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INTRODUCTION 
I am a resident of the Glen Iris Golf Course Estate having purchased here in 2003 after being attracted to the 
wonderfully presented, quiet and serene home settings surrounding a well-presented and maintained golf course. 
My house backs onto the actual golf course land and a major reason for its purchase was specifically due to the 
wonderful views and amenity facing out to the golf course. 
 
Herein I formally present my objection to the proposed amendments with supporting arguments. 
 
I understand that the City is required, on basic legal principles, to give significant weight to the views of the owners 
of the affected residential lots and should not make any decision to adversely affect their amenity and interests 
without carefully considering their views in accordance with the principles of natural justice and other legal 
requirements.  
 
I understand that Residents whose views might be interfered with will have standing: Dey v Pinglen (1981) 148 
CLR 289, 300. Residents who live nearby are also likely to have standing: Hamersley v Bartle [2013] WASC 191.   
 
I also understand that following advertising, the City is required to consider all submissions: r 25, 41 LPS 
Regulations. 
 
I trust that the City will adhere to all of the above requisite principles in its considerations and I thank the City 
Officers in advance for doing so. 
 
 
AREA OF CONCERN 
Change to Zoning – Effects 
Any change to the existing zoning would have the effect of: 

(a) Disrupting the balanced provision of equitable access to nature, sport and recreation opportunities;   
(b)  Reduction of land value by the removal of views of the golf course and the attraction of a unique lifestyle;   
(c)  Increased traffic pressures (including up to 11,500 daily traffic movements on an already busy road 
infrastructure);   
(d)  Increased pollution caused by non-exhaust emissions such as particulate matter;   
(e)  Increased noise pollution as a result of increased traffic, and the elimination of vegetation which helps 
buffer existing noise emanating from surrounding traffic, overhead flight paths, freight trains and the public 
transport infrastructure being developed as part of Metronet;  
(f)  Complete rescission of the original concept that was marketed and sold;   
(g)  Disruption of the local community identity;   
(h)  General diminishment of the quality of life, vitality , community engagement and interaction and sense of 
place in the Estate; and 
(g) Displaced oxygen generation by the prevailing eco-system for up to 135,000 people annually. 
 
 

Council Decision OCM Meeting Dec ‘21 
It appears that the City was of the view that it was not within its power to retain the golf course: see p20 of 960 
OCM Item 13.1 although there is no clear reasoning (based on actual facts) for such a conclusion to be drawn.  
The Council at its OCM in Dec’21 felt compelled to adopt the recommendations of the City Officers and the Minutes 
record that the following reasons were given by the Council for its acceptance of the City Officers’ recommendation:  

An independently facilitated community forum would offer residents and the proponent the opportunity to 
question, discuss, evaluate and fully understand the implications and potential outcomes of this complex 
amendment and the proposed Structure Plan.   
It is a simple fact that no matter how much any of us would like to be able to retain the golf course at Glen 
Iris, it is not within our power as a Council.   
The land is privately owned and there is no legal mechanism under which a compulsory purchase could be 
forced. As such, it is incumbent upon us to look for the best possible outcome for all concerned, and as 
much as possible, for the flora and fauna of the area.   
Residential development is actually permitted under the current zoning, and if they so desired, ECP could 
lodge a subdivision plan for the R40 zoned driving range at any point.   
For the other five lots, the SU1 and the SU6 zoned land, ECP could prepare a Structure Plan with no 
statutory referral to the Environmental Protection Authority.   
There could be no conformity in the design of the area overall, the housing density could be much higher 
than in the Concept Plan and there could be considerably less public open space and retention of trees.   
If it was developed in a piecemeal manner, the land could actually be moonscaped and we could lose all 
the trees. 
 

In all of the above commentary provided in support of why it took the decision there is only one accurate statement 
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by the Council in that “..if they so desired, ECP could lodge a subdivision plan for the R40 zoned driving range at 
any point. “ the other comments seem to rely on the unqualified statements made by both the City Officers and the 
Proponent. The R40 zoning on one small parcel of land (the existing Driving Range) has been in place for many 
years and exists even to this day – yet no landowner has progressed that zoning to development. 
 
This submission does not set out to question the decision of the Council made in Dec ’21 but is introduced 
by the one factor that appears to carry weight for the actual residents most effected by any proposed 
zoning change - That is that the Council must rely on compelling, factual information incumbent on the 
Proponent to provide in its submission in order for the Council to consider a change in zoning. 
 
In the absence of the Proponent satisfying its obligation to do so the Council indeed have the power to 
leave the current zoning in place, unchanged. 
 
That statement is the focus of this submission.  
 
 
Council can leave the original zoning decision as it is 
In the absence of sufficient detail backed up by confirmed facts from the Proponent that provide compelling 
arguments for the requested rezoning the Council has the power to not approve the proposal and leave its original 
zoning decision in place. 
 
The Proponent itself has inferred within its own proposal (which is also intimated by the Council minutes stated 
above) that it suggests it could combine some housing development with ongoing golf on its land under the existing 
zoning.  
 
