 4 (1) The areas of the state described
in the Bushfire Prone Areas dataset are designated as bush fire prone areas.
2. Planning and Development (Local Planning scheme) Amendment Regulations 2015:

. States that a property is within a ‘bush fire prone area’ if designated as such by the Fire and
Emergency Services Commissioner for the purposes of land-use planning requirements;

. Clarify where exemptions to the requirements set out in the LPS Amendment Regulations 2015
apply;

. Ensure that a Bushfire Attack Level (BAL) assessment is undertaken for new habitable buildings
in a bush fire prone area (unless exemptions apply);

. Require development approval for habitable buildings and land uses on sites that receive a BAL
of BAL-40 or BAL-Flame Zone (FZ);

. Include a four-month transitional period from the date a site is designated as being bushfire
prone to ensure landowners and the development industry have time to adequately prepare; and

. Ensure Special Control Areas continue to have effect in local government areas.

(DoP, 2016)
3. Planning and Development Act 2005 State Planning Policy 3.7 (SPP 3.7)- Planning in Bushfire

Prone Areas: The intent of this policy is to implement effective, risk based land use planning and
development to preserve life and reduce the impact of bushfire on property and infrastructure. The
4
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application of SPP 3.7 applies to all higher order strategic planning documents, strategic planning
proposals, subdivision and development applications located in designated bushfire prone areas.

4. Building Amendment Regulations (No.3): Outlines the definition of the bushfire prone area as
designated under the Fire and Emergency Services Act 1998 Regulation 31BA applicable building
standards for buildings and incidental structures in bushfire prone areas.

(WA Australian Government Gazette, 2015)

The publicly released bushfire prone mapping (Bushfire Prone Area Mapping, OBRM, 8/12/15) outlines the
site to be Bushfire Prone as per the above regulations, as it is situated within 100m of >1 ha of bushfire
prone vegetation. Refer to extract from the Office of Bushfire Risk Management (OBRM) as released in
December 2015 (updated 20/5/2016) Appendix A.

This document and the recommendations contained are aligned to the following policy and guidelines:
. AS 3959-2009 “Construction of Buildings in Bushfire Prone Areas” current and endorsed
standards;
State Planning Policy 3.7 (SPP 3.7) Planning in Bushfire-Prone Areas (WAPC, 2015b);
Guidelines for Planning in Bushfire Prone Areas (WAPC, 2015a);
Fire and Emergency Services (Bush Fire Prone Areas) Order 2015;
Planning and Development (Local Planning Scheme) Amendment Regulations 2015;
Bushfires Act 1954; and
City of Cockburn annual Fire Control Order.

1.2. Suitably Qualified Bushfire Consultant
This BMP has been prepared by Kathryn Kinnear (nee White), who has 10 years operational fire experience
with the (formerly) DEC (1995-2005) and has the following accreditation in Bushfire Management:
J Incident Control Systems;

. Operations Officer;

. Prescribed Burning Operations;

. Fire and Incident Operations;

J Wildfire Suppression 1, 2 & 3;

J Structural Modules — Hydrants and hoses, Introduction to Structural Fires, and Fire
extinguishers; and

. Ground Controller.

Kathryn Kinnear currently has the following Tertiary Qualifications:

. BAS Technology Studies & Environmental Management;
. Diploma Business Studies; and
. Graduate Diploma of Environmental Management.

Kathryn Kinnear is an accredited Level 2 BAL Assessor (Accreditation No: BPAD30794) and a member of
Bronze Corporate member of Fire Protection Australia Association and a committee member of the Bushfire
Subcommittee Western Australia. Kathryn is a suitably qualified Bushfire Practitioner to prepare this
Bushfire Management Plan.
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2, Aims of this Plan

The aim of this BMP is to assess the bushfire risks associated with the existing subdivision and future
subdivisions and to reduce the occurrence of, and minimise the impact of bushfires, thereby reducing the
threat to life, property and the environment. It also aims to guide future development of the subject site by
assessing the development to the Bushfire Protection Criteria Acceptable Solutions as outlined in the
Guidelines for Planning in Bushfire Prone Areas (WAPC, 2015a).

2.1. Planning Context
The BMP has been prepared to assess the Local Structure Plan developed by RPS Australia as shown in
Appendix B. The BMP has been prepared as part of the planning process to prescribe bushfire management
measures for the proposed development as per the State Planning Policy 3.7 Planning in Bushfire-Prone
Areas (WAPC, 2015b), and the Guidelines for Planning in Bushfire Prone Areas (WAPC, 2015a)
(Appendices, 2, 3 and 4). The BMP will guide the development design to implement bushfire protection, risk
mitigation measures for the preservation of life, property and infrastructure.

2.2. Site inspection and assessment
To ensure that every aspect of the proposed subdivision meets the planning requirements as set out in
Guidelines for Planning in Bushfire Prone Areas (WAPC, 2015a) (Appendices, 2, 3 and 4) a site inspection
was undertaken on the 27" June 2016 by Kathryn Kinnear (Bushfire Consultant, Bio Diverse Solutions) to
assess the vegetation on site and for 100m from the subject site boundary, current site conditions, bushfire
risk and bushfire mitigation procedures.

The site was assessed as having an Extreme- Moderate Bushfire Hazard Level (BHL) due to internal and
external classifiable vegetation (AS39059-2009) of forest, woodland and scrub remnant native vegetation
areas. Upon completion there will be internal (built) areas of Low BHL. Where a subdivision is located within
an extreme or moderate BHL, the Guidelines for Planning in Bushfire Prone Areas (WAPC, 2015a) requires
assessment to the bushfire protection criteria — a process where subdivisions are assessed for compliance to
the criteria. The bushfire protection criteria (Appendix 4, WAPC, 2015a) are a performance based criteria in
assessing bushfire risk management measures and they outline four “Elements”. The “Elements” which are
to be met either through the objectives of the “Performance Principle” or “Acceptable Solutions” (WAPC,
2015a) for the subject site include:

e Element 1 - Location;

e Element 2 - Siting and design of development.

e Element 3 - Vehicular access; and

e Element 4 — Water.
(WAPC, 2015a)

This BMP has been prepared to assess the site suitability against the “Acceptable Solutions” of the bushfire
protection criteria (WAPC, 2015a).

2.3. Objectives
The objectives of this BMP are:

e Achieve consistency with objectives and policy measures of SPP 3.7 (WAPC, 2015b);

e Assess any building requirements to AS3959-2009 (current and endorsed standards) and BAL
Construction;

e Assess the subdivision proposal against the Bushfire Protection Criteria Acceptable Solutions as
outlined in the Guidelines for Planning in Bushfire Prone Areas (WAPC, 2015a);

e Understand and document the extent of the bushfire risk and hazards to the subject site;

e Prepare bushfire mitigation and management measures of all land within the subject area with due
regard to people, property, infrastructure and the environment;

¢ Nominate individuals and organisations responsible for bushfire management and associated works
within the subject area; and

e Aligned to the recommended assessment procedure (SPP3.7 WAPC, 2015b) & Guidelines for
Planning in Bushfire Prone Areas (WAPC, 2015a) which evaluates the effectiveness and impact of
proposed, as well as existing, bushfire risk management measures and strategies.
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3. Description of the area

3.1. Location
The site is defined as Part of Lot 41 Frankland Avenue Hammond Park approximately 10m south of the
Cockburn CBD in the municipality of the City of Cockburn (CoC). The site is approximately 24 km from the
Perth CBD and is 2.0 ha of presently vacant land. The site is presently accessible off Gaebler Road in the
north and Frankland Ave in the west. Future access is proposed off Gaebler Road. Please refer to Figure 1 -
Locality Map and Appendix A - Location Mapping.

Figure 1 — Subject site locality

Lot 41 Frankland Ave
Hammond Park

(www.whereis.com)

3.2. Development proposal
The subject site is currently zoned “Development” under the City of Cockburn (CoC) Town Planning Scheme
3. To the north of the site is a school site and to the east are existing residential areas. To the south is a
vacant lot (lot 42 Frankland Ave) which is also proposed for urban development but presently uncleared
vacant land. To the west is Beeliar Regional Reserve. The eastern extent of Lot 41 is subject to further
planning and therefore is excluded from the LSP plan. It is assumed this portion of land (eastern portion of
Lot 41) will stay in its current form of vacant land.
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3.3. Historical Land use
Analysis of aerial photographs of Lot 41 indicates the site pre-1965, was virgin bushland and was broadscale
cleared in the late 1960’s to early 1970’s with horticultural pursuits to the east and possible agriculture over
the site. The Beeliar Regional Reserve to the west remained uncleared. Refer to partial aerial image of the
subject site, Perth Metropolitan Aerial imagery 1974 (Landgate, 2016), Figure 2.

Figure 2 — Landgate Imagery 1974

(Landgate, 2016)

The 1985 imagery available for Lot 41 indicates the site was mostly unused for any land activity (i.e. vacant
land) with regeneration of the bushland evident. In 1994 the aerial indicates that regeneration of the
bushland across the site is evident. Refer to aerial image of the subject site, Perth Metropolitan Aerial
imagery (Landgate, 2016), Figure 3 and 4 below.

Figure 3 — Landgate Imagery 1985 Figure 4 — Landgate Imagery 1994

™

Subject site Subject site
1985 1995

(Landgate, 2016) (Landgate, 2016)

The 2004 and 2014 Landgate aerial imagery indicates that the land has not sustained any further clearing
and is vacant land. The regrowth of native vegetation is evident across both Lot 41 and Lot 42 to the south.
Recent clearing has occurred for developments to the north, east and south (of lot 42) in 2014. See Figures
5 and 6.
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Figure 5 — Landgate Imagery 2004 Figure 6 — Landgate Imagery 2014

Subject site

Subject site
2014

2004

(Landgate, 2016) (Landgate, 2016)

Detailed site investigations by Bio Diverse Solutions of the subject site verifies the aerial imagery whereby
bushfire fuels are less that the “virgin” bushland to the west in Beeliar Regional Reserve. This is as a direct
result of clearing the site in totality in the early 1070’s. The vegetation structure on both Lot 41 and lot 42 is
in a “regrowth state” from previous clearing activities. The vegetation structure’s on lot 41 (forest and scrub)
is heavily weed infested, with regrowth vegetation in lot 42 to the south limited to grasses, scrubs and
occasional trees forming open woodlands, shrublands and scrub.

Recent clearing for developments in 2014-15 to the north (school site), east and south has left these two lots
(Lot 41 and 42) an “island” of remnant vegetation. The bushfire fuels are connected by Beeliar Regional
Reserve to the west which is intact (never cleared) and forms an extensive remnant vegetated area to the
west. Exposure of the subject site from potential bushfire hazards is from the west from Beeliar Regional
Reserve and uncleared areas in the balance of lot 41 (east) and Lot 42 (south).

3.4. Burn History
Limited public available data exists for the subject site in terms of burn/fire history. As most of the subject
site was historically cleared and vacant, summer grass fires may have dominated historically. Recent
reported bushfires in the Beeliar Regional Reserve to the west include:

o 11" January 2010 Beeliar Regional Reserve — suspected arson ignition (Perth Now, 2010); and

e 5" March 2015 Beeliar Regional Reserve (WA today, 2015).

3.5. Prevalent Fire Weather
Weather significantly affects the behaviour of bushfires and time of low humidity and strong winds will lead to
more aggressive bushfires and extreme bushfire events. Seasonal factors affect fuel moistures and fuel
availability and intensity of fires. The south west of WA is one of the most bushfire prone regions in the world
due to the combination of a Mediterranean-type climate with hot dry summers and the presence of large
areas of flammable native vegetation (Bushfire CRC, 2015).

Fire weather is characterised by mid-level disturbances across the south west of Western Australia, bringing
unstable atmospheric conditions (thunder and lightning) from the north or north-west wind directions. Very
dangerous fire weather conditions often follow a sequence of hot days and easterly winds when the trough
deepens near the coast and moves inland. Winds can change from easterly to northerly, then westerly very
quickly during these climatic events. This is characteristic of “Extreme” Fire Weather conditions to the area
with hot, dry conditions prior to storm events. Risk of lightning strikes, spark ignition, arson and other causes
of fire give rise to uncontrolled bushfires under these conditions.

Prevalent winds which most bushfire events occur in the region during summer (bushfire season) are from
the east (dry land based winds), south-east and south-west direction (afternoon sea breezes). Conditions
tend to be dry through the day (easterly winds) with low relative humidity. High winds and excess fuels can
lead to hazardous conditions for residents. Easterly, south east and south west winds occur during the
morning periods with similar directions in the afternoon but stronger wind speeds exist during dry (afternoon)
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summer periods and from the south west (Figures 7-9). These circumstances place residential housing in the
subject site under the most risk from wildfire events.

Figure 7 — Summer (December 9am & 3pm) wind rose BoM

(BoM, 2015)

Fiqure 8 — Summer (January 9am & 3pm) wind rose BoM

(BoM, 2015)
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Figure 9— Summer (February 9am & 3pm) wind rose BoM

(BoM, 2015)

3.6. Climate Change
Climate change is expected to impact on the future rainfall pattern of the area. It is recognised that the
average rainfall has already declined by 20%-30% over the past few decades and that the long term impact
of climate change may lead to a shift in rainfall, as well as dryer climatic conditions for the region. The long
term changes are predicted to impact on the flora, fauna and water availability for the region. (Climate
Commission 2010)

The Climate Commission (Climate Commission 2010) estimates that
“...Rainfall patterns in Western Australia have changed over the last 40 years. There is significant evidence
that climate change has contributed to the marked drying trend in the southwest of the state.”

In 2015, the Department of Parks and Wildlife Principal Fire Planner, Roger Armstrong reported that “our
(WA) bushfire season tends to be about 6 weeks longer now compared to what it was 20-odd years ago”
(The West Australian, 2013).

The above statements place bushfire preparedness and risk mitigation measures of the highest importance
on subdivision design and therefore on protection of lives, property, infrastructure and the environment. The
construction of the proposed development could be affected from increased intensity rainfall events or
extended drying periods. Increased extreme weather from climate change could affect fire frequency and
behaviour in Western Australia (DEC, 2012). This Bushfire Management Plan has been prepared to reduce
the risk of bushfire to the proposed residential dwellings in the newly created development.

3.7. Topography
The subject site is located on a southern facing slope in a valley of undulating land on the Swan Coastal
Plain. The subject site has predominantly low slopes over the site, with gentle slopes to the north and north
west from the northern boundary and from south of Lot 42 slopes to the south east to built up urban areas
(south of Lot 42). Slopes were measured in the field with a Nikon Forestry Pro under classifiable vegetation.
Generally slopes surrounding the site are low not exceeding 5° (degrees). The effective slopes under
classifiable vegetation to AS3959-2009 (Table 2.4.3) that to apply to this development include:

e Upslope and Flat Land; and

e Downslope >0 to 5 degrees.

Please refer to the slope analysis on the Vegetation Classes Map Appendix C.
11
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Note: Effective Slopes were measured in the field with a Nikon Forestry Pro where vegetation was
accessible. Effective slopes are represented on the Vegetation Classes map as per the field measurements.

3.8. Bushfire fuels — Vegetation
The subject lies within the Swan IBRA bioregion. This bioregion is comprised of “low lying coastal plain,
mainly covered with woodlands. It is dominated by Banksia or Tuart on sandy soils.” The area is located
within the SWA17- Dandaragan Plateau. The plateau is bordered by Derby and Dandaragan Faults.
Cretaceous marine sediments are mantled by sands and laterites. Characterised by Banksia low woodland,
Jarrah - Marri woodland, Marri woodland, and by scrub-heaths on laterite pavement and on gravelly
sandplains. (Mitchell et al., 2002).

The vegetation has been mapped on a broad scale by JS Beard (Shepherd et al 2002) in the 1970’s, where
a system was devised for state-wide mapping and vegetation classification based on geographic, geological,
soil, climate structure, life form and vegetation characteristics (Sandiford and Barrett 2010).

A search of JS Beard’s vegetation classification database for the general area places the site within 1 broad
Vegetation Association for the site:
1. System Association: Bassendean
Vegetation Association Number: 1001
Vegetation Description: Medium very sparse woodland; jarrah, with low woodland; banksia &
casuarina. e2Mb cbLi

Env. Australia undertook a flora and vegetation survey of the site in 2007 (Carboon, R, 2013) whereby they
identified two flora communities of Melaleuca pressiana damplands and Banksia attenuatal/Eucalyptus
marginata open woodlands. Site assessment from Bio Diverse Solutions did not include flora survey of the
subject site. Vegetation on site was classified as per the Method 1 AS3959-2009 assessment process.

All vegetation within 100m of the site / proposed development was classified in accordance with Clause 2.2.3
of AS 3959-2009. Each distinguishable vegetation plot with the potential to determine the Bushfire Attack
Level is identified below. Each plot is representative of the Vegetation Classification to AS3959-2009 Table
2.3 and shown on the Vegetation Classification Mapping Appendix C.

Plot | 1 g::zzglcatlon or Exclusion Low Fuel or non Vegetated Exclusion 2.2.3.2 (f)

North of the subject site in school grounds on the corner
of Gaebler Road and Frankland Avenue.

Oval, playing fields maintain in low fuel condition
Grasses <50mm in height

Photo ID: Photo 1 view of school playing fields to the north of the subject site.
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Plot | 2 Classification or Exclusion Scrub Type D - flat land
Clause
Along northern and central east areas of subject site
Acacia saligna, Banksia afttenuata, Woollybush
(Adenanthos) interspersed with occasional Grass trees,
some Banksia > 4m
Average vegetation height 3-4m
Effective slope under vegetation 0 degrees
Surface fuel loading 25 t/ha
Photo ID: Photo 2 view of Scrub Type D in eastern area of subject site. View from north to south.
Plot | 3 Classification or Exclusion Forest Type A- Downslope
Clause

Photo ID: Photo 3 view of Forest Type A, photo from
north to south in north of subject site.

Photo ID: Photo 4 view of Forest Type A, photo from
north to south in north east of subject site.

North area of subject site near Gaebler Road

B. attenuata and Eucalyptus marginata 6-8m

Midstorey Woollybush, Melaleuca, scrubs 1-2m,
understorey grass trees, pineapple bush

Multi layered, borderline Woodland Type B however has
higher total available fuels, reaching 25-35T/ha.
Regenerating from old disturbances

Canopy cover 30%

Average height of trees 4-6m

Effective slopes flat land (0.2 degrees and 0.8 degrees)

North eastern corner of subject site near Gaebler Road
Banksias >5m, Woollybush, Spearwood, Midstorey
juvenile banksias, Melaleuca pressiana, scrubs 1-2m
understorey grass trees, pineapple bush

Canopy cover >30%

Average height of trees 6-8m

Multi layered total available fuels 25-35T/ha.
Regenerating from old disturbances

Effective slopes downslope 1.3 degrees.

Surface fuel loading 25-35T/ha
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Plot | 4 CeesliEien or 2ENET Grassland type G — Flat Land
Clause

Unmanaged grassland Type G

Along eastern boundary of subject site and in adjacent
areas.

Grasses >100mm, average 400mm

Pigface, Cooch, Wild oats, Kikuyu, cape weed.

Effective slopes 0.4 degrees

Surface fuel loading 4.5 T/ha

Photo ID: Photo 5 view of grassland Type G in eastern extents of the subject site and adjacent lands.

Plot | 5 ChesliEiien or 2ENEET Shrubland Type C - downslope
Clause

Shrubland Type C in south east corner of adjacent lot to
the south (lot 42 Frankland Ave).

Grass trees, melaleucas, davesia, grasses.

Occasional B.attenuata at 3-4m

Shrubs at 0.5m to 1m

Effective slopes 1.2 deg

Surface fuel loading 15T/ha

Photo ID: Photo 6 view of Shrubland Type C in south
east corner of Lot 42 Frankland Ave.

Shrubland Type C in south east corner of adjacent lot to
the south (lot 42 Frankland Ave).

Grass trees, melaleucas, davesia, grasses.

Occasional B.attenuata at 3-4m

Shrubs at 0.5m to 1m

Effective slopes 1.2 deg

Surface fuel loading 15T/ha

Photo ID: Photo 7 view of Shrubland Type C in south
west corner of Lot 42 Frankland Ave.
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Plot | 6 g::z::matwn or 2ENET Woodland Type B - Downslope

Located in south east of Lot 42 Frankland Avenue.
Some areas regenerating from recent disturbances.
Low Open Woodland of Banskia, occasional Marri and
Nuytsia.