The Council’s singular concern about this proceeding is that “There could be no conformity in the design of the 
area overall, the housing density could be much higher than in the Concept Plan and there could be considerably 
less public open space and retention of trees. If it was developed in a piecemeal manner, the land could actually be 
moonscaped and we could lose all the trees. “ . Without question that response was guided by the commentary 
provided by the City Officers in their recommendation that went unsubstantiated by any single fact – it was simply a 
personal view that (alarmingly) lined up closely with the wording adopted by the Proponent in its submission. There 
is no doubt that the Council would most definitely prevent such an outcome and it has the power/authority to do so. 
 
Nowhere in either the City Officer’s recommendation or the Proponent’s Proposal are such open statements 
suggesting what the landowner could allegedly do under the existing zoning supported by actual evidence or facts. 
The comments are based, one can only assume, on personal views of the respective writers and for a Complex 
Amendment such as the one under consideration any decision, unbiased/independent parties would concur, must 
be made based on actual compelling facts presented in an unbiased manner not untested, personal views. 
 
It must be accepted that it is certainly open to the Proponent to make use of its land in whatever way it deems 
appropriate with the only caveat being that it is in accordance with existing zoning over that land. 
 
The Proponent (an experienced Property Developer) went in with “open eyes” knowing that it purchased the land 
with its current zoning and has stated that it believes it can combine some housing development with ongoing golf 
on its land under the existing zoning. 
 
Having been aware of what it bought and the prevailing zoning, the Proponent should accommodate/apply for what 
it believes it can execute within the current zoning rather than attempt to simply maximise its profit by forcing a 
substantial change to the current zoning against the demonstrable and substantial Community opposition. 
 
Additionally the City has already exceeded its planned targets for in-fill housing as required by the State 
Government so this development is not needed for the City to meet those targets. 
 
The Proponent has provided no substantiation or factual support nor has it established any compelling argument 
(other then increasing their profit) for the City and/or the Minister (WAPC) to even consider a change to the existing 
zoning. 
 
I also highlight that an independent survey was commissioned in 2021 by the Jandakot Residents and Ratepayers 
Association. One key result of that survey was that overwhelmingly, to the tune of 98% of respondents, the 
Community want the City to stand by its original zoning decision. 
 
Given the inability, despite every opportunity to do so that has been afforded to the Proponent (who is an 
experienced Property Developer), the Proponent within its submission has failed to provide any piece(s) of 
evidence and/or facts and/or reasoning to support its requested change in zoning. The Proponent simply relies on 
providing content that supports its desire to make a higher level of profit as a result of obtaining a rezoning. 
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The Council is within its rights (and I suggest has an obligation) to give significant weight to the views of the owners 
of the affected residential lots and not make any decision to adversely affect their amenity and interests without 
carefully considering their views in accordance with the principles of natural justice and other legal requirements.  
Those demonstrable concerns of the owners (as well as the broader Community) are contrasted against the 
inability of the Proponent to provide a compelling argument to change the zoning. 
 
The Council has every right coupled with the requisite power and authority, after having considered all the 
facts, to stand by its original zoning decision and leave the zoning unchanged. The absence of any 
compelling arguments submitted by the Proponent to change the current zoning confirms that such a 
decision by the Council is both appropriate and warranted under the circumstances. 
 
 
This submission is respectfully provided for the due consideration of City Officers which I trust will arrive at the 
same conclusion to recommend/support such a bold decision in the face of a submission that is simply an 
opportunistic focus on an increased profit taking opportunity. 
 
Thank you for allowing its submission. 
 

OoOoOoOoOo 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Submission email to customer@cockburn.wa.gov.au 
Reference Number 109/152 

 
Keep my details confidential please 
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1. INTRODUCTION
I am a long term resident of the Glen Iris Golf Course Estate having purchased here in 2003 after being attracted to
the wonderfully presented, quiet and serene home settings surrounding a well-presented and maintained golf
course. My house backs onto the actual golf course land and a major reason for its purchase was specifically due
to the wonderful views facing out to the golf course.

Herein I formally present my objection to the proposed amendments. 

I understand that the City is required, on basic legal principles, to give significant weight to the views of the owners 
of the affected residential lots and should not make any decision to adversely affect their amenity and interests 
without carefully considering their views in accordance with the principles of natural justice and other legal 
requirements. I trust that the City will adhere to these requisite principles in its considerations and I thank the City 
Officers for doing so. 

The first component of this submission raises areas of concern-discussion with contents of the current proposal. It 
is not exhaustive in the subjects addressed but is prepared to provide sufficient evidence and detail to enable a 
conclusion to be made that the current proposal should not be recommended for approval. 

In the quite unfortunate event that the Proposed Amendment is recommended for approval I have offered herein 
some points that could well enhance the current proposal whilst at the same time make it more acceptable to 
existing Residents. These points are set out throughout this submission. 

An alternative proposal that has the potential for a win-win-win scenario for the Proponent, the City and the 
Community is also presented herein for consideration. 

BACKGROUND 
From my perspective, the proposal raises a number of concerns that either have not been considered or 
adequately addressed.  

In summary the proposed will have a significant (negative) impact on the amenity and quiet enjoyment of 
residential lots within the Glen Iris Golf Course Estate, particularly those like mine that back onto the golf course 
and in addition the proposal will, in its current form, result in the loss of a significant amount of vegetation. 

Loss of Important Community Infrastructure  
The Glen Iris Golf Course was a well-used and valued community facility. Whilst it is acknowledged that the golf 
course, club house and driving range were in private ownership, there are many facilities within the City of 
Cockburn such as Adventure World, Cockburn Gateway Shopping Centre and Child Care Centres that provide a 
community benefit or service a community need via private ownership. The lost of well patronised, long standing 
community facilities that provide a meaningful contribution to the Community, regardless of ownership, should be 
avoided by the City. The conversion of a golf course used by many thousand of people across the State into a 
residential development will provide no opportunity for Community re-use of this valuable site for any other use.  
As such the proposal appears to be a short sighted approach to the use of this site.  

It is understood, based on unsupported factual data and simply a generalized statement within the 
proposal from the applicant, that the golf course was not a viable operation. This has not been 
demonstrated or justified as was required by the City in a letter by its Acting CEO to the Hon Minister 
Swinbourn MLC on 2 September 2020 where the Acting CEO of the City stated quite succinctly that “They 
(the Applicant) would also be expected to provide extensive justification including but not limited to 
demonstrating why a golf course is no longer viable.” 

Since the closure of the golf course in early 2020, golf has experienced a worldwide resurgence in popularity. The 
majority of courses around Australia have experienced substantially increased traffic as a result of this increased 
participation. Golf Australia identified that the estimated that the number of rounds played has increased by at least 
20% during 2020/2021. The premature closure of the course has ensured that the City of Cockburn residents, and 
those from further afield across the State, do not have a local option to participate in golf, on a public golf course.  

The premature closure of the course has potentially meant the viability of the golf course and associated facilities 
has not been sufficiently tested under the likely improved operating conditions as a result of the increased 
popularity of golf.  

There is also the potential of the City missing an opportunity to create a sport / recreation / leisure orientated 
precinct to the north of its City Centre, which would include the Fremantle Dockers Training Facility, Cockburn 
ARC, the proposed Wave Park and a restored Glen Iris Golf Course. Whilst it is acknowledged that the Golf Course 
is closed, and that the landowner has taken a number of steps to make it more difficult to reopen the course, it 
would not by impossible to undertake restoration and improvement works necessary to re-open a top-quality golf 
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facility. It would be appropriate for the City to encourage this approach to the site, rather than the predetermined 
and short-sighted redevelopment approach, currently being promoted by the landowner.  

The City also has a responsibility to ensure that adequate land is set aside for needed community and commercial 
facilities. In a similar way that planning identifies the need to zone land for industrial and commercial uses, 
community facilities and infrastructure, there is a need to plan for other uses such as recreation and other district 
sporting facilities. The premature closure and conversion of the site from a golf course to residential uses is not 
consistent with a well-planned outcome where important community facilities are retained and protected in both the 
short and long terms. The landowner and it’s consultants have not demonstrated that the City’s residents’ have 
access to adequate golf facilities now and into the future.  

Pre-Determined / Orchestrated Outcome by the Proponent  
It is noted within the proposal that the Glen Iris Golf Course was closed prior to the purchase of the site. Whilst 
technically correct, Landgate records note that the agreement to purchase the site occurred in January 2020, with 
settlement occurring in April 2020. The golf course was closed in March 2020. The landowner appears to have 
made no effort to find an operator for the golf course while the Scheme Amendment and Structure Plan 
assessment and determination occurred. 

Subsequent to the golf course closure that landowner undertook works that ensured that the re-use of the site as a 
golf course would be more difficult. Specifically the landowner took evasive steps by removing all reticulation 
systems, ensuring that the majority of the grass on the site died, coupled with draining 5 of the 7 lakes to reduce 
water access for the established eco-system that has matured on that land since 1965.  

The site was purchased with a pre-conceived notion that this facility would be removed, without any justification, 
and then subsequent measures sought to pre-empt the planning process. 

It is important that the Council and Minister not make a decision to permanently remove this golf course facility prior 
to an independent needs analysis being undertaken – especially when the City has been made aware by the 
Jandakot Residents and Ratepayers Association that there are two experienced golf course managers/operators 
that are interested in re-establishing the Glen Iris Golf Course should that opportunity present itself.  

The City of Cockburn’s Responsibilities 
Whilst it is acknowledged that landowners are able to request modifications to the scheme, it is beholden on the 
Council to plan for the City in a manner that minimises any adverse impacts arising from modifications to the 
Scheme. 

The City also has a responsibility to ensure that adequate land is set-aside for community and commercial facilities. 

The premature closure and conversion of the land from a golf course to residential uses is not consistent with a 
well-planned outcome where important community facilities are retained and protected. 

This proposal does not in its current form achieve the maintenance of current amenity enjoyed by the residents. 
This proposal will result in the removal of large portions of the vegetation, remove almost all of the open areas 
(previously the fairways) and will dramatically reduce the separation between the dwellings. These changes were 
pre-conceived by the current landowner and prepared without any due regard for the current landowners, and will 
significantly reduce their enjoyment of their properties.  

The City and indeed the elected members of Council have a responsibility to act in the interests of all of its 
ratepayers and residents not just in the (profit focused) interest of one singular landowner (who is not a resident in 
the area).  