Surface fuel loading 15-25T/ha

10-30% vegetative cover

Canopy <30%

Scrubs 0.5 to 1m understorey

Ave height of trees 8-10m

Effective Slope 1.2 deg downslope

Photo ID: Photo 8 View of Banksia Woodland in southern areas of Lot 42 Frankland Ave. View from north to south
from Plot 5.

Plot | 7 Classification or Exclusion Forest Type A — Flat Land
Clause

West of Frankland Ave in Beeliar Regional Reserve
Casuarina, Banskia, Jarrah, marri Low Forest.

Ave tree heights 10-12m

Multilayered vegetative structure

Canopy cover 80-100%

Surface Fuels 25-35T/ha

Effective slope 0.4 degrees (Flat Land)

Photo ID: Photo 9 View of Forest Type A in Beeliar
Reserve west of Frankland Ave. View from east to
west.

West of Frankland Ave in Beeliar Regional Reserve
Casuarina, Banskia, Jarrah, Marri Low Forest.

Ave tree heights 10-12m

Multilayered vegetative structure

Canopy cover 80-100%

Surface Fuels 25-35T/ha

Firebreak 3-4m on inside of fenceline.

Effective slope 0.8 degrees (Flat Land)

Photo ID: Photo 10 View of Forest Type A in Beeliar
Reserve west of Frankland Ave. View from south to
north along fenceline.
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Plot

Classification
Clause

or

Exclusion

Grassland Type G — Flat Land

Thin strip of Grassland Type G on edge of firebreak (lot
41) and east of Frankland Avenue.

Highly disturbed area, grasses and occasional Banksia
Fuel loading possibly reach 4.5 T/ha if left unmanaged.
Effective slope 0.2 deg

Photo ID: Photo 11 View of Grassland Type G along Frankland Ave (RHS of photo), beside Plot 9. View from north

to south

Plot

Classification
Clause

or

Exclusion

Forest Type A - Flat Land

Corner of Gaebler Road and Frankland Avenue in north
west corner of subject site.

Previously disturbed in state of regrowth

B. attenuata and Eucalyptus marginata 6-8m

Midstorey Woolleybush, Melaleuca (spearwood), scrubs
1-2m, understorey grass trees, pineapple bush
Multilayered structure.

Trees 6-12m

Occasionally a Woodland Type B structure but if left to
regenerate will become a Forest Type A fuel loading.
Surface fuel loads 25-35T/ha.

Effective slopes 0.2 degrees

Photo ID: Photo 12 view of Forest Type A in north west corner of subject site. Photo view from west to east.

Plot

10

Classification
Clause

or

Exclusion

Low fuel or non Vegetated Areas Excl 2.2.3.2 (c)

Small Plot of remnant Forest Type A in School site
stormwater drain/sump.

Location north of subject site, north of Gaebler Road.
<0.25ha and separated by 29.5m (i.e. >20m).

Excluded from classifiable vegetation

Photo ID: Photo 13 View of excluded Forest Type A in school stormwater sump. Photo from south west to north

east.
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Plot | 11 g::z::aflcatlon or Exclusion Low Fuel or non vegetated areas Exc 2.2.3.2 (e)

Roads, buildings and bare areas associated with
previous clearing activities and firebreaks.

Photo ID: Photo 14 view of buildings and road to the
south of the site

Photo ID: Photo 15 view of Frankland Avenue from
south to north

Photo ID: Photo 16 view of stormwater sump parallel to
Frankland Avenue from south to north. North of Gaebler
Road.
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Plot

12

Classification
Clause

or

Exclusion

Low Fuel or non vegetated areas Exc 2.2.3.2 (f)

Located to the east for the subject site in adjacent land.
Horticultural lot irrigated and managed.
Exclusion 2.2.3.2 (f)

Photo ID: Photo 16 View of Horticultural lot to the east of the subject site. View from north west to south east.

3.9. Assets

The subject site is valued for its proximity to the expanding residential areas of Hammond Park. Once
developed, the values which will be potentially affected by fire include:

Human lives: |t is likely that more than 180 people could be resident at the finished LSP area;
Assets: The development will contain dwellings and valuable infrastructure; and

Environmental Conservation Values: external remnant vegetation to the west in Beeliar Regional

Reserve

3.10.
Access is from Gaebler Road in the north or Frankland Road in the west.

Access

3.11 Water supply
Reticulated water is available in the locality, and however is not presently connected to the site.

3.12 Fire Breaks

The subject site has the required firebreaks which were trafficable via 4 x 4 around the perimeter of the site
during site inspection.
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4, Potential Bushfire Issues and Bushfire Hazard Level (BHL)

The Bushfire Hazard Level (BHL) provides a “broad-brush” means of determining the potential intensity of a
bushfire for a particular area (WAPC, 2015a). The BHL assessment process assists in informing the
suitability of land contained within the strategic planning proposals for future subdivision and development
(WAPC, 2015a). The BHL assessment process assigns land within a designated bushfire prone area as
either Low, Moderate or Extreme. Refer to the BHL categories Table 1 below.

The Vegetation type for the subject site (within 100m) has been classified as per AS3959-2009 as Forest
Type A, Woodland Type B, Scrub Type D, Shrubland Type C, Grassland Type G and Low threat Vegetation
(as per vegetation classifications outlined in AS3959-2009, Table 2.3). The bushfire hazard Level (BHL)
ratings have been assessed as per the methodology as outlined in the Guidelines for Planning in Bushfire
Prone Areas (2015) (Appendix 2). Please refer to Table 1 below.

Table 1 — Bushfire Hazard Level (BHL) Cateqories

(WAPC, 2015b)

Internal Bushfire Hazard Levels (BHL)

The subject site is remnant vegetation that sustained clearing in the early 1970s and has re-grown across
the site. Pre-development the site has Extreme and Moderate Bushfire Hazard Levels (BHL), being Forest
Type A, Woodland Type B and Scrub Type D. The development proposal will require removal of the site
vegetation for buildings and roads. A POS area along the eastern boundary of the LSP (north-south
orientation) is proposed to be landscaped (refer to LSP Appendix B) which will be managed and maintained.
Once developed the internal areas of the subject site would form “Low threat vegetation and Non
Vegetated areas” (AS3959-2009), with the internal built landscape posing a “Low” BHL (as per WAPC
Guidelines, Table 1).

Refer to Bushfire Hazard Level Mapping Appendix D.
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External BHL

External bushfire hazards exist adjacent to the site in the west (Beeliar Regional Reserve), to the east in the
Balance of Lot 41 and to the south Lot 42 Frankland Avenue. The Forest Type A to the west in Beeliar
Regional Reserve is classified as an “Extreme” BHL (as per WAPC Guidelines, Table 1). This vegetation
will exist in perpetuity to the site and pose a threat of bushfire from north westerly, westerly and south
westerly prevailing winds. To the south in private property is Woodland Type B, Scrub Type D and
Shrubland Type C which is classified as a “Moderate” BHL as per WAPC Guidelines, Table 1. This area is
proposed for future residential development however the timing of this is unknown and hence will pose a
bushfire threat from south and south westerly prevailing winds.

The balance of lot 41 to the east (External to the LSP) will remain unvegetated which has a small section of
Forest Type A which is classified as an “Extreme” BHL (as per WAPC Guidelines, Table 1), and
predominantly Scrub Type D which is classified as a “Moderate” BHL as per WAPC Guidelines, Table 1.

To the north is a developed primary school and sports grounds which are classified as “Low_threat
vegetation and Non Vegetated areas” (AS3959-2009), and would be classified as “Low” BHL (as per
WAPC Guidelines, Table 1). To the west is developed urban areas and a small horticultural lot which are
classified as “Low threat vegetation and Non Vegetated areas” (AS3959-2009), and would be classified
as “Low” BHL (as per WAPC Guidelines, Table 1).

Refer to Bushfire Hazard Level Mapping Appendix D.

Proposed Subdivision BHL

The subdivision upon development will be classified as a Low BHL such as built areas and managed POS
areas. Remnant native vegetation areas external to the site located to the north west, west, south west, east
and south will remain vegetated native vegetation, these areas are rated as “Extreme” and “Moderate”
BHL’s. Assumptions have been made that the bushfire risks to the east, west and south will remain in
perpetuity. This BMP contains information on how the BHL will be either reduced (internal management of
land) and managed at the interface of bushfire prone vegetation.

Setback distances of over 100m from native vegetation (Bushfire Prone Vegetation) cannot be achieved for
the development. Where 100m cannot be achieved to dwellings from to Bushfire Prone Vegetation, the
Guidelines for Planning in Bushfire Prone Areas (WAPC, 2015a) states that Building to Bushfire Attack
Levels (BAL) and AS3959-2009 can apply to dwellings to assist in achieving “Acceptable Solutions” to the
subdivision. Where a building is located within the State Gazetted Bushfire Prone Area Mapping (OBRM,
2015), the Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) Amendment Regulations 2015 states that
building to Bushfire Attack Levels (BAL) and AS3959-2009 is to apply to new dwellings.

The subdivision (and proposed dwellings) will be located within 100m of Bushfire Prone vegetation and is
located within the WA State Bushfire Prone Area (SLIP, 2015 & 2016) mapping. The proposal will require
assessment to the bushfire protection criteria as per the newly released “Guidelines for Planning in Bushfire
Prone Areas” (WAPC, 2015a). These are outlined in Section 5 — Assessment to Bushfire Protection
Criteria.

20

Document Set ID: 553928887
Version: 1, Version Date: 08/03/202%



5. Assessment to Bushfire Protection Criteria

The Guidelines for Planning in Bushfire Prone Areas (WAPC, 2015a) outlines bushfire protection criteria
which subdivisions and development proposals are assessed for compliance. The bushfire protection criteria
(Appendix 4, WAPC, 2015) are a performance based criteria utilised to assess bushfire risk management
measures and they outline four elements, being:

e Element 1: Location

e Element 2: Siting and Design of Development
e Element 3: Vehicle Access; and
e Element 4: Water

(WAPC, 2015a)

The plan of subdivision for lot 41 Frankland Avenue is required to meet the “Performance Principles” and/or
“Acceptable Solutions” of each Element of the bushfire mitigation measures (WAPC, 2015a). The site has
been classified as a having a “Low” future internal bushfire hazard in the development/building areas, with
adjacent “Extreme” and “Moderate” bushfire hazards (as per WAPC Guidelines, Table 1) due to the
presence of Forest Type A, Woodland Type B, Shrubland Type C and Scrub Type D. Effective Slopes under
vegetation are variable across the site but generally are flat land or <5 degrees.

The subdivision will be assessed against the bushfire protection criteria Acceptable Solutions for Elements
A1, A2, A3 and A4. The following sections of this report outlines how the proposed LSP complies with the
bushfire protection criteria Acceptable Solutions as per the Guidelines for Planning in Bushfire Prone Areas
(WAPC, 2015a).
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5.1. Element 1: Location

Intent: To ensure that strategic planning proposals, subdivision and development applications are located in
areas with the least possible risk of bushfire to facilitate the protection of people, property and infrastructure.

Assessment to the Acceptable Solutions.

Acceptable Solution applied A1.1: the strategic planning proposal, subdivision and development
application is located in an area that is or will, on completion, be subject to either a moderate or low Bushfire
hazard level, or BAL-29.

The publicly released Bushfire Prone Mapping (SLIP 2015 & 2016) indicates this area as bushfire prone.
After completion of the subdivision, not all of the proposed lots and future dwellings are able to be located
>100m from Bushfire Prone Vegetation (classified to AS3959). Proposed dwellings which cannot meet
>100m setback from AS3959-2009 classifiable vegetation require a Bushfire Attack Level (BAL) and building
to AS3959-2009 to apply to the lot (dwelling).

The development upon completion will have areas of internal Low bushfire hazard Levels and BAL —Low
applied in developed areas of the subject site. The internal designated POS areas (central) are proposed to
be low fuel and landscaped areas, which is a Low BHL.

External to the site to the west there will remain an Extreme BHL rating due to the presence of adjacent
remnant forest contained in Beeliar Regional Reserve. Road widening of Frankland Avenue is proposed and
as the BAL Contour Plan Appendix E indicates a BAL of 12.5 can apply to buildings along the western extent
of the LSP adjacent to the bushfire fuels in Beeliar Regional Reserve.

To the south a Moderate BHL will exist due to remnant woodland, shrubland and scrub vegetation areas in
private property (Lot 42 Frankland Avenue). To meet the Acceptable Solution the developer can implement a
20m Low fuel area along the southern boundary separating the bushfire fuels to the south in Lot 42 from the
subject site dwellings. To the east the uncleared land of the balance of lot 41 will be separated by a 21m
setback either through the maintained POS (refer to Section 5.5.5 for Landscaping treatments) and
associated carparking, low fuel areas. This allows BAL 29, BAL 19 or BAL 12.5 to be achieved on any
proposed buildings.

The AS3959-2009 construction standard that can apply to the dwellings in the subject site is shown in Table
2 — Minimum Setback Distances and Construction Standards and Appendix E.

Table 2 — Guide for minimum setback distances and construction standards

Vegetation Distance to Vegetation and Effective | BAL Construction

Type Slope Rating

Forest Type A 42-<100m BAL 12.5 AS3959-2009 to apply
All upslopes and flat land

Forest Type A 31m-<42m BAL 19 AS3959-2009 to apply
All upslopes and flat land

Forest Type A 21m-<31m BAL 29 AS3959-2009 to apply
All upslopes and flat land

Shrubland Type | 19m -<100m BAL 12.5 AS3959-2009 to apply

C Downslope >0 to 5 Degrees

Shrubland Type | 13m -<19m BAL 19 AS3959-2009 to apply

C Downslope >0 to 5 Degrees

Shrubland Type | 9m-<13m BAL 29 AS3959-2009 to apply

C Downslope >0 to 5 Degrees

Scrub Type D 27m-<100m BAL 12.5 AS3959-2009 to apply
All upslopes and flat land

Scrub Type D 19m-<27m BAL 19 AS3959-2009 to apply
All upslopes and flat land

(AS3959-2009, Table 2.4.3 FDI 80)
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Notes on BAL Contour Assessment:

o Sites will be subject to detailed feature survey and the mapping depicted in the BAL Contour
Mapping Appendix E is a guide, with accuracy to within 5m.

o Detailed BAL Assessment (Method 1 AS3959-2009) is determined from the existing vegetation
at time of feature survey and building construction/approval stages.

o Detailed assessment for BAL Construction as described in this document can be undertaken
at construction stage/building approval stages by an accredited Level 1 BAL Assessor with
approval from the City of Cockburn.

e The BAL Contour Plan should be reviewed/updated at any staged construction, changes to
the LSP and/or at completion of the development construction.

AS3959-2009 disclaimer: It should be borne in mind that the measures contained within this Standard
(AS3959-2009) cannot quarantee that a building will survive a bushfire event on every occasion. This is
substantially due to the unpredictable nature and behaviour of fire and extreme weather condition.

(AS3959, 2009)

Assumptions made in BAL Contour Mapping:

e The subject site will be cleared in entirety as shown on the LSP.

o Low fuel areas of POS will be maintained as per AS3959-2009 clauses 2.2.3.2 (f) and has been
applied to internal POS areas.

e The balance of the lot to the east of the development is subject to further planning and will remain in
its current state.

e Lot 42 to the south will remain in current vegetative status.

e Beeliar Regional Reserve will remain in perpetuity as a bushfire hazard to the west.

The subdivision will comply to Acceptable Solution A2.2 by applying a setback associated with BAL
construction and AS3959-2009 as outlined in the BAL Contour Map in Appendix E. No higher BAL allocation
than BAL 29 is applied to the proposed buildings.

If staged construction is applied the developer will be responsible during staged construction to maintain
setbacks from any bushfire hazards to dwellings at all times or building to BAL/AS3959-2009 will apply to the
buildings. Refer to Section 5.5.3 for more detail on Staging.

The LSP is deemed to meet A1.1.

5.1.1.Recommendations arising from assessment to this element
The recommendations from assessment of the LSP to Element 1: Location:
o LSP development is deemed compliant to A1.1 due to:

e No higher BAL allocation than BAL 29 will apply to buildings upon completion of construction
development;

e The developer will be responsible for the implementation of a notification on title pursuant to Section
70A of the Transfer of Land Act 1893 for all lots affected by an increase in construction standards
consistent with a BAL rating/AS3959-2009 allocation to the lot, and alerting the prospective owner
(s) of the lots and successors in title of the Bushfire Management Plan; and

e A 20m -21m low fuel area is applied in the south western corner and eastern boundary to ensure no
higher than BAL 29 applies to the buildings.
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5.2. Element 2: Siting and design of development

| Intent: To ensure that the siting of development minimises the level of bushfire impact.

Assessment to the Acceptable Solutions — To achieve compliance with this Element using an Acceptable
Solution, either or both acceptable solutions (A2.1 and A2.2) must be met that it satisfies Element 1.

The Acceptable Solutions which will be applied to this subdivision include:
o A2.1: Asset Protection Zone (APZ): Every building is surrounded by a 20m APZ (see Section
5.2.2).
e A2.2 Hazard Separation: not assessed.

The subdivision will be assessed to the Acceptable Solutions for Element 2 as demonstrated in the following
sections.

5.2.1.Asset Protection Zones (APZ) (Acceptable Solution A2.1)

Acceptable Solutions applied

The aim of the Asset Protection Zone (APZ) is a low fuel area immediately surrounding a habitable building,
and is designed to minimise the likelihood of flame contact with buildings (WAPC, 2015). APZ will minimise
the risk of the building igniting, (thus protecting the occupants), and with the reduced fuel quantities, allow
safer and more effective conditions for fire-fighters to contain wildfires. Roads, pathways, lawns, and other
low hazard items should be placed within this zone to improve the effectiveness of the zone. The APZ are
required in addition to Hazard Separation (see Section 5.2.2).

Every building must be surrounded by a 20 metre wide APZ, this is deemed by WAPC (2015) as the
minimum width to be constructed around all buildings as a “defendable zone”. Activity within the APZ (as per
WAPC, 2015) for each individual dwelling must meet the following requirements:

a) Width: 20 metres measured from any external wall of the building or building envelope;

b) Location: within the boundaries of the lot on which the building is situated;

c) Fine fuel load: reduced to and maintained at 2 tonnes per hectare;

d) Trees (crowns) are a minimum of 10 metres apart

e) Trees are low pruned at least to a height of 2 metres;

f)  No tall shrub or tree is located within 2 metres of a building;

g) No tree crowns overhang the building;

h) Fences and sheds within the APZ are constructed using non-combustible materials (e.g. colour bond

iron, brick, limestone, metal post and wire); and

i)  Sheds within the APZ should not contain flammable materials.

~

An example of APZ from the “Guidelines for Planning in Bushfire Prone Areas (WAPC, 2015a) is shown in
Figure 8.

Figure 8 — Asset Protection Zone and Hazard Separation Zone (WAPC, 2015)

All buildings will be required to have a 20-21m APZ area associated with BAL 29 setbacks. To the south of
the subject site (Lot 42) require a 20m low fuel area to be implemented to assist in achieving a 20m APZ
area inside the parent lot boundary. To the east a 21m setback is required to any building from the subject
site boundary to achieve a BAL 29 setback.

Refer to Section 6.5.5 for detail on Landscaping treatments within the LSP area. Refer to the 20m APZ
shown on the Bushfire Management Plan Mapping Appendix F.

Upon implementation of APZ areas the subdivision is deemed to be compliant with A2.1.
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Long term maintenance information for the homeowner/developer regarding APZ’s (formerly called a BPZ)
as recommended by DFES is provided in Appendix G.

The subdivision is deemed to be compliant with A2.1.

5.2.2.Recommendations arsing from assessment to this Element
The recommendations from assessment of the LSP to Element 2: Siting and design:

e The LSP is deemed to be compliant with Element 2 by:

o The application of a 20-21m APZ located within the parent lot; and
o Setbacks associated with BAL 29 or less (AS3959-2009);

e |tis recommended that the developer clear all the area within the LSP during development and prior
to sale to ensure the APZ and BAL setbacks are demonstrated to the purchaser at time of sale. The
APZ areas are to be as per the standards in Section 5.2.1 and these areas are regularly maintained
by the developer until all land is relinquished to the new lot owner (s).

e The vegetation clearing required for POS area, street verges and APZ areas does allow for the
retention of significant trees, these should be clearly marked for the developer prior to clearing
operations on the site and shall be as per the standards of the APZ Section 5.2.1.
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5.3. Element 3: Vehicular Access

Intent: To ensure that the vehicular access serving a subdivision/development is available during a bushfire
event.

Acceptable Solutions applied

The internal layout of the Subdivision’s public roads and private access allows vehicles and other emergency
vehicles to move through the subdivision at all times, meeting the Acceptable Solutions. Vehicle access
technical standards as outlined in Table 3 are the minimum requirements from Guidelines for Planning in
Bushfire Prone Areas (WAPC, 2015). Refer to Table 3 and Bushfire Management Plan Appendix F.

Table 3 — Vehicular Access Technical Standards

Technical requirements Public Road Cul-de-sacs Battle Axes & Emergency
Private Access Ways
Driveways (EAW)
Minimum trafficable surface (m) 6 6 4 6
Horizontal clearance (m) 6 6 6 6
Vertical clearance (m) 4.5 N/A 4.5 4.5
Maximum grades 1in 10 1in 10 1in 10 1in 10
Minimum weight capacity(t) 15 15 15 15
Maximum crossfall 1in 33 1in 33 1in 33 1in 33
Curves minimum inner radius(m) 8.5 8.5 8.5 8.5

(WAPC, 2015a)
Assessment of the subdivision to the Acceptable Solutions is outlined in the following sections.

5.3.1.Two access routes (A3.1)
Central access will be onto Gaebler Road which provides either access to the west to Frankland Avenue
(north south access/egress). An Emergency Access Way (EAW) to the south will be required onto Frankland
Avenue to give alternative access to the south to a separate destination, refer to Section 5.3.6 for more
detail.

With the inclusion of alternative access by a EAW, the LSP is deemed to meet the Acceptable Solution A3.1.

5.3.2.Public roads (A3.2)
All public roads will be required to meet the minimum grades as per Table 3, column 1. The central road is
demonstrated to be 13.5m, meeting this requirement. All internal public roads shall be specified (and meet
Table 3) in detailed design drawings for approval by CoC at subdivision stages. The LSP is deemed
compliant to Acceptable Solution A3.2.

5.3.3.Cul de Sacs (A3.3)
Cul-de-sac’s are to be avoided in bushfire prone areas the LSP does not give any guidance on cul-de-sacs
in the plan, if required these shall be as per the standards in Table 3, column 2. Cul-de-sacs shall not exceed
200m which can be achieved in the LSP. The LSP is deemed compliant to Acceptable Solution A3.3.

5.3.4.Battle Axes (A3.4)
Battle Axes are to be avoided in bushfire prone areas, the LSP does not give any guidance on battle axes in
the plan, if required these shall be as per the standards in Table 3, column 3. Battle axes shall not exceed
600m which can be achieved in the LSP. The LSP is deemed compliant to Acceptable Solution A3.4.

5.3.5.Private Driveways (A3.5)
Private driveways upon construction will be required to conform to the minimum technical standards as
outlined in Table 3, column 3, meeting Acceptable Solutions. The LSP is deemed compliant to Acceptable
Solution A3.5.

5.3.6.Emergency Access Ways (A3.6)
Emergency Access Way (EAW) is not a preferred option in bushfire prone areas however may be used to
link roads to allow alternative access and egress during emergencies. As public access may be restricted
onto Frankland Avenue through the public road network, an EAW will apply to this development whereby a
secondary emergency access onto Frankland Avenue is recommended to the south west. A 20m Low fuel
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Zone (i.e. POS) is proposed in the south western corner, this could encompass an EAW which can be gated
but not locked. The accommodation of an EAW can be achieved in low fuel areas (i.e. POS) via a linking 6m
wide duel use path which is gated and not locked. Sign posting can assist in direction for residents in an
emergency bushfire situation (see Section 5.3.8). Refer to Appendix F — Bushfire Management Plan for the
location of the EAW. If an EAW is incorporated the LSP is deemed compliant to this Acceptable Solution
A3.6.

5.3.7.Fire Service Access Routes (A3.7)
Fire Service Access (FSA) will not apply to this development, access/egress to/from the lots will be via the
public road network system. Subdivision upon construction is deemed compliant to this Acceptable Solution
A3.7.

5.3.8.Individual Fire breaks (A3.8)
The CC annual Fire Control Order states a firebreak as:

“.an area of land cleared of flammable material, installed to minimise the spread or extension of a bush fire
and to provide suitable access for fire fighting vehicles. The standards of a compliant firebreak are as
follows:
3.1 A Firebreak must be constructed of bare earth, stone, or sealed surfaces and be clear of all
flammable materials to create a 3 metre wide trafficable surface;

3.2 Maintained lawn may occupy a Firebreak, providing it does not exceed 50mm in height during
the Firebreak Time;

3.3 Overhanging branches must be pruned to provide a 4 metre vertical clearance above the full
width of the Firebreak surface; and

3.4 A Firebreak must be a continuous trafficable path for a fire fighting vehicle, clear of any
obstructions and must not terminate in a cul-de-sac (dead end)”
(City of Cockburn, 2016)

The subject site (part Lot 41) is approximately 2000m? and until it is developed into urban land will be
required to be maintained as per the current CoC Fire Control Order, which states:
“All property (vacant or developed) — less than 2032m?
To reduce the fire hazard on your land and to comply with the requirements of this Fire Control Order
you are required to;

1.1 Have all flammable materials such as long dry grass and weeds slashed, mown or trimmed down
by other means to a maximum height of 50mm across the entire property for the duration of this
Firebreak Time; and

1.2 Remove all dead vegetation”
(City of Cockburn, 2016)

Please refer to the CoC “Fire Control Order” for detail, this is updated annually and the current versions
should be obtained from the City of Cockburn website:
http://www.cockburn.wa.gov.au

A variation of the firebreak order can occur through documentation of this BMP and approval of the BMP
from CoC. As the LSP area will be separated from the parent lot 41 and managed in isolation from the
eastern portion of lot 41, firebreaks are recommended along the eastern and southern boundary until the
land is approved for development and construction occurs. It is proposed where the subject site adjoins a
public road that a firebreak is not required (i.e. Gaebler Road and Frankland Avenue). As per the CoC
specification all firebreaks are to be a hardened surface, given the sandy nature of the site imported gravel
will be required to meet this specification.
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Upon approval of the LSP firebreaks are recommended until the land is developed as shown in the BMP
Appendix F. Upon approval of this BMP and implementation of the firebreak as shown in the BMP Appendix

F!

5.3.9.Signage and Gates on the EAW
The EAW onto Frankland Avenue will have signage so it is clear to the persons evacuating there is a route to
access/egress in an emergency. Any new signage shall be to the DFES and CoC recommended wording for

signage as appropriate:

J ‘Emergency Access Only’.

The signage shall meet the following standards:

. Minimum height above ground level 0.9 metres;
. Design and construction to be approved by relevant local government; and
. Lettering height 100mm.

Signage is recommended from the internal road network directing persons to the EAW. This should be
located as per the Bushfire Management Plan Appendix G. An example of signage which clearly outlines the
EAW route off the internal road network is shown below in Photograph 17.

Photograph 17 — Example of street signage for
alerting resident to Emergency Access Way.

The developer will be responsible for the cost and implementation of signage, the long term maintenance of
any bushfire management signage will be the responsibility of the CoC.. Refer to Bushfire Management Plan

Appendix F for location of signs.

If gates are proposed along the EAW, an example of a gate over a dual use path is shown below in

Photograph 18 below.

Photograph 18 — Example of an EAW gated, but
not locked and signposted for Emergency Access
Way.

The gate is not to be locked and will be required to meet minimum requirements wide enough to
accommodate 3.4 Heavy Duty Fire Appliances.

Gate standards will be as follows:

J Minimum width 3.6 metres;
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. Approved by the CoC; and
J Not locked for Emergency Access.

5.3.10. Recommendations arising from assessment to this element
The recommendations from assessment of the LSP to Element 3: Vehicular Access:

e |s deemed compliant with Element 3 as it meets the Acceptable Solutions as outlined A3.1 to A3.8;

e The developer implements the vehicular construction standards as outlined in Table 3;

e Engineering construction details on the road network particularly to meet maximum allowable grades
is provided to the CoC prior to construction of each development stages.

e Fire breaks as per the requirements in the CoC Fire Control Order and as outlined in this BMP
maintained by the owner until the land is developed into urban land (annually updated).
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5.4. Element 4 Water

Intent: To ensure that water is available to the subdivision, development or land use to enable people,
property and infrastructure to be defended from bushfire.

Acceptable Solutions Applied

5.4.1.Reticulated areas (A4.1)

The development will be provided with reticulated scheme water in accordance with the specifications of the
relevant water supply authority (Water Corporation WA (WCWA)) and DFES requirements. This will be
detailed in the detailed engineering drawings and be subject to approval from WCWA and DFES at
subdivision condition stages, meeting the Acceptable Solution. Fire hydrant (street) outlets are required,
these must be installed to WCWA standards installed in accordance with the Water Corporation’s No 63
Water Reticulation Standard and are to be identified by standard pole and/or road markings and installed by
the Developer.

Subdivision upon construction is deemed compliant to this Acceptable Solution.

5.4.2.Non-reticulated areas (A4.2)
The subdivision will be connected to reticulated water, therefore water tanks will not be required, assessment
to A4.2 not required.

5.4.3.Individual lots within non-reticulated areas
The subdivision will be connected to reticulated water, therefore water tanks will not be required and
assessment to A4.3 not required.

5.4.4.Recommendations arising from assessment to this element
The recommendations from assessment of the LSP to Element 4: Water:
e |s deemed compliant with Element 4 through the provision of reticulated water to the development
which will be detailed in the engineering drawings at development stages; and
e Fire hydrant (street) outlets are required, these must be installed to WCWA standards installed in
accordance with the Water Corporation’s No 63 Water Reticulation Standard and are to be identified
by standard pole and/or road markings and installed by the Developer.
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5.5. Other Bushfire Risk Mitigation measures

5.5.1.Evaporative Air Conditioners
Evaporative air conditioning units can catch fire as a result of embers from bushfire getting into the unit.
These embers can then spread quickly through the home causing destruction. It can be difficult for fire-
fighters to put out a fire in the roof spaces of homes. Information on Evaporative air conditioners is supplied
in Appendix G of this document.

It is also recommended that home owners:

U Ensure that suitable external ember screens are placed on roof top mounted evaporative air
conditioners compliant with AS3959-2009 (current and endorsed standards) and that the
screens are checked annually; and

U Maintain evaporative air conditioners as per DFES guidance note provided Appendix G.

5.5.2.Barrier fencing
In November 2010 the Australian Bushfire CRC issued a “Fire Note” (Bushfire CRC, 2010) which outlined the
potential for residential fencing systems to act as a barrier against radiant heat, burning debris and flame
impingement during bushfire. The research aimed to observe, record, measure and compare the
performance of commercial fencing of Colourbond steel and timber (treated softwood and hardwood).

The findings of the research found that:
“.. Colourbond steel fencing panels do not ignite and contribute significant heat release during cone
calorimeter exposure” (exposure to heat)

.."Colourbond steel (fencing) had the best performance as a non-combustible material. It maintained
structural; integrity as a heat barrier under all experimental exposure conditions, and it did not spread flame
laterally and contribute to fire intensity during exposure”

Residents will be encouraged to build Colourbond or non combustible fences in bushfire prone areas through
dissemination of the CRC information “Fire Note” (Issue 70, Bushfire CRC, 2010) by the developer. It is also
noted that non-combustible fences are recommended by WAPC refer to Section 6.2.1 of this document (APZ
standards: Fences and sheds within the APZ are constructed using non-combustible materials (e.g. colour
bond iron, brick, limestone, metal post and wire).

5.5.3.Staging
If the LSP possibly going to be staged from the north western corner, staged development will incorporate
the following:

e Incorporation of “Low fuel zone” minimum of a 20m APZ area adjacent to any lots/proposed
dwellings. To be implemented by the developer and maintained at all times adjacent to the staged
construction.

¢ All internal grassland POS and low fuel areas are to be maintained to <50mm in height to ensure
that these areas remain as classified Low fuel areas (as per AS3959-2009, clause 2.2.3.2 (f);

e Provide the CoC prior to each subdivision stage and/or release of lots with an update of the BAL
Contour Plan (if required) indicating any increased construction requirements in accordance with
AS3959-2009 Construction of Buildings in Bushfire Prone Areas (current and endorsed standards);

e Maintenance of fire breaks/lot fuels as required by the CoC until the lots are relinquished to new lot
owners; and

e Depending on the timing of the future stages, a review of the endorsed Bushfire Management Plan is
recommended every 3-5 years and will be the responsibility of the developer until the issue of final
approval/clearances from CoC/WAPC.

5.5.4.Reduction in Construction through Shielding
“Shielding” as defined by AS3959-2009 is the reduction in construction requirements (for an individual
building) for the next lower BAL than determined for the site (individual dwelling) and may be applied to an
elevation of a building where the elevation is not exposed to the source of the bushfire attack (AS3959-
2009). Shielding applies where the an elevation of a building is not deemed to be exposed to the source of
the bushfire attack due to other parts of the individual building obstructing the source of the bushfire attack.
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Give the bushfire source is from the east, west and south, buildings in the northern area of the LSP could
possibly apply shielding whereby a lower BAL is applied to the northern elevations of a building. This would
need to be assessed at building approval stages and be undertaken by an Accredited Level 1 BAL Assessor.

5.5.5.Landscaping and streetscaping treatments
Landscaping and streetscaping areas subject to similar standards that apply to the APZ and the following
minimum standards shall apply:
Trees (crowns) a minimum of 10m apart (no continuous crowns);
Trees should have no dead material within the plant’s crown or on the bole;
Fuel reduced to <2t/ha;
Woodchip mulching to be small chips and low fuel in nature, compacted and no deeper than 250mm
uniform depths; and
e Shrubs should be no higher than 0.5 m.

A concept POS landscaping plan is presently being developed an example of the POS landscaping is shown
below in Photograph 22 on how to meet the above requirements to not increase the internal bushfire hazard.

Photograph 17: View
of example of POS
area in Baldivis with
significant trees
retained. .

5.5.6.Information relating to BAL and AS3959-2009
Bushfire Attack Level (BAL) is the process in AS39598-2009 for measuring the severity of a building’s
potential exposure to ember attack, radiant heat and direct flame contact. The threat or risk of bushfire
attack is assessed by an accredited BAL Assessor. BAL rating determinations are of 6 levels BAL-LOW,
BAL-12.5, BAL-19, BAL-29, BAL-40, BAL FZ. Building is generally not recommended in BAL-40 or BAL-FZ
areas. The BAL rating is determined by the distance of the building to vegetation, slope and vegetation type
adjacent to the dwelling. Refer to Figure 9 below.

Figure 9 - - BAL Construction levels in context

(WAPC, 2015a)
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Building design and construction to AS39590-2009 is a standard primarily concerned with improving the
ability of buildings in designated bushfire prone areas to better withstand attack from bushfire thus giving a
measure of protection to the building occupants (until the fire front passes) as well as to the building itself.
The construction standards outlined in AS 3959-2009 provide reference to specific items of building and it is
recommended that the future lot owner discuss these in detail with their builder or architect. Table 4 outlines
some of the construction consideration to AS3959-2009 when building in bushfire prone areas. Construction
standards are to be approved by the CoC prior to construction. Building to AS3959-2009 applies to buildings
as defined in the Building Code of Australia (BCS).

Table 4 — AS3959-2009 Construction Requirement (Example)

Construction requirement AS3959-2009
Flooring systems

Supporting posts, columns, stumps, piers and poles
External Walls

Windows

External Doors

Vents and weep holes

Roof

Eaves

Fascia’s

Gutters and downpipes

Veranda and decks

Service Pipes (water and gas)
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6. Individual Bushfire Survival Plan

6.1. Homeowner Protection
It is the responsibility of homeowners to protect their property from fire. DFES have readily available

information online which can assist homeowners in their preparedness during fire season (October to May).
The DFES website “Bushfire Preparedness — Prepare. Act. Survive.” (DFES, 2014) should be accessed
by all owners in bushfire prone areas. A hard copy of the A4 book “Prepare. Act. Survive” can be found at
local City of Cockburn Offices or DFES offices, or downloaded off the above web address:

http://www.dfes.wa.gov.au

6.2. Bushfire Plan
Residents should prepare their own individual fire plans, as they need to make a commitment to develop a
bushfire survival plan detailing preparations and actions to take if a bushfire threatens.

“Before summer starts you need to decide what you will do if a bushfire threatens. If you live or work in a
bushland area you need to prepare your home, family or business and have a plan so you can act to make
sure you survive.” (DFES 2010).

PREPARE. ACT. SURVIVE.
Preparing yourself, your family and your home is your responsibility.
The more you prepare your home the better the chance it will

survive a fire, even if you are not there.
(DFES, 2014)

When developing a bushfire survival plan, the following should be considered:

e |If you plan to leave for a safer place - where will you go and how will you get there? Your safer place
could be with friends and family, and may not be far away. Know where you will go and never ‘wait
and see’. Relocating at the last minute can be deadly

e Does your household include elderly relatives, young children, people with disabilities or illness?
When, where and how will they be relocated? Who will care for them?

o  What will you do with your pets and livestock?

e Can your home be defended? Is it in a location that makes it difficult or dangerous to actively
defend? (refer to DFES’s Homeowners Bushfire Survival Manual - PDF)

o  Will your home provide shelter if you have to or decide to stay?

e Are you capable of defending your home without the support of fire fighters?

e Do you have the skills, knowledge and capacity to check for and put out Spot fires for up to ten hours
after the fire front has passed?

e Do you have the right equipment and resources to actively defend? (e.g. sufficient independent
water supply of at least 20,000 litres and a petrol, diesel or generator powered pump capable of
pumping 400 litres per minute)

o Will you cope with the noise and stress of a bushfire if you decide to actively defend? Being in a
bushfire may be the most traumatic experience of your life.

(from DFES website, 2013)

By compiling information as outlined above, the individual lot owner can be prepared for their response in a
bushfire emergency. Home owners should not rely on emergency personnel to attend their home and thus it
is stressed to prepare an individual bushfire emergency plan regarding their intentions and property. This
Bushfire Management Plan is not an individual bushfire emergency plan.

As noted in Section 6.0 of this report, building to AS39590-2009 is a standard primarily concerned with
improving the ability of buildings in designated bushfire prone areas to better withstand attack from bushfire
thus giving a measure of protection to the building occupants (until the fire front passes) as well as to the
building itself.

AS3959-2009 disclaimer: It should be borne in mind that the measures contained within this Standard
(AS3959-2009) cannot guarantee that a building will survive a bushfire event on every occasion. This is
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substantially due to the unpredictable nature and behaviour of fire and extreme weather condition. (AS3959,
2009)

Information is also available on the City of Cockburn’s website and the ABC Radio website to guide
homeowners in the event of a fire emergency, such information includes:

Planning for an Emergency Bushfire:
Survival Kit

Fire Emergency Services
Before a Bushfire

During a Bushfire

After a Bushfire

Refer to the following links for more information on how to prepare a bushfire plan:
http://www.cockburn.wa.gov.au/

and
http://www.abc.net.au/news/emergency/?ref=front-page-slider-v2--emergencies

It is also recommended that homeowners in bushfire prone areas understand the DFES Bushfire Warning
System. A brief outline is given below, however further detail should be sought from DFES website
(www.dfes.wa.gov.au) in a bushfire emergency.

Bushfire Warning System

During a bushfire, emergency services will provide as much information as possible through a variety of

channels.

Community Alerts

DFES issues Community Alerts for bushfires that threaten lives and property.