Indeed where possible they should also act in the interests of the wider Community throughout the State that may 
make use of a community facility such as a golf course. 
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2. AREAS OF CONCERN-DISCUSSION
For ease of reference my specific areas of concern fall under the following headings;

(a) Information submitted by the Proponent
(b) Dilapidation Reports
(c) Construction Earthworks
(d) Consultation
(e) Development Staging
(f) Pedestrian/Cycle Paths (Buffer Zones)
(g) Road – Twin Waters Pass
(h) Environmental Reporting
(i) Destruction of the existing Community Facility
(j) Golf Course Viability
(k) Interface with Existing Glen Iris Estate Housing

To assist in reviewing the content of the proposal I have used three consistent labels within each area of concern-
discussion: Proposal (what the current proposal states);  
Response (my response to that content) and  
Recommendation (my recommended action). 

I trust that this layout makes it easier for you to progress through the points raised in this submission. 
Thank you, in advance, for taking the time to read through and consider the contents. 

A. Information submitted by the Proponent
Proposal:
The City of Cockburn’s Community Engagement Framework states: “For residents and stakeholders, we are
committed to providing opportunities to have a say, in a way that meets your needs and to participate in the
decision-making process”, and that this commitment “Provides participants with the information they need to
participate in a meaningful way”.
Response:
To participate in a meaningful way residents in particular need concise, simple and easy-to-understand information
about the proposal and how it may affect them. This is not an overly taxing request on its Council Officers to
present matters in this manner when considering that many of the City’s residents simply do not have the technical
prowess to review a lengthy, detailed submission.
Evidence of the overwhelming nature of the submission is submitted by the extent/detail/contents of the information
provided in the published documents being asked to be reviewed by residents.
The submission (in summary) consists of 1 Structure Plan, 4 Key Figures, 12 Appendixes  and 1 Scheme
Amendment Environmental Assessment Report in itself consisting of 757 pages. In total the documentation
consists of in excess of 1,700 pages of information.
City Officers might suggest that given the importance and impact of the proposal it felt that providing it in full was
appropriate. Unfortunately most of the individual documents are extremely technical and lengthy and residents
should not be expected to have to read hundreds and hundreds of pages of documentation to understand a
proposal in order to make an informed submission. The City’s public engagement framework statement referred to
above must also be considered along with the extent of Community interest and concern that the Acting CEO noted
in a letter to the Hon Mathew Swinbourn MLC in 2020 was prevalent. In such circumstances the City can rightly be
expected to have provided concise, simple and easy-to-understand information about the proposal and how it may
affect them. Sadly the City did not.
Recommendation:
Despite it being a publicly stated commitment of the City, the City has demonstrably failed to exercise its own
standards to enable residents to participate appropriately in this important review process. On that fact alone the
proposal should not be recommended for approval as the residents have not been afforded the necessary
assistance from the City Officers and in no way in this advertising period has the City provided participants with the
information they need to participate in a meaningful way.

B Dilapidation Reports 
Proposal: 
The proposal states at Appendix 15 (3.1) that all property owners deemed to be in close proximity to the staged 
works will be offered an opportunity for a dilapidation report, also known as a property condition report, to be 
undertaken on their property. This will record the state of the property prior to commencement of works and identify 
any pre- existing damage and can therefore be used as a baseline against claims of damage by the property 
owner.  
Response: 
This particular issue has been raised proactively by many of the residents and is well known to the Proponent to be 
of significant concern. Some residents have recently executed renovation/extension works in their backyards 
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adjacent to the golf course land and there is very real concern that their soil may be disturbed (pools moved) or 
their renovations cracked due to machinery operated during construction.  
The Proponent will profit substantially should its proposal be approved and yet despite the knowledge of the level 
of concern for this issue by the residents there has been no offer by the Proponent to pay the cost of the 
Dilapidation Report. In addition the term “close proximity” is not defined and could result in arguments. 
Recommendation:  
Given the extent of earthworks and ground compaction activities, Dilapidation Reports must be made available to 
all residents within the Glen Iris Golf Course Estate whose homes are within 500m of any single construction 
activity. Such Reports will be at the cost of the Proponent and will be undertaken before any construction activity 
commences on the site.  
 
 
C Construction Earthworks  
Proposal: 
The Proponent has stated that the site requires significant cut to fill earthworks and compaction activities and they 
anticipate that significant fill will be required in order to form finished ground levels. The magnitude of the cut to fill 
assumes the lots will be stepped from east to west. It is also understood that retaining walls will be constructed to 
assist with the development of the lots.  
Response:  
No commitment or commentary has been provided by the Proponent as to the design/fit/proposed location of the 
retaining walls they would propose to adopt. In addition there is no commentary nor commitment as to the potential 
impacts on existing roads of for example imported material being transported by trucks/contractor access control 
measures/parking etc which is problematic given the narrow nature of existing roads and the absence of on street 
parking. 
Proposal: 
The Proponent has stated its awareness of the possible existence of asbestos on the golf course land. The 
Proponent states that during site investigations, segments of suspected asbestos containing materials (ACM) in the 
form of fractured cement pipe were found in the upper 0.5m of soil in three locations in an area along the western 
boundary of the central precinct adjacent to Hartwell Parade. 
Response: 
The Proponent has not succinctly stated its methodology for dealing with asbestos found on the golf course land. In 
addition the Proponent is aware of claims that material used in building the Lakes Hotel and stalls that were 
demolished years ago was used to form the mounds/hills around the golf course land. The claims are that some of 
the material used to form the various mounds/hills especially in the area around Hartwell Pde contained asbestos. 
Recommendation:  
All new retaining walls should be of the same building material as the existing. Residents whose houses are within 
500 metres of any proposed retaining wall will be given an opportunity to understand the methodology being used 
to build the new retaining walls and contribute to the selection of materials to match existing. No construction 
equipment used in the transport of material to/from the site will park on existing roads and no personnel are to be 
permitted to park on the existing roads. Any construction transport using existing roads will do so out of peak use 
hours. 
Given that the Proponent is an experienced property developer it should state its full procedure for addressing any 
asbestos found during construction as well as mitigation measures to ensure the safety of personnel and residents. 
In particular should any asbestos be found during construction work all construction activity on site should be 
immediately halted, residents advised and independently supervised remediation work to be executed. No 
construction work to resume until an independent Inspector has certified that remedial works have been completed 
appropriately.	
 