The alert level changes to reflect the increasing risk to your life and the decreasing amount of time you have

until the fire arrives. DFES issues the following bushfires warnings:

e Advice

A fire has started but there is no immediate danger, this is general information to keep you informed
and up to date with developments.

e Watch and Act
A fire is approaching and conditions are changing, you need to leave or prepare to actively defend to
protect you and your family.

e Emergency Warning
You are in danger and you need to take immediate action to survive as you will be impacted by fire.
An emergency warning may be supported with a siren sound called the Standard Emergency
Warning Signal (SEWS).

o All Clear
The danger has passed and the fire is under control, but you need to remain vigilant in case the
situation changes. It may still not be safe to return home.
(www.dfes.wa.gov.au)
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7. Summary

7.1. Overall Fire Threat

Broadvision Pty Ltd through Terranovis Pty Ltd (“the Client”) commissioned Bio Diverse Solutions (Bushfire
Consultants) to undertake a bushfire hazard assessment and prepare a Bushfire Management Plan to guide
all future fire management as part of the planning process for a Local Structure Plan (LSP) at part lot 41
Frankland Avenue Hammond Park. The LSP is required to meet the “Performance Principles” and/or
“Acceptable Solutions” of each Element for bushfire mitigation measures (WAPC, 2015). The LSP has been
assessed against the Acceptable Solutions of Guidelines for Planning in Bushfire Prone areas (WAPC.
2015a).

The subject site has been classified as a having a “Low” future internal BHL in the developed urban land
and POS areas. Adjacent to the LSP “Extreme” and “Moderate” BHL’s (as per WAPC Guidelines, Table
1) exist to the west, south and east. The Extreme and Moderate ratings are due to the presence of
classifiable vegetation to AS3959-2009, being Forest “Type A”, Woodland “Type B”, “Shrubland Type C”
Scrub “Type D” and Grassland Type G vegetation. The subject site is located on a southern facing slope
with effective slopes under classifiable vegetation being either upslope or between >0 to 5 degrees within
100m of the proposed LSP area.

The LSP was assessed against the bushfire protection criteria Acceptable Solutions for Element A1, A2, A3
and A4 found that the LSP complies with the bushfire protection criteria as per the newly released Guidelines
for Planning in Bushfire Prone Areas (WAPC, 2015a).

A summary includes:
e The LSP is deemed to be compliant with Element A1 — Location, see Section 5.1;
e The LSP is deemed to be compliant with Element A2 - Siting and Design, see Section 5.2;
e The LSP is deemed to be compliant with Element A3 — Vehicular Access, see Section 5.3; and
e The LSP is deemed to be compliant with Element 4 - Water (Element), see Section 5.4.

BAL and ASS3959-2009 has been applied to the lots located within the state wide Bushfire Prone Area
Mapping (SLIP 2015 & 2016). This BMP report provides details of the fire management strategies proposed
to be implemented across the site as it is subdivided and developed to ensure adequate protection of life,
property and biodiversity assets. To ensure the mitigation measures are implemented responsibilities are
outlined in the following sections for the Future Lot Owner, Developer and CoC.

7.2. Future Lot Owners Responsibility
It is recommended the Future Property Owners shall be responsible for the following:

U To take measures to protect their own assets on their property;

U Implement this document, the endorsed Bushfire Management Plan covering the LSP area in
part Lot 41 Frankland Avenue Hammond Park, as it applies to their individual property;

. Ensure that APZ’s are maintained to a minimum of 20 metres around all buildings as per DFES
and Planning for Bushfire Protection Guidelines (Section 6.2.1 and Appendix G of this
document);

. Where a lot has been identified as requiring an increased construction standard (i.e.

BAL/AS3959-2009) ensure that the design and construction of any building is compliant with the
requirements of AS3959-2009 (current and endorsed standards);

U Detailed individual BAL assessment may be undertaken by the individual lot owner through the
engagement of an Accredited BAL Assessor.
. It should be noted by individual lot owners in the LSP area, updates may occur to the BAL

Contour Plan (appendix E) may occur during the development and the latest BAL Contour plan
should be consulted prior to lodgement for Building Approval.

. Maintaining the property to minimise bushfire fuels and mitigate the risk of fire in accordance
with CoC annual Fire Control Notice;
. Ensuring that they comply with requirements of 6.5.1 of this BMP and suitable external ember

screens are placed on roof top mounted evaporative air conditioners compliant with AS3959-
2009 (current and endorsed standards) and that the screens are checked annually;

. Lot owners are encouraged to build Colourbond or non combustible fences in bushfire prone
areas as per Section 5.5.2 of this BMP;
. Each lot owner is aware of:

o The endorsed and approved Bushfire Management Plan,
o A hard copy of the A4 book “Prepare. Act. Survive”,
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o Fire Control Order as supplied by the City of Cockburn (annual updated advice
brochure); and
Future modifications other than requirements as set out in this Bushfire Management Plan can
only be done with written agreement from the CoC.

7.3. Developers Responsibility
Prior to development being given final approval by the City of Cockburn, the Developer shall be required to
carry out works that include the following but in respect to individual stages of development. Subsequent to
the issue of final approval, the Developer shall have no further responsibilities to the provision of fire fighting
facilities and fire management on individual lots that pass from their ownership.

It is recommended that the Property Developer shall be responsible for the following:

Implement the endorsed Bushfire Management Plan of part lot 41 Frankland Avenue Hammond
Park as it applies to their development;

Comply with standards as outlined by the CoC and WAPC LSP approvals process;

Ensure that new property owners are aware of the endorsed and approved Bushfire
Management Plan;

Comply with minimum subdivision construction standards as outlined by this Bushfire
Management Plan;

Clear and maintain any APZ and setbacks to buildings as per DFES and Planning for Bushfire
Protection Guidelines (as outlined in this plan) until the land is relinquished to new lot owners
(see Section 5.2.1 and Appendix G for standards);

When the land is cleared, maintain internal areas/grasslands to <100mm in height at all times;
Maintaining the subject site to minimise bushfire fuels and mitigate the risk of bushfire in
accordance with the CoC Fire Control Order (yearly advise brochure updated annually) until the
land is relinquished to new lot owners;

Implement a notification on title pursuant to section 70A of Land Act 1893 of lots affected by an
increase in construction standards consistent with BAL rating/AS3959-2009 alerting owners of
the lot and successors in title of the Bushfire Management Plan;

Modify this Bushfire Management Plan to accord with any changes to the applicable staged
construction, a review is relevant between 3-5 years;

Construct access to meet Acceptable Solutions with minimum standards outlined in Table 3, this
shall be detailed in engineering drawings to be approved by the CoC.

Table 3 — Vehicular Access Technical Standards

Technical requirements Public Road Cul-de-sacs | Battle Axes & Emergency
Private Access Ways
Driveways (EAW)
Minimum trafficable surface (m) 6 6 4 6
Horizontal clearance (m) 6 6 6 6
Vertical clearance (m) 4.5 N/A 4.5 4.5
Maximum grades 1in 10 1in 10 1in 10 1in 10
Minimum weight capacity(t) 15 15 15 15
Maximum crossfall 1in 33 1in 33 1in 33 1in 33
Curves minimum inner radius(m) 8.5 8.5 8.5 8.5

(WAPC, 2015a)

7.4. City of Cockburn Responsibility

Provide reticulated water supply to the LSP as per WACW standards;
If the LSP is staged, undertaking works as recommended in Section 5.5.3 of this BMP;

Provide each prospective owner with:
o The endorsed and approved Bushfire Management Plan,

o A map upon completion of construction outlining BAL/AS3959-2009 applicable to
individual lots (note this may be updated from the one supplied in Appendix E of this

plan); and

o A hard copy of the A4 book “Prepare. Act. Survive”.

At approval and endorsement of this Bushfire Management Plan, the City of Cockburn has statutory control
and responsibility to ensure that aspects of the Plan and community fire safety are maintained.
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It is recommended the City of Cockburn be responsible for the following:
. Provide advice on standards and methods to achieve community fire protection to
owners/occupiers of land through issue and enforcement of the current CoC Fire Control
Notice (yearly advice brochure updated annually);

. Ensuring compliance with this Bushfire Management Plan with regard to any related
conditions of LSP/subdivision approval;

. Developing and maintaining district Fire Fighting Facilities and related infrastructure; and

. Maintaining public roads consistent with the standards this Bushfire Management Plan and

as outlined as the minimum standards in the Guidelines for Planning in Bushfire Areas
(WAPC, 2015a)
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8. Checklist for compliance to and Guidelines for Planning in bushfire Prone Areas and State
Planning Policy 3.7

8.1. Checklist to Compliance to Guidelines for Planning in Bushfire Prone Areas
The following checklist has been developed by Bio Diverse Solutions in response to the bushfire protection
criteria as outlined in the recently released Guidelines for Planning in Bushfire Prone Areas.

Checklist for proposal compliance and justification to
Guidelines for Planning in Bushfire Prone Areas (2015) )

BDS Project Name BMP part Lot 41 Frankland Avenue Hammond Park
BDS Job Number TERO012
Date 16/5/2016 WAPCH# n/a
Client name Broadvision Pty Ltd Condition # n/a
Bushfire Prone Area Yes Mapping Yes see App A
Planning proposal Local Structure Plan Lots created Not defined
1. Bushfire Protection Criteria Acceptable Solutions as defined by Guidelines for Planning for
Bushfire Prone Areas (WAPC 2015).
Element Compliant to | Justification
Acceptable
Solution—-
Yes/No
Element 1 — Location Yes LSP area will be classified as low upon construction. Buildings
built to BAL and AS3959-2009, no higher building than BAL 19.
LSP meets Acceptable Solution.
Element 2 - Siting and Yes A2.1: APZ can be achieved within the LSP, implementation of
design 20m low fuel area in southern boundary and 21m along
development eastern boundary.
LSP meets Acceptable Solution.
A2.2 Not assessed to this element
Element 3 - Vehicular Yes A3.1: Access onto Gaebler Road, meets A3.1 if an EAW
access approved onto Frankland Avenue.
A3.2 Public roads to meet minimum grades
A3.3 Cul-de-sacs to meet minimum grades
A3.4 Battle axes to meet minimum grades
A3.5 Private Driveways to meet minimum grades
A3.6 EAW in south west to Frankland Avenue
A3.7 FSA not required
A3.8 Firebreaks/low fuel areas compliant to CoC requirements
and implementation of firebreak as per the BMP.
LSP meets Acceptable Solution(s).
Element 4 — Water Yes Reticulated scheme water proposed.
LSP meets Acceptable Solution.
Bushfire Yes See Section 5 and Appendix D of BMP.
Assessment required
BAL Yes See Section 6 and Appendix E of BMP.
required
BMP required Yes This BMP document assessed the proposal in detail to the
bushfire protection criteria.
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8.2. Recommendations/conclusions based on above checklists

A summary of the recommendations within this report is supplied below. This also forms the “upfront”

and “ongoing” tasks which need to be completed for this project.

e An updated BMP be produced when future planning has been undertaken for future planning stages
if required or the LSP is modified in subsequent planning stages.

e Implementation of responsibilities of the developer (Section 8.3) will be undertaken by the
developer/client via formal endorsement/release of this BMP plan. Agreeance to the responsibilities
as outlined in Section 8.3 of this BMP is accepted by the developer/client by the provision of this
document to approving agencies.

¢ Implementation of the responsibilities of the developer (Section 8.3) will not occur by the developer
until a formal written approval/endorsement is given from the approving agency regarding the
endorsed BMP.

¢ In the event the property passes ownership to a subsequent developer/owner the implementation of
the endorsed/approved BMP (Section 8.3) should be the responsibility of the new title owner.

e The developer will be responsible for the implementation of a notification on title pursuant to Section
70A of the Transfer of Land Act 1893 for all lots affected by an increase in construction standards
consistent with a BAL rating/AS3959-2009 allocation to the lot, and alerting owner (s) of the lots and
successors in title of the Bushfire Management Plan.

e The BAL Contour Plan (Appendix E) is prepared at a point in time and it is recognised by Bio Diverse
Solutions that the landscape may change post LSP construction and over time. It is therefore
recommended that a review of the BAL Contour Plan is undertaken post construction stages and
prior to subdivision clearance stages; and/or the map is over 3 years from date of production and, if
required, an updated BAL Contour Plan is provided to the CoC prior to conditional clearance of the
bushfire management issues.

¢ Individual BAL assessments may be required on the lots by the new owners and can be considered
at building approval stages with the engagement of an Accredited Level 1 BAL assessor.

Based on the above recommendations, Bio Diverse Solutions recommend the proposed subdivision can
occur as documented in this BMP Plan. The BMP plan does not give recommendations in regards to
detailed environmental (flora, fauna, soil etc) plans, town planning, engineering — civil, structural or building
and feature survey requirements, these considerations would need to be addressed through other suitably
qualified practitioners.
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Appendix A

Location Mapping
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OBRM BUSHFIRE PRONE MAPPING 7/12/15

https://maps.slip.wa.gov.au/landgate/bushfireprone/
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Local Structure Plan
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Appendix C

Vegetation Classes Map
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Appendix D

Bushfire Hazard Level (BHL) Mapping

51

Document Set ID: 553928887
Version: 1, Version Date: 08/03/202%



52

Document Set ID: 553283687
Version: 1, Version Date: 08/02/202%



Appendix E

BAL Contour Plan

53

Document Set ID: 553928887
Version: 1, Version Date: 08/03/202%



54

Document Set ID: 553283687
Version: 1, Version Date: 08/02/202%



Appendix F

Bushfire Management Plan
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Appendix G

Information to the Homeowner & Developer

(Note an APZ formerly called a BPZ)
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1. INTRODUCTION AND STUDY OBJECTIVES

RPS Environment and Planning Pty Ltd has prepared a Local Structure Plan on behalf of Terranovis Pty
Ltd for Lot 41 Frankland Avenue in Hammond Park. The subject site, which is part of the Southern
Suburbs District Structure Plan - Stage 3, is situated on the south east corner of the Frankland Avenue -
Gaebler Road junction, as indicated in the Locality Plan in Figure 1. The site is located on the western
side of Kwinana Freeway, approximately halfway between Russell Road and Rowley Road.

Uloth and Associates has been commissioned to prepare a Transport Assessment Report for submission
with the proposed structure plan. The objective of this study is to identify the existing situation and
proposed development, and to carry out a transport assessment for the proposed structure plan in
accordance with the WAPC Transport Assessment Guidelines.
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2. STUDY FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

The study findings and conclusions regarding the proposed structure plan are presented and discussed in
this chapter. Additional information is provided in the Technical Appendix.

2.1 EXISTING SITUATION

o The proposed structure plan area is bounded by Gaebler Road to the north, residential subdivisions to
the east, Frankland Avenue to the west and undeveloped land (Lot 42) to the south, as shown in the
aerial photo in Figure A.1 in the Technical Appendix.

e The site is currently vacant with no development and has remained generally unused. The subject
land is generally uncleared with informal tracks located on the periphery of the lot boundary. There
are currently no footpaths available around the development.

o Gaebler Road is a residential street, with an existing primary school on its northern side adjacent to
Frankland Avenue and then residential development to the east of the school.

o Frankland Avenue west of the site is currently a 2 lane undivided road, however this will be upgraded
to form the future Hammond Road extension between Russell Road and Rowley Road. Hammond
Road is identified as “Other Regional Road” in the Metropolitan Region Scheme (MRS). Frankland
Avenue intersects with Gaebler Road at the northwest corner of the site, with the priority movement
turning 90 degrees from Frankland Road (north) into Gaebler Road.

2.2 SOUTHERN SUBURBS DISTRICT STRUCTURE PLAN - STAGE 3

o The Southern Suburbs District Structure Plan - Stage 3 is shown in Figure A.2 in the Technical
Appendix. The plan shows the planned upgrading of Hammond Road and shows Gaebler Road as an
important east-west link. The plan also shows that the majority of the subject site (as well as much of
the adjacent site to the south) is identified as Conservation Category Wetlands, with the western
section of the site earmarked for Medium Density Residential development.

e The nearest local centre will be located less than 600 metres away from the site, on the corner of
Gaebler Road and Irvine Parade, while a Neighbourhood Centre is planned approximately 700 metres
south of the site at Wattleup Road.

e The plan also shows the existing primary school immediately north of the development site, as well
as a high school and private primary school to the south east of the development site along Irvine
Parade.

o Figure A.3 in the Technical Appendix shows two proposed bus routes servicing the District Structure
Plan area with one route running north-south along Hammond Road while a second route is proposed
to travel north-south midway between Hammond Road and Kwinana Freeway using the Barfield Road
underpass to link to Mandogalup Station.

23 PROPOSED LOCAL STRUCTURE PLAN

e The proposed Local Structure Plan for Lot 41 Frankland Avenue is shown in Figure A.4 in the
Technical Appendix.

e The plan proposes an R60 density residential area of approximately 8,050 square metres, which RPS
Australia has indicated could yield up to 50 single dwellings. The plan also includes 890 square
metres of Public Open Space to the east of the residential area, with the remainder of the site subject
to further planning due to this area being identified as Conservation Category Wetland. Access to the
residential portion of the site is expected to be via a single driveway of Gaebler Road.
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o Using a residential trip generation rate of 8 trips per dwelling, it is estimated that the proposed
development could generate a maximum of approximately 400 vehicle trips per day.

o For assignment purposes it is assumed that 30 percent of the development trips will travel to/from
Russell Road via Hammond Road north, while 15 percent of trips will travel east to/from Barfield
Road via Gaebler Road. The remaining 55 percent of trips will travel to/from the south via Hammond
Road.

2.4 ACCESS DRIVEWAY LOCATION

o Liveable Neighbourhoods specifies minimum intersection spacing of 20 metres between road
centrelines, where a Laneway intersects with an Access Road. However, due to the proposed upgrade
of Frankland Avenue to a four-lane regional road as part of Hammond Road extension, it is
recommended to provide a minimum spacing of 40 metres from the edge of the road reserve to the
edge of any proposed access driveway. This will also provide adequate queuing and storage distance
for vehicles turning right from Gaebler Road into the access driveway.

o Even ifthe access driveway is at the eastern end of the proposed development, the intersection spacing
towards the east will be a minimum of 85 metres, which far exceeds the minimum requirements.

2.5 PUBLIC TRANSPORT AND PEDESTRIAN / CYCLIST FACILITIES

e Asnoted in Section 2.2, future bus routes are anticipated along Hammond Road adjacent to the local
structure plan area, and to the east along Barfield Road. Bus stops are therefore expected to be located
close to the site providing good public transport services for all local residents.

e Pedestrian and cyclist facilities should be provided along both Hammond Road and Gaebler Road
adjacent to the site. Footpath connections should also be provided adjacent to the access driveway off
Gaebler Road, as well as off Hammond Road at the southern end of the site, ensuring good pedestrian
connectivity to and from the surrounding areas.
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3. OVERALL CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The following recommendations are provided in regard to the proposed Local Structure Plan for Lot 41
Frankland Avenue:

® |t is recommended that the proposed access driveway off Gaebler Road should be located no closer
than 40 metres from the Hammond Road reserve, as indicated in Figure 2.

® |t is also recommended to provide footpath connections adjacent to the access driveway off Gaebler
Road, as well as off Hammond Road at the southern end of the site.
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TECHNICAL APPENDIX

The Technical Appendix documents the existing situation, the Southern Suburbs
District Structure Plan - Stage 3 and the proposed Local Structure Plan.

A-1
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Al EXISTING ROADS AND INTERSECTIONS

Figure A.1 shows an aerial photo of the existing roads and intersections adjacent to the proposed structure
plan area.

A2  DISTRICT STRUCTURE PLAN

The Stage 3 Southern Suburbs District Structure Plan is shown in Figure A.2, while the proposed future
bus routes in the vicinity of the proposed local structure plan are shown in Figure A.3.

A3 PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

Figure A.4 shows the proposed local structure plan for Lot 41 Frankland Avenue, Hammond Park as
prepared by RPS Environment and Planning Pty Ltd.
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Lot 41 Frankland Avenue, Hammond Park Structure Plan
Part Lot 41 Frankland Avenue, Hammond Park

APPENDIX 5
Approved Local Water Management Strategy

PR131336-1
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LOT 41 FRANKLAND AVENUE, HAMMOND PARK
LOCAL WATER MANAGEMENT STRATEGY (LWMS)

Executive Summary

Basis of the Study

= The Structure plan only forms part of Lot 41 and the eastern balance of the site is
subject to further study. This LWMS does not deal with the drainage
requirements of the eastern area subject to further study.

= The area that is subject to further study contains a mapped CCWA dampland.
The developer does not agree with the dampland classification and is continuing
to study the vegetation, soil and hydrology of the dampland to better ascertain its
status. The dampland is herein after referred to as the “mapped wetland” (MW).

Estate Scale

= A single open space area is proposed as part of the structure plan on the eastern
side of the development area which provides sufficient space for a drainage
swale.

= The detention basin will be constructed in the POS and will provide soakage at
source for the larger ARI events. Storms up to the 100 year ARI will be
contained within the basin. The internal layout of the group housing site will be
shaped to provide an overland flow path towards the POS area.

= [nformation packages will be provided to the lot purchaser/s to: (a) fully inform
them of the requirement to install 1m® of storage per 50m® (Equivalent to a 1 by
1.5m dia. by 1.2m deep soakwell per 106m? of paved area) of site area prior to a
surcharge overflow to the street drainage system; (b) encourage the use of
rainwater tanks; (c) utilise water efficient devices and appliances throughout their
homes; and (d) maximise the use of water- and nutrient-wise plants, and minimise
the use of lawns.

Access Street Scale

= There are no streets proposed as part of the structure plan although the R60
development site is likely to have private streets for access.

Allotment Scale

= The lot owner/s will be required to install 1 by 1.5m dia. by 1.2m deep soakwell
per 106m” of paved area to hold the 1 in 5 hour storm event on site without
overflow.

Public Open Space Areas

= The detention basin constructed within the POS area will be designed to infiltrate
all storms following overflow from the on-site soakage up to and including the
100 year ARI.

Development Engineering Consultants Pty Ltd ACN 084 639 887 ATF The DEC Trust
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1 Introduction

This LWMS report has been prepared to support the Local Structure Plan for Lot 41
Frankland Avenue, Hammond Park and will be used to guide the design and
construction of the proposed drainage solutions for subdivision within the area.

Site context information is included in Appendix A, consisting of a Locality Plan (L-
01), Aerial Photo (L-02) and the Proposed Structure Plan — RPS Drawing 131336-1
Rev E.

The site has frontages to the southern side of existing Gaebler Road and the eastern
side of existing Frankland Avenue. It is bounded by existing and future residential
development to the east and future residential development to the south.

1.1 Drainage / Water Management Principles and Design Objectives

The following water sensitive design criteria, principles and objectives are to be
pursued and/or implemented as part of the proposed development:

= Water Conservation and Water Efficiency

Objective: To minimise the use of scheme water outside of the home and to use
water as efficiently as possible — both within and outside of the home.

Objective: All lot purchasers will be encouraged to use water efficient devices and
appliances throughout their homes, and to plant “water-wise” and “nutrient-wise”
gardens.

= Water Quantity Management

Principle: To ensure that post-development discharge is retained on site.

Objective: All allotments to be a minimum of 0.3m above the 1 in 100 year ARI
flood level.

Objective: Detention basin and internal soakwells to be collectively sized to
ensure that all events up to the 1 in 100 year storm are contained on site without
overflow.

= Water Quality Management

Principle: To improve the overall surface and groundwater quality of the water
leaving the estate and if possible improve the quality of water leaving the
development.

Objective: Ensure that surface water is routed to the detention basin and retained
on site.

Objective: Provide treatment and soakage at source for the 1 year ARI — 1 hour
storm event.

1.2 Planning Background

The subject land is Lot 41 Frankland Avenue, Hammond Park which is zoned
“Urban” under the Metropolitan Region Scheme, and “Residential” under the City of
Cockburn (CoC) Town Planning Scheme No. 3.

Previously, in 2012, a structure plan and LWMS had been prepared on the basis of the
Mapped Conservation Category Dampland (herein referred to as the “mapped
wetland” (MW)) on site (Wetland UFI 4104) being removed from the ‘Geomorphic

Development Engineering Consultants Pty Ltd ACN 084 639 887 ATF The DEC Trust
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Wetlands, Swan Coastal Plain’ dataset. The Department of Environment and
Resources (DER) refused to change the CCD Classification.

This report is prepared such that the drainage outcomes will remain the same
irrespective of the future investigations pertaining to the MW.

2  Proposed Development
2.1 Key Elements of the Structure Plan

The site is located within the suburb of Hammond Park within the City of Cockburn.
Lot 41covers an area of approximately 4.1ha of undeveloped land, although the study
area covers some 1.15ha which includes the future widening of Frankland Ave. The
site has frontages to the southern side of existing Gaebler Road and the eastern side of
existing Frankland Avenue. It is bounded by existing and future residential
development to the east and future residential development to the south.

The development proposal consists of somel.15ha consisting of 0.26ha of widening
of Frankland Ave, a single R60 residential site of some 0.7%ha and a POS area of
some 0.1ha adjacent to the MW. The development potential of the R60 site would be
around 46 equivalent residential allotments averaging around 170 square metres in
area.

2.2 Previous Land Use

The land is currently undeveloped and uncleared, and appears to have had no previous
use.

2.3 Finished Lot Levels

Finished lot levels will be set on the basis that they are a minimum of 0.3m above the
100 year ARI TWL of the drainage basin and to ensure a major storm will be
conveyed into POS.

An additional criterion is that lots are to be at least 1.5m above the controlled
groundwater level (CGL). Fill will be provided across the residential site, and with
subsoil drainage to maintain separation distance and the lot levels will be established
to clear the GWL by some 1.5m at a minimum.

3 Design Criteria
The drainage requirements for developments within this area are controlled by the
requirements of the City of Cockburn, which are outlined below.

Item Description Requirement Source / Comment
1 Water quality 1in 1 year ARI -1 DoW requirement.
hour storm retained on
site.
1 in 20 year ARI — Council requirement.
Smin storm retained
on site.
ARI for pipe design 1 in 5 year ARIL. Standard Council requirement.
3 ARI for detention basin Up to 1 in 100 year In excess of the Russell Road
design ARI infiltrated on site.  Arterial Drainage Scheme (RRADS)

* adopted by Council.

Development Engineering Consultants Pty Ltd ACN 084 639 887 ATF The DEC Trust
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Item Description Requirement Source / Comment
4 Min. lot freeboard 0.3m above 1 in 100 Standard Council requirement.
year ARI flood level.
5 Basin criteria: Standard Council requirement.
Side slopes — in POS Max. 1 in 6.
6 Runoff coefficients Per Council requirements and
Road reserves 0.70 drainage modelling as per “at lot”
Lots 0.34 — 100yr calculations in Appendix C
0.10 — 10yr
0— 5yr0
POS

4 Pre-development Environment
4.1 Topography and Landform

The site falls from a high point in the north-western corner at around RL23.0mAHD
towards the low area constituting the wetland across the eastern half of the site lying
at around RL21.5mAHD as shown in Drawing L-03 in Appendix B.

4.2 Soil Characteristics

The Perth Environmental Geology Mapping (Gozzard JR 1983 Fremantle Part Sheets
2033 I and 2033 IV)' indicates that the western part of the site is defined as
Bassendean Sand (S8) — very light grey at surface, yellow at depth, fine to medium-
grained, sub-rounded quartz, moderately well-sorted, of eolian origin. It is noted to be
a good groundwater recharge area although the soils are generally recognised as
having poor ability to attenuate pollutants.

The Geology Mapping indicates that the eastern part of the site is defined as Peaty
Clay (Cps) — dark grey and black, soft, variable organic content, some quartz sands in
places, of lacustrine origin, although bore records do not indicate that this is the case.

In essence the developable area of the site consists of moderately well graded sands of
high permeability meaning that soakage will be effective on the site.

Landgate’s publicly available Shared Location Information Platform (SLIP)’
identifies the western portion of the subject site as having moderate to low risk of
Acid Sulfate Soils (ASS) occurring within 3.0m of the natural soil surface, but high to
moderate risk of ASS occurring beyond 3.0m of the natural surface. SLIP indicates
that the eastern portion of the site has high to moderate risk of ASS occurring within
3.0m of the natural surface.

As the developable area of the site is to be filled, and the higher risk ASS area is west
of the subject area — hence it is unlikely that ASS will be encountered as part of the
subdivisional works.

4.3 Geotechnical

As part of the previous LWMS in 2012, bore logs were taken from groundwater bores
installed on the three lots immediately south of Lot 41. The bore logs were consistent
with both the Geology Mapping and the information available on SLIP. They

Development Engineering Consultants Pty Ltd ACN 084 639 887 ATF The DEC Trust
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generally suggested the site was underlain by Bassendean Sands to 5Sm depth across
the subject land, which was supported by inspection of the land.

It is proposed that further geotechnical investigations will be undertaken as part of the
Urban Water Management Plan for the area to confirm the soil profile across the site.

4.4 Groundwater Aspects

4.4.1 Russell Road Arterial Drain Scheme

This area forms part of the Water Corporation controlled Southern Lakes Main
Drainage catchment which consists of a groundwater controlled pumping
arrangement. The whole of this area should drain north to Lake Copulup (also known
as the Russell Road Buffer Lake) located just north of the intersection of Russell Road
and Hammond Road in Hammond Park.

Subsequent to the Water Corporation proposal, the City of Cockburn commissioned
the Russell Road Arterial Drainage Scheme® (RRADS) in 2003 to provide guidelines
for the development levels of the area and for the drainage strategies to ensure that the
groundwater level (GWL) in the general area was controlled using drainage basins set
to defined levels. As part of the scheme, a drainage basin was proposed and has been
constructed near Gaebler Road which controls the rise of the GWL in the connected
area. The CGLs, catchments and infrastructure proposed by the RRADS are shown
on Drawings C3-C5 in Appendix E.

The CGL’s shown in the RRADS show the levels grading from RL19.5m AHD at the
eastern boundary of the land grading to around RL19.0mAHD at the western
boundary of the site, in comparison to the predicted likely AAMGLs as per the
predevelopment groundwater monitoring which range from RL20.20mAHD to
19.80mAHD which is some 0.7 to 0.8m higher.

In investigation of this discrepancy, correspondence has been undertaken with the
CoC which confirms that, contrary to the RRADS, a number of developments in the
surrounding area have not implemented effective subsoil drainage systems into their
designs and have elected to infiltrate all stormwater up to the 100 year ARI event.
This in conjunction with the clearing of the existing vegetation in the area is likely to
be the contributing factors which have resulted in the groundwater rise.

The drainage infrastructure proposed as part of the RRADS is shown in Drawing C5
in Appendix E. It details the Gaebler Road Groundwater Control Point Catchment
near the intersection of Gaebler Road and Botany Parade, as well as the subsoil line
connecting it along Macquarie Boulevard to the Russell Road Buffer Lake. In light of
the increasing trend in groundwater, the area to the west of the GRGCP should be
included in the groundwater control area and any infiltration drainage strategy without
groundwater control may cause further groundwater rise.

Currently, the subsoil line proposed by the RRADS is built up to around 20m west of
the intersection of Gaebler Road and Timms Lane, and connects to the groundwater
control line through Costata Gate. The remainder of the portion of Gaebler Road
grades to the existing soakage swale located on the western side of the primary school
site which has a base level of around RL20.70. The level of the groundwater control
line at Costata gate is at around RL20.55.

Development Engineering Consultants Pty Ltd ACN 084 639 887 ATF The DEC Trust
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Given that more development expected in the upstream area, groundwater may rise
further, although if effective subsoil systems per the RRADS are implemented this
will be limited. To essentially “future proof™ the area against the potential
groundwater rise, it is proposed that the subsoil control system be interconnected with
the western Gaebler Road drainage system. The recommended subsoil drainage
strategy is detailed in Section 7.1 and in Drawings L06 and LO7 in Appendix D.

4.4.2 Predevelopment Groundwater Monitoring

A number of Groundwater monitoring bores were established over the site initially
installed and logged from June 2006 to October 2007, and again in August 2010.
Subsequent to that from 2010 to 2015 further monitoring was carried out by Bailey
Environmental. They were located on the periphery of the subject area, both to the
south and east, which provides a good insight into levels over the area. Data from
nearby Department of Water (DoW) monitoring bores was also used in the
predevelopment groundwater study; the most relevant being bore JM37 located some
350m south of site. The monitoring bore locations are shown on Drawing LO3 in
Appendix B, and monitoring bore records are included in Appendix E. A graph of the
historical GWL for JM37 is also included in Appendix E, which gives a more
complete picture of the historical GWL in the area.

The results of the groundwater study indicated that the GWL in the area has been
increasing since around 2002, and has exceeded the RRADS CGL since around 2007.
Current levels in the vicinity of Lot 41 are some 1.0m higher than those detailed in the
RRADS.

For the purposes of development certainty, only the trend of the closest DoW bore,
JM37, was applied to the monitoring bore results to estimate the likely AAMGL’s
over the site

In order to determine the AAMGL beneath the site, the site measured GWL at the
groundwater peaks of 2007 and 2010 was compared to JM37, and the difference
between the water levels at that time and the AAMGL calibrated against the records
for JM37 was applied to the measured levels to ensure that they were adjusted to be
representative of the AAMGL record.

The current AAMGL contours are shown on the pre- and post development catchment
plans in Appendix B.

4.5 Surface Water Aspects

The site is relatively flat, with the majority of the area grading at approximately 1%.
The steepest area is in the south-west corner and grades at around 1.5%.

As shown in Drawing L03 in Appendix B, there is a high point in the north-western
corner of the site at around RL23.0mAHD which falls towards the MW to the east
which sits at around RL21.5mAHD. This means that almost all the surface water
from this site will grade in an easterly direction.

The soil underlying the western portion of the site is generally very permeable and
there is no visible or anecdotal evidence that runoff occurs meaning that the majority
of rainfall onto the subject site will infiltrate.

Development Engineering Consultants Pty Ltd ACN 084 639 887 ATF The DEC Trust
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4.6 Environmental Assets and Water-Dependent Ecosystems

As detailed on the Geomorphic Wetlands, Swan Coastal Plain (DPAW-017)° map
available on Landgate’s SLIP, the Conservation Category Dampland (Wetland UFI
4104) (MW) is located on the eastern half of the site, and extends into Lot 42
Frankland Avenue to the immediate south of site.

As part of the RRADS detention basin design criteria, flows from the Gaebler Road
basin catchment are required to detain and treat stormwater flows up to the 5 year ARI
event, with those exceeding the 5 year ARI able to overflow into the wetland. Based
on site observations and discussions with the city, it appears that all surrounding
drainage basins have been sized to suit the 100 year ARI meaning that none of this
catchment will overflow into the MW. Given the uncertainty of the MW the same
approach has been proposed for this development.

Other water bodies in the vicinity include Banganup Lake some 1.5km west, towards
which the groundwater beneath the site currently grades; and Thomson’s Lake some
2km north-west of the subject land.

4.7 Existing Infrastructure and Design Constraints

Sufficient capacity is available in the adjoining development to service the
development of the subject land.

The site currently falls within the gravity sewer catchment connected to the Bibra
main sewer. The site will require connection into the 300mm diameter reticulation
sewer running north along Frankland Avenue and east along Gaebler Road. The
existing sewer is located in the Lot 41 verge along both the western and northern
boundaries, so no road crossing will be required.

The sewer lies at approximately RL21.75mAHD in the south-western corner, at
around RL21.35mAHD in the north-western corner and at RL20.76mAHD at the
northern boundary of the site opposite Murrumbidgee Drive. Extension to the
residential site is likely to require some filling although this will be resolved at
detailed design stage.

A 250mm reticulation water main is located along the northern verge of Gaebler Road
to the north of the site; however, only as far as Murrumbidgee Drive. The site will
require connection into this main, which will be extended west along the remaining
Gaebler Road boundary, and south along the Frankland Avenue boundary. The works
will require the crossing of Gaebler Road, and will otherwise be in the Lot 41 verge.
A stub will be left at the Lot 41/42 boundary for future connection into the existing
main in Frankland Avenue to the south of site. It is important to note that the Water
Corporation has advised that the extension of a planned trunk main may be required in
the future.

The sewer and drainage are likely to be the primary influences on fill levels, which
will be similar to natural surface levels at a minimum level of around RL.22.50mAHD.
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5 Water Sustainability Initiatives
5.1 General

The current state government requirement to increase the efficiency of water use in
new developments to a target of less than 100kL/person/year is proposed to be
implemented within the development.

Given the relatively small lots within the proposed development, rainwater tanks are
unlikely to be beneficial therefore it is suggested that in addition to the inherent water
saving resulting from smaller yards and reduced watering requirements, further
savings will be achieved by:

e Increased water efficiency in the household by encouraging the use of water-
wise appliances through regulation and financial incentives.

e Use of low water requirement plants and minimising turf areas for gardens and
POS areas.

5.2 Individual Lot Owner Initiatives

Water conservation will be encouraged by the developer through the promotion of
native, water-wise gardens and water efficient household devices and appliances. All
requirements for the purchaser will be outlined in their purchase contract and
associated information handouts.

5.3 Estate Public Open Space (POS) Initiatives

531 Aims

The drainage impacts of the POS will be managed to ensure that:
e The maximum depth of water within drainage basins during a 100 year ARI
storm is limited to 1.2m.
e Flush kerbs will be constructed abutting POS areas with direct runoff for
infiltration in lower areas.

Any proposed landscaping development of the POS areas will address the following

objectives:
e Minimising irrigation and fertiliser demands via appropriate species selection.
e Managing fertiliser application to minimise impacts on water quality.
e Weed Management.
e Fauna Protection.

5.3.2 General POS Initiatives

At this stage there is no concept plan outlining the proposed development of the POS;
although it is proposed that the POS will incorporate WSUD principles.

The treatment of the POS areas will typically consist of native planting and mulching.
All areas will be designed to minimise long term irrigation requirements with
predominantly native plantings incorporated into the landscape design.

Development Engineering Consultants Pty Ltd ACN 084 639 887 ATF The DEC Trust
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At UWMP stage, concept landscape plans will be prepared in accordance the
Department of Water’s (DoW) and City of Cockburn requirements which will address
the objectives outlined in Section 5.3.1.

5.3.3 Irrigation

1) Water Sources and Required Allocations

For the POS irrigation the overall water use is limited to a maximum of
7,500kL/hectare/annum in accord with the Department of Water requirements. Given
that the total area to be irrigated over the development is approximately 0.10Ha, a
maximum water of some 750kL/annum is required.

In reality, the POS area will be contiguous with any future development of the MW
and as a result is proposed to be landscaped using native vegetation which will require
water for establishment, but little or none thereafter.

Given that there is some uncertainty in terms of whether any bore will be permitted
due to available allocation or the proximity to the MW, it is proposed to water from
the Water Corporation mains until the planting is established, and then slowly
withdraw the watering in the longer term.

The requirement for construction groundwater is unknown at present and will vary
depending on the time of year the works are done, the required staging, the existing
cadastral boundaries. Given the relatively small area of the site, construction water is
proposed to be sourced from a Water Corporation mains hydrant.

2) Programming and Irrigation

Establishment irrigation for the native POS planting areas is expected to be used for a
period of between 2 and 3 years after planting before being disconnected.

Typically, watering will start with 10mm three times per day for initial establishment
over a period of around 1 month, depending on the weather and the time of the year.
This should then be reduced to 10mm once per day for a period of around 2 months;
again, dependent on the time of year. The watering is then reduced to 10mm applied
two to three times per week.

Irrigation will be programmed and maintained to minimise the water used across the
site through monitoring and adjustment, and a water-wise watering regime.

The system will be checked regularly to detect faults and ensure water is being used
effectively and efficiently. In general the system will be checked at a frequency of:

e November to April — Once per fortnight.
e May to October — Once per month.

All sprinklers will be checked to fully pop-up and retract, as well as provide adequate
coverage, and bubblers and nozzles will be checked to be free of blockages.
Particular attention will be paid to irrigation of transplanted mature trees and street
trees to ensure they are receiving adequate water.
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The watering regime for planted areas shall reflect the plants’ needs appropriate to the
plant type and natural rainfall, in accordance with the Water Corporation of WA
“Waterwise” guidelines. Watering will be monitored throughout the year and
adjusted accordingly to ensure appropriate watering. Watering (other than testing)
will only take place within the hours stipulated by the Water Corporation (currently
6.00pm to 9.00am).

In general the Irrigation Schedule will be as outlined below, which is based on the
landscape hydrozones:

e Lower water use shrubbery is scheduled to receive a lesser amount of water
than higher water use shrubbery.

e Irrigation is to be progressively withdrawn from areas of native shrubbery over
3-5 years.

6 Stormwater Management Strategy
6.1 Pre-Development Hydrology

As outlined in Section 4, the residential site consists of sand with good soakage
characteristics. As outlined in Section 4.5 there is little or no runoff from the existing
site and as a result, it has been assumed that there is no predevelopment flow from the
predevelopment area.

The site consists of a single catchment which grades to the natural low area on the
eastern portion of the site which is currently at around RL21.50mAHD. A plan
detailing the predevelopment flow paths and catchment boundaries is shown in
Drawing LO3 in Appendix B.