 
D Consultation  
Proposal: 
The Proponent states that the design rationale has been informed through a community engagement process 
undertaken with representatives from the Glen Iris Project Reference Group. The community engagement program 
“was undertaken using the IAP2 Framework”. It is stated that the range of community engagement tools used “were 
designed to ensure optimum accessibility and two-way communication’ and that the ‘Project Team (planning, traffic, 
engineering, landscaping, and environmental) attended the sessions to participate in the discussions. The 
workshops were critical to ensuring the Project Team understood the key concerns of the Glen Iris community and 
to discuss their thoughts on the most suitable ways to address those concerns as part of any future development 
outcomes.”  
Response.  
The City has been made aware by actual participants in the Project Reference Group of their very real concerns 
about the process adopted by the Proponent, the inability for participants to freely participate in discussions and the 
limited scope available to participants. Only 4x2hr sessions were conducted with 32 participants at the first 2 
sessions that reduced to 24 for the last 2 sessions. Thus in aggregate the consultation involved an average of 28 
people representing the interests of over 3,000 just on the estate (i.e 0.9% sample group) being consulted in 8 
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hours of consultation. This does not constitute representative participation nor does it represent appropriate levels 
of consultation on such a significant proposal for the Estate. In addition the Proponent in their Concept Plan did not 
adopt the major areas of concern expressed by the participants. 
A Senior Executive and longstanding employee of the City, in his capacity as The Chief of Built and Natural 
Environment in an email dated 6 December 2021 stated quite succinctly that “Eastcourt’s consultation and 
community engagement is not a statutory requirement and has no standing within the assessment process.” 
Recommendation: 
Given the volume of questions raised by participants as to the inaccurate reporting from and concerns raised by the 
participants about the form of consultation coupled with the clearly stated position of a Senior Executive of the City 
it can only be recommended that any comments within the proposal that are attributed to the Proponents’ Project 
Reference Group must be dismissed in totality, not relied upon in any way and indeed should even be redacted 
from the  proposal so as not to influence any party (eg. City Councilors, Ministers etc) in an attempt by the 
Proponent to suggest that it has conducted any form of acceptable consultation. 
 
 
E Development Staging 
Proposal: 
The Proponent has stated that staging of the Structure Plan area is anticipated to commence generally from the 
intersection of Hartwell Parade and Dean Road, progressively extending to the north and south from this point. The 
development is likely to be undertaken over 17 stages of approximately 30 to 40 lots each. It is anticipated full build 
out will be complete within approximately 5 years of Structure Plan and Subdivision approval, depending on sales 
rates  
Response: 
No indication of the likely timeframe for any activities let alone key activities has been provided – e.g. for 
earthworks and site preparation (infrastructure), housing construction etc. Based on aerial images of nearby 
residential developments, such as Calleya and Treeby, construction activities in those nearby areas that have been 
left in the hands of property developers have dragged on for years and such a result on the Glen Iris Estate land 
will have a significant, ongoing negative impact on existing residents.  
Allowing the Proponent to stage activities depending on sales rates is unconscionable. 
The proposal must have a stipulated timeframe to work within otherwise the negative impact on residents could be 
ongoing for an indeterminable period. 
The proposed Berrigan Road signalised intersection should also be included in the staging plan.  
Recommendation: 
If approved, the development must be completed within a 5 year timeframe. Any area not completed during that 
time will be transferred to “green space” and not reallocated to housing at any future point. 
 
 
F. Pedestrian/Cycle Paths (Buffer Zones)  
Proposal: 
All roads within the structure plan are proposed to include a 2 metre wide pedestrian/cycle path on one side of the 
road as a minimum. In addition there is also a proposed 7 kilometer long pedestrian/cycle path that travels through 
all of the open “green” space within the structure plan. This second pedestrian/cycle path is proposed to be 
constructed within what the Proponent has offered as a “buffer zone” between existing homes and any 
construction. 
The Proponent has stated that given the extent of the mature flora and fauna on the existing land, the “buffer zone” 
will be a minimum of 12 metres from each existing back fence of current housing. 
Response: 
The open space is promoted/offered by the Proponent as creating a “buffer zone” between the existing houses and 
new development. The Proponents offer to commit to a “buffer zone” in its planning is appreciated. 
Unfortunately that “buffer zone” (if allowed to be used as a pedestrian/cycle path) will be a lit pedestrian/cycle path 
running all the way through it thereby creating other (negative) issues.  
Given that current housing design and fencing has been (and in the case of approx 240 homes on the Northern 
Side still are) restricted by Landgate Registered Covenants homes and fences have been designed to meet those 
restrictions whilst attempting to maximise the visual outlook over the existing golf course. This has resulted in all of 
the current homes having see through rear fencing coupled with many having pools close to their existing rear 
fences. Having a lit pedestrian/cycle path in that “buffer zone” will have a hugely negative impact on the existing 
homes with respect to many issues not the least of which are the visual, the reduced privacy, the increased noise 
impact (not just by cyclists and pedestrians but by pets barking at those disturbances), the reduced levels of 
security, increased levels of light into backyards/close to current housing. 
The current minimum 12 metres is too narrow to adequately ensure the safety of the mature trees/plants in 
particular. Increasing this width by a small distance will not have a significantly negative effect on the proposal 
whilst actually being acutely positive in the number of trees/plants that can be preserved. 
Recommendation: 
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Safe pedestrian movement throughout the estate to the proposed Local Centre and public open space areas can 
be assured by the Proponent via the proposed 2metre wide pedestrian/cycle path being constructed adjacent to 
both sides of the proposed road network. 
Increasing the width of the “buffer zone” to a minimum of 20 metres whilst excluding any form of construction being 
done within that “buffer zone” is an acceptable measure both from an environmental and an existing amenity 
minimizing disturbance perspective. 
 
 
G Road – Twin Waters Pass  
Proposal: 
The Proponent has proposed a new 4-way intersection to replace the current 2-way one at the junction of Twin 
Waters Pass and Portsea Gardens whilst also ensuring that the existing bridge on Twin Waters Pass remains. It 
projects that the future traffic volume for the new 4-way intersection is forecast to be 2,000-3,000 vehicles per day  
Response: 
I am concerned about the increased traffic noise and/or vehicle headlight intrusion at night for the existing homes 
adjacent to the intersection and which direction of traffic movement will have priority. 
Retention of the existing bridge on Twin Waters Pass must remain and it is satisfying to note that the Proponent 
has committed to this within its proposal – noting that it has no jurisdiction over the bridge. 
Recommendation: 
This component could be acceptable provided the existing bridge remains and the direction of traffic priority can be 
appropriately established for the forecast volumes of traffic. 
 
 
H Environmental Reporting 
Proposal: 
A desktop study was conducted along with site surveys, which confirmed the presence of Isoodon fusciventer 
(quenda) which is a WA priority 4 species, with three suitable habitats identified. Diggings of quenda were found 
and recorded in the southern portion of the site within dense understorey vegetation within the planted trees and 
shrubs, and riparian habitats. The camera trapping undertaken in April 2021 confirmed the presence of quenda on 
the site and the proposed plans state “Given the fragmented nature of existing native vegetation within the site, it is 
considered unlikely the site would contain any habitat critical to the survival of any terrestrial fauna species or any 
species of conservation significance. Where possible, trees will be retained as part of construction, with tree 
retention opportunities identified as part of the detailed design phase.”  
The Structure Plan proposes to retain approximately 500 of the 1250 existing mature trees across the site, through 
public open space distribution and configuration, and streetscape considerations. The retained trees on site 
comprise a range of species, including both local and introduced.  
Two small areas of existing Banksia bushland are also proposed to be retained within the site, as well as the 
potential to retain 8 of the 11 Black Cockatoo habitat trees surveyed on site, subject to detailed engineering design. 
In addition to the trees proposed to be retained on site, it is intended that some 1,000 new trees will be planted. 
These will comprise trees of local character, preferably being endemic and native to the site. This will provide for 
local ecosystems as habitat for a range of endemic fauna.  
The retention and protection of these trees during and post construction is to be considered through detailed 
design and construction methodologies  
Response: 
There is extensive vegetation that already exists on the land and this coupled with the enhanced fauna that has 
been able to thrive in the area has contributed to the maturity of a developed eco-system. A mature eco-system 
that independent environmentalists have estimated provides oxygen for 135,000 people annually. The proposal 
does not take into account this significant loss and subsequent (negative) climate change effect. 
Destruction of approx 60% of the mature vegetation will have a significant (negative) effect on climate change and 
the Proponent has made no comments about this negative effect nor has it taken significant steps to mitigate the 
loss it will be inflicting not only on the environment but on the wider Community. 
The planned minimal separation between the existing dwellings and the proposed ‘infill’ development and the 
resultant loss of vegetation will have a significant impact amenity and number of trees able to be retained. The 
layout proposed within the Structure Plan is not (a) an optimal outcome with respect to either the maintenance of 
amenity and/or the protection of vegetation or (b) that which will ensure the unnecessary removal of a substantial 
amount of the vegetation, much of which is mature vegetation. 
Recommendation: 
Given the severity of the negative impacts, the proposed provisions do not provide either the necessary assurance 
that the significant (negative) effects on climate change will be mitigated or that the amenity will be maintained.  
The proposed provisions, included in the amendment, also do not provide enough certainty in relation to the 
preservation of the existing vegetation.  
A more detailed analysis of the vegetation on the site is warranted to both protect the environmental benefits of 
retaining vegetation, but also the aesthetic benefits to the existing and future residents of the area. The Proponent 
must set out its detailed Climate Change mitigation measures. 
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I. Destruction of the existing Community Facility 
Proposal: 
The Proponent proposes to demolish the existing Country Club and Community Centre to be replaced by a new 
facility in the proposed new commercial portion of the development. No timeline has been provided for the 
construction of the new facility. 
Response: 
The Community has demonstrated its outrage that the existing Clubhouse is intended to be demolished. The 
Proponent has been made well aware of this high level of outrage and the great desire to retain this facility (even if 
only to recognize the history of the lands’ development) yet has made no effort to retain the Community Facility 
within the Concept Plan. Retention of the existing Clubhouse is a major issue for the Community. 
The proposed loss of this significant, Community amenity will negatively effect not only the over 3,000 residents 
within the existing Glen Iris Estate but also the literally thousands of other Community members who frequented the 
facilities. A very wide Community base stretching throughout the metropolitan region (i.e well beyond just the Glen 
Iris Estate) regularly patronized the bistro and often went there just for a chance to socialize with friends. At its peak 
of good management the facility was turning over revenue in the order of $2-2.5m per annum. It was not only used 
as a meeting/social place but also for use as a place to celebrate birthdays, weddings and other milestone 
occasions. That facility’s current location with easy access and away from main roads etc could well have also 
been a part of the attraction for going there. 
The City has acknowledged in writing via its Acting Chief Executive Officer that “an application to rezone and 
redevelop the subject land would need to comprehensively address issues such as the impact on neighbourhood 
character, amongst other things”. The Proponent has not in any way addressed the impact on neigbourhood 
character that the loss of this existing Community facility with all of its history and community involvement would 
have. The Community has clearly stated that its loss would be monumental. 
Recommendation: 
Both the Proponent and the City hear the Community’s voice on this major issue such that the existing facility 
remains. The Proponent can easily design around it and still achieve its objectives. 
Should neither the Proponent nor the City defend this facility being retained then, as a minimum, the facility is re-
opened and remains in use until the new one has been constructed. 
 