6.2 Pre- & Post- Development Hydrology

The proposed drainage strategy is to infiltrate all stormwater on site as close to the
source as possible, and to implement a subsoil system in order to maintain a suitable
groundwater separation for the long term.

The CoC has advised that the Frankland Avenue road widening is to be drained
separately as part of the regional drainage strategy. As such, the drainage basin
within this development does not allow for the Frankland Ave catchment. Drawing
L04 in Appendix B and the proposed structure plan in Appendix A both respectively
show the catchment and road widening areas.

The site is proposed to be cut and filled to minimise grades and match in with
adjoining developments and existing infrastructure and to facilitate sewerage and
drainage.

To suit the general lay of the land, the site is proposed to be shaped into one
catchment as per Drawing L04 in Appendix B, which will grade the land generally
from west to east in a north eastern direction to the drainage basin abutting Gaebler
Road.

Planning of the site has utilised a single open space area, in which a basin will be
constructed to hold the major storm following surcharge from soakwells.
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Internal lot drainage systems will be sized to cater for the 1 in 5 year ARI storm.
Beyond this water will surcharge and flow vie internal private road systems to the
drainage sale in the POS where the 100 year storm will be retained.

The detail of the drainage basin and its arrangement within the POS is shown in
Drawing LO5 in Appendix D.

The areas required to contain flows from the post development catchments are
summarised in Table 6.1 — refer also to Appendix B for the catchment plan L04 and
Appendix C for detailed calculations:

Table 6.1 — Drainage Basin Areas/Catchment

Basin Details Quantum
Gross Catchment (Ha) 1.27
Impervious Catchment (100yr) (Ha) 0.27
Storage provided by basin (100yr) (m’) 160
Site Area Required (100yr) (m?) 776
TWL (100yr) (mAHD) 21.35
Storage provided (5yr) (m’) 0
Site Area Required (5yr) (m°) 0
Storage provided (1yr) (m’) 0
Site Area Required (1yr) (m°) 0
LWL (mAHD) 21.00
Outflow for 100yr (L/s) 0

1. Note that storage and area quoted is gross for each storm event. E.g. the 100 year
encompasses the 5 and the 1 year, the 5 year encompasses the 1 year.

6.3 1in 1 year ARI event

6.3.1 General

The 1 in 1 year ARI event is typically considered to be the storm where most nutrients
and particulate matter is generated from.

It is proposed that the 1 in 1 year ARI — 1 hour storm will be contained on site through
soakwells, baseless manholes and the end of line soakage basin as outlined in the
following sections.

6.3.2 Lots

The residential site will provide storage through the use of soakwells at the individual
dwelling scale in conjunction with open-based pits in laneways. It has been assumed
that each residential site will be constructed with a total of Im® of storage per 50 m” of
site area, which equates to the full detention of the 5 year ARI storm without outflow.
This is also on excess of Council’s standard requirement to hold the 1 in 20 year ARI
storm of 5 minute duration without overflow.

This volume rate equates to around two 1.5m diameter by 1.2m deep soakwell for an
average lot size of 170 m” in an R60 site, one of which would be located within the
building area and the other would be within the access roadway.
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6.3.3 Streets

No public streets are proposed as part of this development; although all events up to
and including the 5 year ARI will be detained on site within Lots and private streets as
outlined in Section 6.2. No bio-retention areas will be required as part of the
development detention system.

6.3.4 Non-structural measures

Non structural measures will also be employed to reduce the sources of nutrients
within the catchment. These measures involve providing advice to lot purchasers and
stakeholders to reduce the application of garden fertilisers and eroded particulate
matter, particularly from the new urban areas during the housing construction phase
and in establishment of gardens.

Minimisation of nutrient loading can obviously be achieved through:
e Education of local residents and Council maintenance personnel.

e Implementing frequent street and stormwater maintenance programs, particularly
during housing construction.

e Planting and using appropriate native species.

6.4 1.in 5 year ARI event

In the event of a greater storm than the 1 in 5 year ARI, soakwells on lots will
surcharge onto the internal access ways, which will in turn grade towards to front
retaining wall and the drainage swale on the eastern boundary of the development.

The water will flow into lineal basin area providing the additional storage for the
critical 100 year ARI storm without outflow.

To reduce the likelihood of mosquito breeding the basin is to be designed to hold
water for no greater than 3 days after cessation of rainfall. The calculations in
Appendix C support this factor.

6.5 1.in 100 year ARI event

For storms greater than the 5 year ARI, depending on the length of the storm, some
afflux onto the roadways may occur for short periods of time leading to greater afflux
for longer periods for the major event.

For the 100 year ARI event, flows will surcharge and run overland. All roads within
the development will be designed to accommodate and direct extreme event flows
towards the detention basin.

6.6 Finished Lot Levels (Relative to the 1 in 100 year ARI flood levels)

As outlined in Section 2.3, the land is proposed to be filled a minimum of 300mm
above the top water level of the drainage basin. In all cases, lots will be set to ensure
conveyance for major storms will be along the roadways without flooding homes.
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6.7 POS Credits

As outlined in the structure plan document all POS credit calculations have been
based upon current “Liveable Neighbourhood” policy guidelines, where 100% of the
area covered by the 1 in 1 year ARI event of each compensating basin is typically not
included as a “usable” POS area. The I in 5 year ARI event is designated as a
restricted area normally attracting a 100% credit for the area between the 1 year and
the 5 year ARI levels provided this comprises less than 20% of the total POS
allocation.

The affected areas of the drainage basins are detailed in Table 6.1.

6.8 Best Management Practices Water Quality Targets

The DoW’s Stormwater Manual provides guidelines and information on best
management practices that may be applied at land development and construction sites
to improve stormwater management and environmental performance.

Poorly managed land development sites can often be a major source of stormwater
pollution. Certain construction activities can allow pollutants to be transported (via
existing stormwater systems or overland flow) to adjoining receiving water bodies.

The major sources of pollutants from construction activities in this instance will
potentially be from:

e Eroded materials in the interim period between opening up the surface of the
site and implementing the drainage management measures.

e Litter and waste storage areas — that allow materials to be blown by wind or
washed away by rainfall into existing stormwater systems.

e Wash-down areas — poor practices can allow materials to enter stormwater
systems.

e Placement and storage of delivered products — particularly sand and soil
stockpiles where such materials may be tracked by vehicles onto roads, or
blown or washed onto roads which then get into existing stormwater systems.

e Dewatering activities — which can cause sedimentation of downstream water
bodies.

Consequently, no construction activities will commence on the site until an
appropriate approved Environmental Management Plan (EMP) is prepared that fully
addresses:

e litter and waste management practices (non-hazardous and hazardous
materials);

e vehicle and equipment washing-down practices;

e water conservation practices;

e product placement and storage practices;

e dewatering activities (if applicable); and

e Any other practices that may adversely impact upon receiving water bodies.

This will be prepared by the contractor undertaking the civil works on the subdivision
together with the engineering consultant.

The Best Management measures proposed for this area are proposed to be:
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e Non-structural measures to reduce applied nutrient loading.
e Onsite retention of 1 in 1 year ARI — 1 hour storm.

7 Groundwater Management Strategy
7.1 Groundwater Level Management

As described in Section 4.4.1, the AAMGLs at the site are higher than expected by the
RRADS. As such, there is a need for groundwater controls across the site area.

The groundwater along Gaebler Road is only controlled back to the regional scheme
from some 380m east of the site at around RL20.60mAHD. The existing drainage
line along Gaebler Road to the west is not interlinked with the groundwater control
system but is set at an invert of around RL19.60mAHD meaning that the pipes are
submerged, but the water is controlled by the bubble up level in the drainage swale of
some RL20.70mAHD. It is recommended that the two systems are interlinked as
detailed in Drawing L06 in Appendix B to ensure that the potential rise in
groundwater levels is limited to a maximum of 20.90mAHD.

The development level of Lot 41 is proposed to be at RL22.50mAHD minimum,
meaning that the current AAMGL beneath the development area is some 2.3m
minimum beneath the site to expected AAMGL’s. This will be further limited to
some 1.6m in the event that the control pipe becomes the limiting factor.

Subsoil drainage will be installed within the POS on the western side of Lot 41 to
ensure that any potential rise in groundwater can be controlled as outlined above.

The recommended subsoil interconnection strategy plan is shown in Drawing L06 in
Appendix E, showing how the site will integrate with the existing subsoil system. A
proof of concept subsoil layout is shown in Drawing L04 in Appendix B, showing
how the subsoil within the development will function.

7.2 Actions to Address Acid Sulphate Soils or Contamination

The ASS mapping available on Landgate’s SLIP’ identifies the western portion of the
subject site as having moderate to low risk of ASS occurring within 3.0m of the
natural soil surface, and the eastern portion of the site as having high to moderate risk
of ASS occurring within 3.0m of the natural surface.

Although it is likely that all excavations will be within 3.0m of the surface, and there
is little or no risk of the development proposal encountering any ASS soils, if
dewatering is required, the pH of the groundwater will be measured to ensure any
indicators of ASS can be quickly resolved.

A dewatering plan will be prepared by the contractor and will provide for contingency
measures incorporating the use of lime treatment to dewatering discharge or lime
treatment of sands is required.

8 The Next Stage — Subdivisions and Urban Water Management
Plans

The structure plan area is under the ownership of a single land owner, which
simplifies the physical implementation of the proposal. Detailed design could slightly
alter some aspects of the proposal; however it will still hold the same central tenets of
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the drainage strategy and will be resolved at Urban Water Management Planning
Stage prior to subdivision works.

A single Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) will be required for the
subdivision proposal, which will generally fit within the framework of this Local
Water Management Strategy.

The UWMP will build on the concepts of this report providing further details on the
concepts outlined herein and addressing the following major points:

» Further detail in the design and final location of the detention basin to suit
surrounding structures and existing natural surface levels.

» Further detail on the design of the internal soakwell drainage system and
overflow mechanisms.

» A detailed landscape proposal for the open space area and the incorporation of
the detention basin within this area.

» Additional geotechnical investigation.

Once this data is received, the approach outlined herein will be reviewed with detailed
work required to:

e Finalise the design of the basin in the POS including landscaping.

e Detail the drainage basin including the inlet configuration and edge treatments
to ensure the overall functional and aesthetic outcomes are satisfactory.

e Review the drainage calculations relative to final planning proposals for the
site to ensure that the land use assumptions within the drainage calculations
herein are consistent.

9 Monitoring

9.1 General

The prime concern for the nutrients emanating from the development is the health of
the subsurface environment. For Pre- and Post-Development monitoring it is
proposed to monitor the nutrient levels using the existing groundwater bores as shown
in the plan in Appendix B.

Water will be sampled quarterly, typically in January, March, July and September.

The monitoring is proposed to be carried out for two years following completion of
the last Stage of civil construction or until hand over of the POS to the City of
Cockburn, whichever occurs first.

Hand over to the City of Cockburn will occur two years after completion of
establishment works. In the interim period, the developers will accept responsibility
for the maintenance and monitoring of the landscaping and monitoring works.

The level will be measured and samples will be sent to a NATA registered laboratory
to undertake the following tests:
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Total Phosphorous TP
Total Nitrogen TN
Filterable Reactive FRP
Phosphorous
Nitrate and Nitrite NOx
Ammonia-Nitrogen NH;
Total Kjeldahl TKN
Nitrogen
Salinity EC or
TDS
pH

An annual report will be submitted to the City of Cockburn and the DoW until hand
over. Annual Reports will be provided each December commencing in the first
December after the first stage of the development is completed.

9.2 Contingency Response
The results will be compared between the initial results to those measured each year.

In the event that it is identified during the developers monitoring period that samples
measured from the bores exceeds the initial measurements by 10% for two
consecutive samples, Council and DoW will be notified and the matter will be
investigated and rectified at the developers cost.

In the event that any water quality concerns were identified, corrective action could be
initiated by, but not limited to:

1. Reduction in POS irrigation or fertiliser application rates including the review of
required use, timing or manner in which the fertilisers were being applied.

2. Soil amendment / augmentation in high nutrient inundation areas.

3. Increased planting of water- and “nutrient-thirsty” plants in groundwater recharge
areas.

Further details of the corrective actions to be agreed with Council and DoW will be
provided at UWMP stage.

10 Implementation
10.1 Commitments

The developers are committed to

1) Physical outcomes — To be undertaken at the time of construction.

= Ensuring that all stormwater drainage from the estate is infiltrated on site.

2) Non-structural measures — To be undertaken as part of sales documentation,
by providing Information Packages to all lot purchasers to:
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= Fully inform the lot owner/s of the requirement to install a minimum of 1 by 1.5m
by 1.2m soakwell per dwelling unit of approx. 170m” of site area prior to outflow
into the street drainage system.

= Utilise water efficient devices and appliances throughout their homes, and to
encourage all purchasers to install water- and nutrient-wise plants.

3) Further investigation and reporting:

* Prepare an Urban Water Management Plan to support detailed subdivision
planning.

* Monitoring of groundwater for two years post development.

» Undertake further geotechnical investigations.

» Prepare a landscape proposal for the POS and drainage basin.

10.2 Maintenance Schedules (Including Roles and Responsibilities)

Maintenance schedules and arrangements will be resolved as part of the Urban Water
Management Planning and will be dependent on the detailed design and operation of
the mechanisms required. As a brief summary, Table 10.1 has been included to
provide guidelines for likely maintenance responsibilities.

Table 10.1 — Proposed Maintenance Program

# Drainage Element Possible Maintenance and Inspection Frequency Responsibility
1 Rainwater tank(s); trapped ~ Annual inspection and clean-out (as necessary) — just prior Lot Owner
underground soakage / to winter rains.
connection pit(s)
2 Detention basin During developer maintenance period: Developer

Inspect, clean-out and maintain plants ~fortnightly intervals
(depending on loading) — as part of POS maintenance

works. Council
After developer maintenance period:

Inspect, clean-out and maintain plants (as required) as part
of standard Council POS maintenance program.

3 Drainage pipes and pits During developer maintenance period: Developer

Inspect, clean-out and maintain structures annually — just
prior to winter (and then again in Aug / Sept if necessary).

After developer maintenance period: Council

Inspect, clean-out and maintain structures at least annually —
just prior to winter — but inspection frequency will need to
be higher during home construction phase.

4  Trapped pits and GPT During developer maintenance period: Developer

Inspect, clean-out and maintain pits tri-annually — just prior
to winter and then around June / July and again in Oct / Nov
for the first two years.

After developer maintenance period: Council

Inspect, clean-out and maintain pits tri-annually — just prior
to winter and then around June / Aug — but inspection
frequency will need to be higher during home construction
phase.

5 Base of detention basin Initial formal inspection and assessment of performance of Council
bases (say) at around year 3 and then every 5 — 10 years.

10.3 Funding

The cost for the implementation of the capital water management measures will be
borne by the developers. Maintenance and monitoring costs will be borne by the
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developers for the periods as outlined in the maintenance schedule table in Section
10.2 above.

10.4 Review

Following the approval of this document, it is not expected that the LWMS for this
development will need to be reviewed as this forms the broad structure of the
approach for the drainage in the area.

In general minor amendments can be made at UWMP stage, provided they meet the
outcomes sought within this report. In the event that the management measures used
within the state have significantly changed or the first subdivision application
following the expiration of 4 years from the first subdivision approval whichever is
the later, the measures used for management of stormwater should be reviewed.

11 References
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APPENDIX A — SITE CONTEXT
e LO01 - Locality Plan
e L02 - Aerial Photo

e Proposed Structure Plan
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APPENDIX B - DRAINAGE CATCHMENT PLANS
e L03 — Predevelopment Catchment Plan
e L04 — Post Development Catchment Plan
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APPENDIX C — DRAINAGE CALCULATIONS
e Drainage Basin Calculations — 1 in 100 year ARI

e At-lot Detention Calculations — Overall R60 site — 1 in 1 year
ARI

Development Engineering Consultants Pty Ltd ACN 084 639 887 ATF The DEC Trust
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Development Engineering Consultants - Drainage Basin Spreadsheet

Project: Lot 41 Frankland Avenue, Hammond Park @ DEVELOPMENT
Client: Terranovis Pty Ltd » < ENGINEERING
. . . <
Location: POS Parallel with GH Site CONSULTANTS
Designer: SRA
Data to be Input
Rainfall ARI (Years) 100
1in 1 Year Impervious Catchment(Ha) 0.23
Required BioRetention Area (2% ) (m2) 0
Required Storage(1in 1Yr 1 Hr)(m3) 35
Available Storage(m®) 160
Soakage Outflow(l/s/m?) 0.02
Hammond Lots Lots
Catchment Details Roads Road (Connected) | (Unconnected) POS* Basin Area Total
Gross Catchment Area 0.00 0 0 0.7926 0.4750 0.0000 1.27
Run-Off Co-efficient(C4) 0.70 0.50 0.45 0.10 0 1.00
ARI Multiplier 1.00 1.00 1.22 3.40 1.41 1.00
Run-Off Co-efficient(Cy) 0.70 0.50 0.55 0.34 0.00 1.00
Impervious Area(Ha) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.27 0.00 0.00 0.27 0.21 Effective C

Data From A,R & R Volume 2

Road Catchment Area:

Location Hammond Park WA RR Width(m) Length(m) Area (Total)
Map 1 2l 212 20 0 -
Map 2 2 4.4 18 0 .
Map 3 2, 1.3 40 0 -
Map 4 5|, 35.7 16 0 -
Map 5 50|12 6.8 15 0 -
Map 6 0, 2.25 14 0 a
Map 7 G 0.65 13 0 -
Map 8 F2 4.86 6 0 -
Map 9 F50 17.2 -
25/11/2016 9:50 AM Page 1
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Development Engineering Consultants - Drainage Basin Spreadsheet

Project: Lot 41 Frankland Avenue, Hammond Park @ DEVELOPMENT
Client: Terranovis Pty Ltd » < ENGINEERING
. . <]
Location: POS Parallel with GH Site CONSULTANTS
Net Storage
Preliminary Q out V out (After Time of Water V out
Tc(mins) Tc(hrs) I(mm/hr) Q(l/s) Total Vin Height(m) (Soakage)(l/s) (Soakage) Soakage) in Basin(hrs) (Req'd) Q out(l/s)
20 0.33 98.31 74 88 0.10 2.90 3.48 85 8.5 0 0.0
30 0.50 74.76 56 101 0.10 2.90 5.22 96 9.6 0 0.0
45 0.75 55.84 42 113 0.10 2.90 7.83 105 10.8 0 0.0
60 1.00 45.01 34 121 0.10 2.90 10.44 111 11.6 0 0.0
120 2.00 28.33 21 153 0.10 2.90 20.88 132 14.6 0 0.0
240 4.00 17.63 13 190 0.10 2.90 41.76 148 18.2 0 0.0
480 8.00 10.96 8 236 0.10 2.90 83.52 153 22.6 0 0.0
960 16.00 7.08 5 305 0.10 2.90 167.04 138 29.2 0 0.0
2880 48.00 3.73 3 483 0.10 2.90 501.12 -18 46.3 0 0.0
4320 72.00 2.86 2 556 0.10 2.90 751.68 -196 53.2 0 0.0
Calculation of Storage in Above Ground Basin
Lower Tier Drainage Basin Dimensions:
Side Slopes 1:Length(m) Breadth(m)
6 145 1
RL(Base) 21
Equiv Treatment
Fenced Site Storage above The Designated Height
TWL(mAHD) Height(m) A(TWL) Area Average Area Vol(ms) LWL allows Storage for
21 0 145 441 580 0 0 Static Water Level
21.07 0.07 268 568 826 14 14 1in 10 year
21.35 0.35 776 1089 1824 160 160 1in 100 year
TOTAL STORAGE TO TOP OF LOWER TIER 160 m?
25/11/2016 9:50 AM Page 2 Pro1070Basin231116.xls
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Project:

Client:

Development Engineering Consultants - At-lot Drainage Spreadsheet

Lot 41 Frankland Avenue, Hammond Park
Terranovis Pty Ltd

Location: At-Lot Detention Calculations to Establish Runoff Coefficient

Designer: JPF

Unconnected R60 Lot - Storage applied on 1 m’ per Xm? basis

Data to be Input

Rainfall ARI (Years) 100

1in 1 Year Impervious Catchment(Ha) 0.642

Required Storage(1 in 1Yr 1 Hr)(m®) 98.869

Catchment Details Paved Area | Unpaved area | Total

Lot Area (SQM) 7926.00
Proportion Paved 90% 10% 100%

Area Paved (Ha) 0.713 0.079 0.793
Run-Off Co-efficient(C10) 0.90 0.00

ARI Multiplier 1.00 1.20

Run-Off Co-efficient(Cy) 0.90 0.00

Impervious Area(Ha) 0.642 0.000 0.642 0.81
Volume and Dimensions of Available Storage

Area above Ground inundated to 0.03m

Deep (Back Yard and Front Yard) - 0.03

Storage provided manholes and pipe -

Number of Soakwells 26.00

Diameter of Soakwells 1.80

Depth of Each Soakwell 2.40

Storage required Soakwells 158.79

Strorage Provided 158.79

Soakage Rate (I/s/m2) 0.02

Volume of storage required is 1m* per 49.92 m?
16/01/2017 4:24 PM Page 1

Document Set ID: 553928887
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ARI Effective C Multiplier

1 0 0.00

2 0 0.00

5 0 0.00

10 0.1 1.00

20 0.19 1.90

50 0.28 2.80
100 0.34 3.40

Effective C

NOTE: All water is retained in soakwells to 1 in 5 year ARI without
surcharge. For greater ARI storms water will surcharge and flow into the

- laneway drainage network.