 
J Golf Course Viability 
Proposal: 
The Proponent has simply made a once-off statement that it is not viable to continue to operate a golf course on 
the land. 
Response: 
The Proponent is well aware of the City’s published criteria in order for the proposal to meet its requirements. In his 
letter dated 2 September 2020 the Acting CEO of the City confirms to the Hon Mathew Swinbourn MLC the Chair of 
the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs one of the City’s major criteria for the proposal to meet 
in that the Proponent “… would also be expected to provide extensive justification including but not limited to 
demonstrating why a golf course is no longer viable.”  
Despite being aware of this major City criterion there has been no attempt at all by the Proponent to in any way 
justify why a golf course is no longer viable. THUS THE PROPOSAL FAILS TO MEET ONE OF THE MOST 
IMPORTANT PIECES OF CRITERIA THAT WOULD GO TO ALLOW THE CITY TO EVEN CONSIDER A 
REZONING OF THE GOLF COURSE LAND. 
If the Proponent after being made aware of certain criterion does not even attempt to meet one of its major points 
in trying to justify why the Glen Iris Golf Course cannot operate as a viable golf course after having purchased the 
land carrying that zoning, then the Proponent has not made any effort to address one of (if not the key) criterion. A 
gross ommission by an experienced property developer who should know that meeting publicly stated criteria is a 
minimum requirement of any proposal to change existing zoning.  
In supporting this omission/failure it is part of public record that the Proponent in purchasing the golf course land 
felt the need to preserve its commercial position. A portion of its total payment for the land was placed in escrow in 
the event that rezoning was not approved. Public records confirm that the Proponent contracted to pay a total of 
approx $27.5m to the Seller - $18m was cleared at settlement with the remaining $9.5m placed in escrow pending 
successful rezoning of the golf course land. If the rezoning were to be unsuccessful the Proponent would retain that 
portion. 
Failing to even attempt to meet the known golf course viability test whilst having negotiated a back-up in the 
commercial sense could be seen as indicating that the Proponent did not believe that it could justify that it was no 
longer viable to operate the golf course.  
For the record, conversely in Attachment 1 please find brief evidence and facts that support ongoing viability of the 
golf course. 
Along with having demonstrated ongoing viability, as determined by independent, external parties the City have 
been advised that there are two parties (experienced golf course operators/managers) genuinely willing to review 
purchase of the land and reinstatement of the golf course. 
Recommendation: 
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The City finds that the proposal fails to establish one of its publicly stated, most important criteria in that the 
Proponent has failed to provide any justification in terms of ongoing golf course viability that would be grounds to 
enable the City to consider a change to the current zoning. The Proponent bought the land with its current zoning 
(that has been in existence for many decades to date) and despite being aware of the need to do so has made no 
attempt whatsoever (and thus failed) to justify why the land cannot continue to be used in accordance with the 
current zoning  
 
 
K. Interface with Existing Glen Iris Estate Housing 
Proposal: 
Existing Glen Iris Estate Housing 
The Proponent at Appendix 1 states that approximately 250 properties within Glen Iris back onto the golf course 
site. 
To act as a ‘buffer’ between the existing and proposed residential development, the Structure Plan includes a mix 
of public open space, landscaped pedestrian access ways (or ‘interface treatments’) and widened or existing road 
reserves. The Proponent has committed to the “buffer zone” having a minimum width of 12 metres. There are 
portions of the site in the south of the Structure Plan area where residential development is proposed to directly 
abut existing residential development.  
The Plan states “In all instances, private rear fences along the boundary interface generated the safety and 
security necessary for the respective residence. Under the proposed development approach the edge treatment 
between the existing residences and the new development will be managed in the variety of ways including:  
• Upgrading the existing rear wall and fencing where suitable and necessary subject to need, levels and impact 

with the work to be managed by the developer at 50/50 shared expense in consultation with individual affected 
adjoining landowners.   