Pro1070R60LotSWUNConn.xls



Development Engineering Consultants - At-lot Drainage Spreadsheet

Project: Lot 41 Frankland Avenue, Hammond Park @ DEVELOPMENT
Client:  Terranovis Pty Ltd h( ENGINEERING

Data From A,R & R Volume 2

Location Hammond Park WA
Map 1 2|1 21.2
Map 2 2, 4.4
Map 3 2, 1.3
Map 4 %y, 35.7
Map 5 0, 6.8
Map6 Iy, 225
Map 7 G 0.65
Map 8 F2 4.86
Map 9 F50 17.2
Q out Vout Effective
Tc(mins) Tc(hrs) I(mm/hr) Q(l/s) Total Vin  (Soakage)(l/s) V out Net Storage (Required) Q out(l/s) Run-off C
10 0.167 149.43 266.49 159.8937104 7.11 4.264900523 155.6288098 - 0.00 0.00
20 0.333 98.31 175.32 210.3811804 7.11 8.529801046 201.8513793 43.06 35.89 0.17
30 0.500 74.76 133.31 239.9666308 7.11 12.79470157 227.1719292 68.38 38.00 0.23
60 1.000 45.01 80.27 288.9680868 7.11 25.58940314 263.3786836 104.59 29.06 0.29
120 2.000 28.33 50.53 363.8073886 7.11 51.17880627 312.6285824 153.84 21.37 0.34
240 4.000 17.63 31.44 452.6673366 7.11 102.3576125 350.309724 191.52 13.30 0.34
480 8.000 10.96 19.55 563.0358421 7.11 204.7152251 358.320617 199.53 6.93 0.29
960 16.000 7.08 12.63 727.3030119 7.11 409.4304502 317.8725617 159.08 2.76 0.18
1440 24.000 5.63 10.04 867.8756816 7.11 614.1456753 253.7300064 94.94 1.10 0.09
2880 48.000 3.73 6.66 1150.447692 7.11 1228.291351 -77.84365811 - 0.00 0.00
4320 72.000 2.86 5.11 1324.297208 7.11 1842.437026 -518.1398178 - 0.00 0.00
16/01/2017 4:24 PM Page 2 Pro1070R60LotSWUnConn.xls

Document Set ID: 55328387

Version: 1, Version Date: 08/03/202%



// DEVELOPMENT
" ’ ENGINEERING
Q CONSULTANTS

APPENDIX D —- DETAILED PLANS
e Drawing L0S — Drainage Basin Details
e Drawing L06 — Recommended Subsoil Drainage Strategy Plan

e Drawing L07 — Recommended Subsoil Drainage Details
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30 Thomas Street

bayley South Fremantle 6162
= bayley@iinet.net.au
environmental T 08 9335 9160
- F 08 93359160
services

Our Ref: J15016

10 November 2015

Mr Warren Spencer
Terra Novis Pty Ltd

PO Box 1320

M 0427 808 633
www.bayleyenvironmental.com.au

CANNING BRIDGE WA 6153
Dear Warren

Lot 41 Gaebler Rd, Hammond Park
2015 Groundwater Monitoring

As instructed | measured water levels in the bores on and adjacent to Lot 41 Gaebler
Road on 18 September 2015. The attached Figure 1 shows the bore locations. Some

bores that had previously been measured have been destroyed by site works.

Table 1 shows the water levels in the bores and compares them with previous readings.

Table 1 Groundwater Levels
Bore 2/02/10 | 30/04/10 | 30/08/10 | 11/06/12 | 29/08/12 | 9/10/12 | 4/09/13 | 7/10/13 | 18/09/15
HPB1 19.02 19.33 19.40 19.64 19.59 20.04 20.23 20.02
HPB6 19.20 19.58 19.74 19.97 19.96 20.35 20.64 20.37
MB2 19.64 19.76 19.97 19.83 20.29 20.58 20.33
MB3 19.54 19.67 19.89 19.67 20.25 20.49 20.26
HPW1 19.03 19.68 19.79 20.01 19.70 20.37 20.61 20.35
HPW2 19.26 19.73 19.87 20.06 19.84 20.43 20.66 20.40
HPW3 19.34 19.80 19.94 20.13 20.00 20.55 20.77 20.51
HPW4 19.20 19.88 20.01 20.20 20.15 20.57 20.79 20.51
JM37 (DoW) 19.06 19.15 19.38 19.36 19.96 19.78

The 2015 data show the same general groundwater gradient across the site as in
previous years. The groundwater levels, while lower than in September 2014 (reflecting
a dry winter), continue to show a general rising trend that has been apparent since 2003
in the DoW monitoring bore JM37, located in Frankland Avenue. This rise may be due
to a reduction in abstraction by market gardens and/or the clearing of native vegetation

Sundowner Nominees Pty Ltd as trustee for the Bayley Cook Family Trust ABN 20 822 598 897
trading as Bayley Environmental Services
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Lot 41 Gaebler Rd, Hammond Park — 2015 Groundwater Monitoring Page 2

to the east. The rising trend is likely to taper off as the urbanisation of the area finishes
and garden bores become established.

I have added the levels collected this winter to my database for the site, which can be
used in future to inform site design and water level criteria if required.

| trust the above is satisfactory. Please don’t hesitate to contact me if you require any
further information.

Yours sincerely
BAYLEY ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES

Phil Boutby

PHIL BAYLEY
att: Figure 1 Monitoring Bores
E
envirosmental
Document Set ID: 558928887 services
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BORE LOG

PROJECT NUMBER: J10002
LOCATION ID: HPB1
DATE: 2/02/2010
EASTING: 390859
NORTHING: 6440075
METHOD: Solid-Stem Auger Rig
TOTAL DRILLING DEPTH (mbgl): 6.0
REFUSAL (Y/N): N
TOTAL BORE DEPTH (mbgl): 5.10
DEPTH TO WATER (mbgl): 2.82
SOIL PROFILE SAMPLE DATA
DEPTH (mbgl) SOIL DESCRIPTION GROUND SAMPLE ID | INTERVAL (m)
WATER
0-10
1.0-2.0
20-3.0
pale grey slightly silty sand

3.0-4.0

40-5.0

5.0-6.0

Comments:
Top of casing (toc) set at 0.50 magl.

Bore screened from 2.1 to 5.1 mbgl.

Photo shows soil profile from top to bottom at ~1m intervals

Document Set ID: 55328387
Version: 1, Version Date: 08/03/202%



BORE LOG

PROJECT NUMBER: J10002
LOCATION ID: HPB2
DATE: 2/02/2010
EASTING: 390870
NORTHING: 6439955
METHOD: Solid-Stem Auger Rig
TOTAL DRILLING DEPTH (mbgl): 6.0
REFUSAL (Y/N): N
TOTAL BORE DEPTH (mbgl): 4.80
DEPTH TO WATER (mbgl): 3.35
SOIL PROFILE SAMPLE DATA
DEPTH (mbgl) SOIL DESCRIPTION GROUND SAMPLE ID | INTERVAL (m)
WATER
0-10
pale grey slightly silty sand
1.0-20
20-3.0 pale grey/brown sand
3.0-4.0
dark brown loamy sand
40-5.0
5.0-6.0 brown silty sand
Comments:
Top of casing (toc) set at 0.40 magl.
Bore screened from 1.8 to 4.8 mbgl.
Photo shows soil profile from top to bottom at ~1m intervals

Document Set ID: 55328387
Version: 1, Version Date: 08/03/202%




BORE LOG

Top of casing (toc) set at 0.55 magl.

Bore screened from 2.3 to 5.3 mbgl.

PROJECT NUMBER: J10002
LOCATION ID: HPB3
DATE: 2/02/2010
EASTING: 390870
NORTHING: 6439829
METHOD: Solid-Stem Auger Rig
TOTAL DRILLING DEPTH (mbgl): 6.0
REFUSAL (Y/N): N
TOTAL BORE DEPTH (mbgl): 5.30
DEPTH TO WATER (mbgl): 2.25
SOIL PROFILE SAMPLE DATA
DEPTH (mbgl) SOIL DESCRIPTION GROUND SAMPLE ID | INTERVAL (m)
WATER
0-10
pale grey sand
1.0-20
20-3.0
pale grey/brown sand (damp)
3.0-4.0
40-5.0
pale brown sand (wet)
50-6.0
Comments:

Photo shows soil profile from top to bottom at ~1m intervals

Document Set ID: 55328387
Version: 1, Version Date: 08/03/202%




BORE LOG

Top of casing (toc) set at 0.60 mag|.

Bore screened from 10.8 to 13.8 mbgl.

PROJECT NUMBER: J10002
LOCATION ID: HPB4
DATE: 2/02/2010
EASTING: 391160
NORTHING: 6439840
METHOD: Solid-Stem Auger Rig
TOTAL DRILLING DEPTH (mbgl): 15.0
REFUSAL (Y/N): N
TOTAL BORE DEPTH (mbgl): 13.80
DEPTH TO WATER (mbgl): 12.20
SOIL PROFILE SAMPLE DATA
DEPTH (mbgl) SOIL DESCRIPTION GROUND SAMPLE ID | INTERVAL (m)
WATER
0-3.0 pale grey sand
3.0-5.0 pale yellow sand
50-11.0 yellow-orange sand
11.0-15.0 white sand (wet)
Comments:

Photo shows soil profile from top (right) to bottom (left)

at ~1m intervals.

Document Set ID: 55328387
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BORE LOG

PROJECT NUMBER: J10002
LOCATION ID: HPB5
DATE: 2/02/2010
EASTING: 391159
NORTHING: 6439948
METHOD:; Solid-Stem Auger Rig
TOTAL DRILLING DEPTH (mbgl): 11.0
REFUSAL (Y/N): N
TOTAL BORE DEPTH (mbgl): 10.14
DEPTH TO WATER (mbgl): 8.80
SOIL PROFILE SAMPLE DATA
DEPTH (mbgl) SOIL DESCRIPTION GROUND SAMPLE ID | INTERVAL (m)
WATER
0-20 pale grey sand

2.0-5.0 pale yellow sand

5.0-8.0 yellow sand

8.0-11.0 pale grey/brown sand (wet)

Comments:

Top of casing (toc) set at 0.86 mag|.

Bore screened from 7.14 to 10.14 mbgl.

Photo shows soil profile from top (right) to bottom (left)

at ~1m intervals.

Document Set ID: 55328387
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BORE LOG

PROJECT NUMBER: J10002
LOCATION ID: HPB6
DATE: 2/02/2010
EASTING: 391149
NORTHING: 6440083
METHOD: Solid-Stem Auger Rig
TOTAL DRILLING DEPTH (mbgl): 6.0
REFUSAL (Y/N): N
TOTAL BORE DEPTH (mbgl): 5.35
DEPTH TO WATER (mbgl): 3.90
SOIL PROFILE SAMPLE DATA
DEPTH (mbgl) SOIL DESCRIPTION GROUND SAMPLE ID | INTERVAL (m)
WATER
0-4.0 pale grey sand
40-5.0 pale brown sand
5.0-6.0 dark brown sand
Comments:

Top of casing (toc) set at 0.86 mag|.

Bore screened from 7.14 to 10.14 mbgl.

Photo shows soil profile from top (right) to bottom (left)

at ~1mintervals.
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Lot 41 Frankland Avenue, Hammond Park Structure Plan
Part Lot 41 Frankland Avenue, Hammond Park

APPENDIX 6

Engineering Services Report

PR131336-1
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Telephone: (08) 9481 1900
Facsimile: (08) 9481 1700
Suite 3, Ground Floor

The Atrium 123A Colin Street
West Perth WA 6005

Our Ref: PRO 1070
Lot 41 Frankland Ave Servicing
Report September 2016

TERRANOVIS PTY LTD
LOT 41 FRANKLAND AVENUE, HAMMOND PARK

ENGINEERING SERVICES REPORT
1. General:

The above land is to be developed into a R60 group housing site on the western half of the
land. The remainder of the land is currently classified as Dampland and therefore is unable
to be developed at this time; however, this classification is expected to change in the near
future to allow the site to be developed to its full potential. The development area is
1.2119ha.

This report covers existing and proposed services plus proposals for earthworks, retaining
walls, roads, drainage, groundwater, water supply, power supply, gas, telecommunications
and sewerage as required for current urban development standards.

2. Executive Summary

The land the subject of this report is located on the south east corner of Frankland Avenue at
the junction with Gaebler Road, in the City of Cockburn suburb of Hammond Park. Both
roads are sealed roads; Frankland to rural standard, and Gaebler to recent urban standard.
New urban developments have been constructed on the east, north and south of the site.

The land is covered with mostly low to medium height Banksia scrub. The land is vacant
and not currently utilised. The western side is reasonably flat, with a slight fall into a low
area in the eastern portion of the site.

The land form on the western portion of the land is free draining Bassendean sands at depth
suitable for urbanisation, with sandy peaty clay underlying the sand on the low eastern half
at various depths of a minimum 2m. The site varies in height from RL 23.00m AHD along
the western edge to RL22.00m AHD along the eastern edge. The groundwater level is
shown as varying from RL 19.60 m AHD on the western edge to RL 21.00 m AHD on the
eastern edge by the Groundwater Atlas of the Department of Water 1997. The land can be
connected to all services, by extension and upgrading from existing infrastructure, or by
provision of new infrastructure as set out below. Sewer, water, power and telephone
services already exist in Gaebler Rd adjacent to the site.

A LWMS for the land has been prepared; Revision 3 of which has just been re-submitted to
the CoC. All stormwater from the development for storms up to the 1 in 100 year storm will
be contained on site as set out in the LWMS.
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The LWMS shows an AAMGL of RL 19.80m AHD at the south-western corner of the site
rising to RL 20.20m AHD at the north-eastern corner of the site.

It is assumed the development area will be filled to a minimum level of RL 22.50m AHD to
give at least 300mm clearance over the 1 in 100 year detention basin level and a minimum
clearance to the AAMGL of 1.5m to enable the future lot soakwells, as required by the
LWMS, to work efficiently. Such on site soakage will be augmented by future subsoil
drainage when the site is developed.

A detention basin will be constructed at the northern end of the POS adjacent to the
Dampland area adjacent to Gaebler Rd, which will contain the 1 in 100 year storm.

Some sub soil drainage is proposed within the road reserve some 350m to the east of the
proposed detention basin, linking existing drainage infrastructure along Gaebler Rd to limit
any rise in groundwater. This will provide the site with the necessary separation distance to
groundwater in the long term, hence future-proofing the integrity of the design.

3. Site

The development site, with an area of some 1.2119ha, according to the RPS site plan, is
located on the east side of Frankland Avenue and the south side of Gaebler Rd. It is
currently vacant bush land covered with low to medium height Banksia scrub and regrowth.

The Environmental Geology Map of the Geological Survey of Western Australia classifies
the western half of the site as “S8” Bassendean Sand suitable for urbanisation. The eastern
half is classified as “Cps” Peaty clay and not compatible with urbanisation. The current
process is listed as “groundwater recharge” and “flooding” respectively.

Contrary to the above, recent site investigation data shows little evidence of peaty soil at
shallow depths. As a result, it is expected that with the necessary engineering the eastern
half of the site will be developed in the future.

The post development water table is as detailed in the LWMS for the site, with a calculated
AAMGL of RL 20.20m AHD at the north eastern corner of the site, falling to RL 19.80m
AHD at the south western corner of the site.

The site is adjacent to Water Corporation sewer and water services in Gaebler Rd, and
current subdivisions south of the site along Frankland Ave have extended the sewer past the
site. An extension of all public utility services required to be constructed for the
development can readily be extended along the abutting Frankland and Gaebler streets.

4. Development Proposal

It is proposed to develop the land as an R60 residential group housing site.

Frankland Ave running north along the western boundary of the site will become the
extension of Hammond Rd, and will be a district distributor connecting Beeliar Drive to the
future western extension of Rowley Rd south of the site.

The development will be provided with all normal services, with links to abutting
developments (existing and proposed) for sewer, water, power, roads, gas and telephone
services with all drainage to be retained on site, using best management practices.
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The development will entail earthworks (mainly fill) to provide a level free draining site at
least 1.5metres above the AAMGL as determined by the LWMS. Drainage will be managed
by on-site disposal via soakwells for each lot storing at least the 1 year 1 hour storm.

5. Earthworks & Retaining Walls

The LWMS has determined that the site has to be filled to a minimum level of RL 22.50m
AHD.

There is an earthworks embargo for this site during the months of November to March.

Earthworks on site will entail removal of topsoil, cut and fill, with imported fill envisaged at
this stage to fill the site to RL 22.50m AHD, and stabilisation of the finished development
level with topsoil and hydromulch. This fill height may require construction of boundary
retaining walls up to one metre in height.

6. Roads

All roads will be constructed to City of Cockburn standards and approval, including kerbing
and piped drainage plus provision of footpaths as required.

The existing Frankland Ave is a 6m wide sealed rural type road in poor condition, without
any formal drainage.

In the future, Frankland Ave is to be rebuilt as a dual carriageway to become the southern
extension of Hammond Rd, as a district distributor. A road widening has been allowed
along the western boundary of the site for this purpose. It is expected that construction of
this road will be funded by Council infrastructure levies from local urban developments,
including this development.

Gaebler Rd has recently been upgraded to full urban standard along the site frontage by the
developer of the land on the north side of the road for its whole length to Frankland Ave. It
is expected that the developer of lot 41 will be required to contribute to this upgrading,
inclusive of roadworks, drainage, kerbing, and footpaths.

7. Drainage

The development site will be self-contained as far as stormwater drainage is concerned. The
soil characteristics of the site will allow site soakage, based on the geology and the depth to
the control groundwater level (CGL). Site drainage will be by soakage into soakwells for
each residential lot, as the depth to the AAMGL will be the minimum of 1.5m for soakwells
to operate efficiently. Road drainage will discharge to a swale basin. Subsoil drainage will
be installed as a control to limit groundwater rise.

Some offsite works 350m east of the site in Gaebler Rd are required by the LWMS to link
existing drainage infrastructure along Gaebler Rd with the intention of limiting future
groundwater rise.

8. QGroundwater

The post development level at the site has been determined by the LWMS at RL20.20m
AHD at the north-eastern corner of the development site, falling to RL 19.80m AHD at the
south-western corner of the development site.
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When the residential area of site is filled to the recommended level of RL 22.50m AHD, it
will be at least some 2.3 metres above the AAMGL calculated by the LWMS.

There is potential for further groundwater rise in the area on account of future development
and stormwater infiltration. The subsoil works proposed by the LWMS will limit this
possible rise to a maximum of RL 20.90m AHD, hence providing a minimum 1.6m
separation distance from groundwater in the worst case scenario.

9. Power

It appears that sufficient power supply exists in the area to supply the development. A
132k VA high voltage aerial power line is located along the northern verge of Gaebler Rd,
connecting to Frankland Ave north. This line will remain, and will not affect this
development.

Currently no underground high voltage reticulation power lines exist in the section of
Frankland Ave along the site’s western boundary or Gaebler Rd on the northern boundary,
except for a low voltage connection to the street lighting. An underground supply will be
installed as part of the new development as required by Western Power approval along
Gaebler Rd from Murrumbidgee Ave on the north side of Gaebler Rd, and also along the
east side of Frankland Ave abutting the site. It is likely that a new transformer and possibly a
switch station will be required for the R60 site.

10. Water Supply

At present there is no reticulated water supply to the site.

A 250mm reticulation water main is located along the northern verge of Frankland Ave to
the east of the site as far as Murrumbidgee Ave. This main will be extended to, and past the
site to serve this development and will, in the future be connected to the existing water main
in Frankland Ave south of the site by others. The Water Corporation has advised that some
upgrading of this supply may be required with a planned trunk main extension by the Water
Corporation when required.

11. Sewer

The site is not currently connected to sewer.

The site currently falls within a gravity sewer catchment connected to the Bibra Main Sewer
north of the site.

A 300mm reticulation sewer has been constructed along Gaebler Rd and Frankland Ave past
the site, and connection will be made to this.

12. Telephone & NBN

Telstra services exist in the area along both Gaebler Rd and Frankland Ave. These are most
likely to be able to be extended to service this proposed development. Some upgrading may
be required.

If Telstra is to be the servicing authority, Telstra normally requires twelve months’ notice of
development starting to ascertain any upgrading requirements.
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In accordance with recent requirements, the developer is required to install NBN “pipe and
pit” to allow for future installation of cables for the NBN. The design of the “pipe & pit” is
the responsibility of the developer, and will be designed in conjunction with the
underground power network, and installed during the construction phase of the
development.

13. Gas

Gas mains are available in this area. There is a high pressure main located in Gaebler Rd
adjacent to the eastern half of the site as far as Murrumbidgee Ave. Gas can be extended
from this into the development.

o

DEVELOPMENT ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS PTY LTD
THIS REPORT IS DATED 15™ SEPTEMBER 2016.
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Sub Name & Support or Comments Officer response
# Address Oppose
1. Withheld Support We need a petrol station as the closest one is on Beeliar Drive. | Noted. Service Stations should be provided
Not particularly bothered about medical as we have several within planned ‘Local Centres,’ consistent with
nearby same as fast food outlets, we have enough of those the planning framework.
nearby.

2. Rachel Oppose With the other development going through, there is no need. Noted and agreed that some land uses proposed
Trenka Nor do | agree with putting a service station opposite a primary | have a direct amenity impact on the Hammond
61 Gaebler school. Would decrease house value of surrounding properties. | park Primary School.
road An already busy street would increase and ruin our
Hammond neighbourhood feel. Stop being kid safe / friendly. Property Values are not a valid planning
park consideration.

3. Paige Oppose | am opposing the proposal due to it being completely Noted. It is acknowledged that the land uses
19 neilson inappropriate in the area, this is a lovely suburb with young proposed were not previously contemplated for
street families, | do not wish to live a few doors down to a service this location and the impact of those uses may
HAMMOND station, omitting gases into the surrounding area as well as new | cayse amenity concerns for the community.
PARK pylon structures. | am expecting a new baby in the coming

month and this is not why | chose to live in this area and not

something | want to raise my baby around. It will negatively . .
- . . . Property Values are not a valid planning

affect my property value. | can't imagine any one in this ) )

beautiful suburb would want that absolute atrocity to go ahead. consideration.

Shame on the council for even proposing it.

4. Nicholas Support | love the idea of having everything within a short distance, Noted, however the development is being
Merenda between this and the new establishment which was recently proposed outside of the designated local
156 approved a bit further south, we would have access to centres for Haommond Park.

Frankland everything we need within a 500m radius.
Avenue

HAMMOND

PARK
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Anonymous | Support It will be great for the area. Fuel Stations and fast food are out Noted. Service Stations/Fast Food Outlets
of the way for many locals. And it will bring more Jobs closer to | should be provided within planned ‘Local
schools for those looking for their first job. Centres,’ consistent with the planning

framework.

Noted, however the development is being
proposed outside of the designated
employment areas for Hammond Park.

Anonymous | Support | think this is a fantastic project, Hammond Park lacks so many Noted. Hammond Park is an area under
ammenities. The person station is a huge one, speak to every transition, and many of the planned local
resident of Hammond park and they will say we need a petrol centres are yet to be delivered.
stations, the closest station is. 10 min drive either north or
south.

Also the area where it is proposed at the moment looks terrible.
Hammond Road is very underdone and looks as if it’s not
suburbia with the weird turn to get onto the road, the dirt
tracks, no propert gutters and foot paths. A lot of Hammond
Park looks so unfinished and unattractive and | feel this will
start to finish things off.

| think it will create a nice welcoming vibe and community feel
to the area.

Jamie Support The establishment of increased local amenities not only Noted, however the development is being

Mansfield enhances the convenience for residents by reducing the need proposed outside of the designated

70 Johnsonia to travel to other areas for basic essentials like fuel and food employment areas for Hammond Park.

Bend but also contributes to the economic vitality of the community.

HAMMOND

PARK

Document Set ID: 11896887
Version: 1, Version Date: 08/05/2024




Furthermore, the development of local businesses to meet
these essential needs results in increased local employment
opportunities.

8. Anonymous | Oppose Traffic in an area with young children, Increase in crime, Noted, the applicant is responsible for
Unhealthy diet encouragement across the road from submitting a Traffic Impact Assessment which
impressionable children, light pollution, noise pollution, must address traffic related issues.
damage to environment

It is acknowledged that the commercial nature
of the development proposed was not
previously contemplated for this site and would
impact the expected traffic volumes of a
residential area.

9. Anonymous | Support This application will bring more live to the area and having to Noted. Local Centres have been provided
drive to gateway or beeliar to shop or eat or fill petrol is a pain elsewhere within the planning framework for

Hammond Park.

10. | Anonymous | Support Because there is nothing around Hammond park and would be | Noted. Local Centres have been provided

so much better elsewhere within the planning framework for
Hammond Park.

11. | Anonymous | Support There are no convenient service stations or car wash facilities Noted. Service Stations & Motor Vehicle Wash

within the area, i would regularly use both. uses should be provided within planned ‘Local
Centres,’ consistent with the planning
framework.

12. | Anonymous | Oppose It is socially irresponsible to have fast food outlets opposite or Noted. It is acknowledged that the land uses
close to a primary school when we should be promoting healthy | proposed were not previously contemplated for
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lifestyles. It would also add to congestion in the area with the this location and the impact of those uses may
primary school traffic already causing issues. cause amenity concerns for the community.
Modifying the plan to just a servo / car wash and maybe a
medical centre may pass the community needs and wants but
we don’t need more fast food outlets in the area as there are
plenty of options a short drive away.
13. | Linda Healey | Support Couldn't agree more that this is exactly what our surrounding Noted, however the development is being
15 Armand suburbs need! proposed outside of the designated local
Drive We are lacking amenities with more and more housing estates | centres for Hammond Park.
AUBIN being built around us in every direction and no where enough
GROVE amenities.
14. | Allan Burns Support 100% we need more amenities Noted, however the development is being
15 Armand proposed outside of the designated local
Drive centres for Hammond Park.
AUBIN
GROVE

15. | Anonymous | Oppose It doesn't suit the demographic of the area and the location Noted. It is acknowledged that the land uses
does not make sense. It's proposed location is in the middle of a | proposed were not previously contemplated for
suburb, across from a Primary School. This sort of 24 hour fuel this location and the impact of those uses may
station and fast food drive-through (x3) would make more cause amenity concerns for the community.
sense on Russell Road where cars and trucks are driving
through.

16. | Anonymous | Support SUPPORT! | even | wish there were commercial spot available to | Noted, however the development is being
have a mechanic business in the area in one of the new proposed outside of the designated local
developments! centres for Hammond Park.

17. | Sheryar Shah | Support We need more amenities in the area. Noted, however the development is being

7 Almond proposed outside of the designated local
Close, centres for Hammond Park.
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Hammond
Park

is already and issue and is only a single lane road.
Thanks Michael

18. | Anonymous | Oppose Increased traffic noise/light pollution and rubbish near primary | Noted, the applicant is responsible for
school, marsupial reserve and residential streets. Concerns submitting a Traffic Impact Assessment which
about increased crime and antisocial behaviour at night time must address traffic related issues.
inherent with 24H operation. Increased urban noise and lighting
associated with 24h retail operation. Service station better It is acknowledged that the commercial nature
suited to primary access routes away from primary schools. of the development proposed was not
previously contemplated for this site and would
impact the expected traffic volumes of a
residential area.
Noted, light pollution is a valid consideration, as
it impacts fauna and nearby residential.
Noted, the land uses proposed are likely to
generate additional waste by way of their
nature.
19. | Michael Oppose | believe there is enough commercial development in the area Noted, the land uses proposed are commercial
Crawley with the new supermarket, also there will be a lot of increased | in nature and naturally require increased car
12 traffic outside the school which will be dangerous for both parking bays compared to residential properties.
Blackstock pupils and parents.
Street Parking is heavy when school zones are in operation and this Noted, the applicant is responsible for
HAMMOND will only increase. submitting a Traffic Impact Assessment which
PARK The traffic will be increased along gaebler road where speeding | must address traffic related issues.

It is acknowledged that the commercial nature
of the development proposed was not
previously contemplated for this site and would
impact the expected traffic volumes of a
residential area.
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20. | Beck Bogdan | Oppose A number of reasons Noted. Local Centres have been provided
44 Cousins There is a major complex at Cockburn Gateways. elsewhere within the planning framework for
Street IGA with vacant stores and a pub at MacQuarie and Russell Hammond Park.

HAMMOND Already a health clinic with a cafe at Marquis and Whadjuk

PARK Complex with supermarket and fastfood proposed for Whadjuk.
There is no need for that many fast food options in such a small
space esp so close to so many school.

21. | Amy Support | think this is a fantastic application and it will greatly benefit Noted, however the development is being
Howitt Way the immediate community and surrounding areas. We are in proposed outside of the designated local
MANDOGAL desperate need for a fuel station in the area and placingitona | centres for Hammond Park.
upP central road like this is a great use of the space and future

thinking. The additional of restaurants, cafes, car wash and
medical centre will really vitalise the area and provide much
needed services. The jobs this will create for residents and
locals will be far reaching.

| really hope this application is successful.

22. | Anonymous | Support Hammond park needs more amenities Noted, however the development is being
proposed outside of the designated local
centres for Hammond Park.

23. | Anonymous | Support This has been long overdue. Hammond park is growing with Noted. Hammond Park is an area under

huge popularity and | support this as it would be a great benefit | transition, and many of the planned local
centres are yet to be delivered.

24. | Anonymous | Support | support this decision as Hommond park is a growing suburb. Noted. Hammond Park is an area under
This idea is great as the closest fast food outlets, petrol station | transition, and many of the planned local
etc are either across the freeway or having to travel a fair centres are yet to be delivered.
distance. | support this plan and hope it commences
construction

25. | Anonymous | Support Convenient for local community Noted.
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26. | Anonymous | Support | think it will be a good addition to the area filling a gap of much | Noted. Hammond Park is an area under
needed infrastructure. transition, and many of the planned local

centres are yet to be delivered.
27. | Elisha Oppose This is a close knit community. | want it to remain safe and Noted. It is acknowledged that the land uses
Middleton family friendly. I'm absolutely horrified at the proposal to put proposed were not previously contemplated for
4 Ironbark fast food restaurants (especially 24 hours) and a service station | this location and the impact of those uses may
Terrace in the area, and especially directly opposite a primary school. | | cause amenity concerns for the community.
HAMMOND think it is utterly irresponsible and quite disgusting.
PARK

28. | Char Oppose Too close to residential area. Making it too busy for a family Noted. It is acknowledged that the land uses
143 suburb. Introduce too many hazards to the environment, be it proposed were not previously contemplated for
Frankland traffic, noise pollution, unsavoury behaviour around fast food this location and the impact of those uses may
Avenue and service station environments. Disrupting the cause amenity concerns for the community.
HAMMOND neighbourhood and making it not long family friendly.
PARK

29. | Anonymous | Support There isn’t a close service station anywhere! The stress | feel Noted. Service Stations should be provided
driving to the servo on E hoping | don’t break down in the 10- within planned ‘Local Centres,’ consistent with
15minutes it takes me to get there. the planning framework.

30. | Anonymous | Oppose The placement of a service station next to the Hammond Park Noted and agreed that some land uses proposed
Primary School is going to cause large amounts of traffic to an have a direct amenity impact on the Hammond
already extremely busy street and intersection. The primary Park Primary School.
school has been lobbying for a cross walk for the kids at that
end of the school for a number of years due to near misses and
kids being hit by cars. Putting a service station there will pull a
huge number of cars into that immediate area due to the lack
of service stations on both sides of the freeway. Inundating the
already busy roads, where cars already do not obey the speed
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limits. | fear approving this application will have disastrous
effects on the Primary School and local traffic.
31. | Janelle Support The suburb needs further amenities like this to service the area | Noted, however the development is being
Martinz without needing to travel over 5 minutes by car to reach proposed outside of the designated local
91 Gaebler services centres for Hammond Park.
Road
HAMMOND
PARK

32. | Anonymous | Support This is great as we have nothing like this in the immediate area. | Noted, however the development is being
We will need to travel less as we will have easy access to these | proposed outside of the designated local
amenities instead of driving to Jandakot or Success. centres for Haommond Park.

33. | Anonymous | Support | endorse this proposal, having observed a significant deficiency | Noted, however the development is being
in access to a petrol station, medical facilities, and fast-service proposed outside of the designated local
restaurants since my recent move to the area. The addition of a | centres for Hammond Park.
petrol station would be particularly advantageous, given the
absence of one in close proximity for urgent needs.

34. | Anonymous | Support Love the idea. The area population is expanding fast we need Noted, however the development is being
more local shops on top of the one that's already been proposed outside of the designated local
approved on wattleup. It also provides some job options for the | centres for Hammond Park.
young youth wanting after school and weekend jobs within
walking distance.

35. | Anonymous | Support We need closer accessible services Noted, however the development is being
proposed outside of the designated local
centres for Hammond Park.

36. | Anonymous | Support For anything associated with car service and fuelling the Noted, however the development is being
residence have to travel a great distance. Which can be a proposed outside of the designated local
hassle. Also, grocery store and medical centres are far. | believe | centres for Hammond Park.
this plan will accommodate all the residents livinv in the area,
especially the one with kids.
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37. | Anonymous

Oppose

The Planning Application DAP23/004 for a commercial
development at 9501L Gaebler Road, Hammond Park should
not proceed due to significant concerns regarding traffic
congestion, the close proximity of numerous existing homes,
and the potential for increased antisocial behavior stemming
from 24/7 access.

The proposed development would exacerbate traffic issues in
the area, impacting both residents and commuters.

Moreover, its close proximity to residential neighborhoods
raises valid concerns about noise pollution and decreased
quality of life for local residents.

Furthermore, round-the-clock access to the commercial
premises may lead to antisocial behavior, posing safety risks
and discomfort to the community.

It is imperative to prioritize the well-being and safety of
residents while considering alternative development options
that mitigate these concerns effectively, such as residential
development instead.

| urge you to reconsider the commercial development of this
site.

Noted. It is acknowledged that the land uses
proposed were not previously contemplated for
this location and the impact of those uses may
cause amenity concerns for the community.

38. | Anonymous

Oppose

| do not support this development.

1. Even if the comments about anti-social behaviour are not
considered i still insist Mcdonalds 24hr and petrol station will
attract more antisocial individuals, the area will be heavily
affected by litter, nearby properties and parked vehicles are
likely to be broken into more frequently than it is now.

Noted. It is acknowledged that the land uses
proposed were not previously contemplated for
this location and the impact of those uses may
cause amenity concerns for the community.
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2. Traffic. The proposed development locates opposite to the Noted, the applicant is responsible for
school. Please visit the school at pickup time. Kids running the submitting a Traffic Impact Assessment which
streets, cars getting in and out, road becomes heavily must address traffic related issues.
congested.
It is acknowledged that the commercial nature
Speaking outside of the school pickup/dropoff time, the stretch | of the development proposed was not

of Hammond Rd between Gaebler rd and Russell Rd is ideal for | previously contemplated for this site and would
drag racing, no one follows 50 speed limit there, even at school | impact the expected traffic volumes of a

time. There is a bus stop on the other side 27644 Hammond Rd | residential area.

before Eucalyptus Dr, there is no proper access to this bus stop,
no footpath, kids also use it. Once the proposed eating/service
station are open, the traffic will increase significantly hence
more speeding offences, loud exhausts and music from those
vehicles will cause lots of disturbance.

Please keep macdonalds and petrol station away from the heart
of the suburb. Wattleup is way more convenient location for
dining/shopping/service station.

39. | Anonymous | Support | support this proposal because | think Hammond Park is in Noted, however the development is being
need of further amenities, 1 being a petrol station - as the proposed outside of the designated local
closest one is in Success or Beeliar. | believe this proposal will centres for Hammond Park.
also boost house prices & help support the convenince of
residents.

40. | Anonymous | Support Great addition and much needed for the ever expanding Noted, however the development is being
community in this area of the City of Cockburn. proposed outside of the designated local

centres for Hammond Park.

41. | Scott Hughes | Support Our suburb could use some more services. Noted, however the development is being
34 johnsonia proposed outside of the designated local
bend centres for Hammond Park.

HAMMOND
PARK
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42. | Anonymous Oppose Proximity to services. Noted.
Don't need 3 fast food outlets, replace one with a gym.

43. | Anonymous | Support The area desperately needs a petrol station Noted. Hammond Park is an area under
transition, and many of the planned local
centres are yet to be delivered.

44. | Anonymous | Unsure The area needs services such as these. My concern lies only Noted.

with the location. Parking and access around the school is
already extremely difficult. The roads are dangerous for the kids
now with many not slowing down in the school zone. A large
increase in traffic around there increases the risk to the kids.

45. | Tenae milne | Support We really need a gas station; it's long overdue. | seen startbuck | Noted. Service Stations should be provided
41 on the plan this would also be amazing! We could also use an within planned ‘Local Centres,’ consistent with
bellingham Australian post office. 110% make this happen it is very needed! | the planning framework.
rd hammond
park

46. | Anonymous | Support Would be fantastic to have these ammenities close by. | would | Noted, however the development is being
love to see the proposal go ahead. proposed outside of the designated local

centres for Hammond Park.

47. | Anonymous | Support It will be convenient to have a petrol station nearby. The Noted. Service Stations should be provided
infrastructure needs to be created not to impede the living within planned ‘Local Centres,’ consistent with
areas. Considerations for the noise and increased traffic should | the planning framework.
be made.

48. | Anonymous | Oppose Theres going to be petrol station at gimlet close at the new Noted.
estate wattleup road. Theres going to be hammond park
shopping centre near frankland centre with woolies and
fastfood. We dont need same facility at every 5-10mins
distance. Lastly, in front of a school is never a great idea.
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In my observation would be better to build park for dogs and
kids as most of people using school ground as dog park.

| have attached screen shoot of best location between two
suburbs in kind of natural space, but I’'m not sure if government
aloud build in that area,

Thank you

Sergey
https://s3-ap-southeast-2.amazonaws.com/ehqg-production-
australia/2833d68d9e75ffc8eldc588fabbddd39d462591a/origi

nal/1706604793/e036€99673461066b97834e6043d7ded_IMG_

2557.jpeg?1706604793

49. | Anonymous | Support There are no service stations nearby and with the growth of the | Noted. Service Stations should be provided
suburb, we really need more of this stuff here. Aside from IGA, within planned ‘Local Centres,” consistent with
to get to a shopping centre we have to go through traffic lights | the planning framework.
and cross major roads and intersections. This would be so
practical and would get so much business.

50. | Anonymous | Oppose | don't believe these facilities being located across the road Noted and agreed that some land uses proposed
from a primary school is ideal. Would be better suited close the | have a direct amenity impact on the Hammond
the Rowley Rd/Freeway on ramp, further from residential Park Primary School.
properties. Also, the submission mentions no impact between
the school parking and the facilities but has a comment about
not much parking being done on the south side of the school -
they have clearly never been there at 3pm where there are
hundreds of cars on the south side of the school. Parents
parking on the vacant land would then use the parking at the
facilities. Hammond Road is not equipped to facilitate the
increased traffic and is still a good 5 years away from
redevelopment, maybe after this is done it would do better.

51. | Sergey Oppose It will bring more people to petrol station and food 24/7, from Noted. I