• The creation of new walling and/or fencing where suitable and necessary subject to levels and the impact of any 
alternations proposed by the development.”   

It is proposed that existing rear fences (excluding retaining walls) will be upgraded where suitable and necessary to 
manage level differences and any impact of development works. This is proposed to be undertaken in consultation 
with the individual affected adjoining landowners, at the subdivision stage. Where lots adjoin public open space or 
road reserves (including landscape interface areas), uniform fencing is expected.  
Response:  
My existing home along with others that back onto the golf course were built with rear/backyard fences that 
maximised the visual outlook over the golf course and complied with the Restrictive Covenant placed over their 
land. It was the original Developers’ insistence on the singular standard of rear/golf course facing fencing. The 
Landowner had no recourse to make any change to that form of fencing. As an existing homeowner I would be 
compelled to insist that the current standard is maintained for any new housing that has a rear fence facing towards 
existing homes. 
I do not support the proposal from the Proponent for rear fencing upgrades to be a 50/50 cost with myself and it 
and that retaining walls are excluded from the developer obligations. The Proponent will be making quite a 
substantial profit if its proposal is approved whereas in contrast many of the existing homeowners are retired 
persons with limited access to the funds required to either upgrade their existing fence or pay for retaining walls. 
Given the proposal is to the financial benefit of the Proponent, it should carry all costs in these two areas. 
As previously stated in Item F Pedestrian/Cycle Paths (Buffer Zones) above the nominated “buffer zone” 
minimum is not wide enough for reasons addressed above and should be widened to a minimum of 20 metres.  
Recommendation: 
The Proponent pays all costs associated with upgrading the existing rear wall and fencing where suitable and 
necessary subject to need, levels and impact with the work to be managed by the developer at its sole expense in 
consultation with individual affected adjoining landowners. The creation of new walling and/or fencing where 
suitable and necessary shall be consistent with the existing standard of rear fencing at the Proponents’ sole cost. 
The Proponent shall at its sole cost coordinate matters with Landgate to ensure that all existing Restrictive 
Covenants on individual residential land are extinguished before any construction activity commences. 
 
 
MORE GENERAL COMMENTS ON THE CURRENT PROVISIONS WITHIN THE PROPOSAL THAT DO IMPOSE 
ACTUAL REQUIREMENTS UPON THE PROPONENT 
The provisions contained within the Structure Plan have clearly been prepared to ensure maximum flexibility for the 
Proponent and do little to ensure that appropriate outcomes are achieved or guaranteed. These provisions have 
been written to provide no certainty of outcomes.  
 
For example:  
!. “Local Development Plans (LDP) may be prepared and implemented pursuant to Part 6 of Schedule 2 of the 
Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015 (‘Planning Regulations’) for lots 
comprising one or more of the following site attributes”. This provision does not actually require the preparation of a 
Local Development Plan, but rather leaves the decision as to whether a Local Development Plan is prepared to the 
Proponent.  
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2. There is no requirement to retain any vegetation contained within the Structure Plan.  
3. There are no guidelines for the treatment and enhancement of the buffer zones.  
4. The provisions relating to open space only specify that the standard 10% of the site is to be retained as public 
open space, which don’t reflect the outcomes contained in the non-binding Part 2 of the report.  
5. The densities identified within the Structure Plan are not industry best practice and do not encourage an 
appropriate mix of housing within the overall area.  
6. The draft Structure Plan also lacks the provision of appropriate community facilities and the development of the 
open space.  
 
The City should require that the Structure Plan provisions be re-written to provide more certain outcomes and 
specific undertakings that the Proponent must adhere to.  
 
In my view the outcome included within Plan 1 does not provide a net community benefit.  
 
The introduction of thin strips of open space between the existing and new residences is underwhelming and does 
not ensure the protection of enough of the vegetation within these portions of the site.  
 
The proposed lot sizes do not provide any meaningful aging in place opportunities and industry best practice infill 
development.  
 
It would be appropriate that the proposed Plan 1 be modified so as to provide at least the following:  
• -  Greater separation between the existing dwellings and new development;   
• -  Increased provision of public open space;   
• -  Increased tree retention throughout the site; and   
• -  Greater diversity of housing types for the overall area.   

 
I respectfully request that the City of Cockburn resolve to defer consideration of the Structure Plan until the 
outcomes of the Scheme Amendment are known, and thereafter require that the provisions contained within the 
Structure Plan provide more certainty. Plan 1 should also be amended so as to provide a net community benefit 
and the outcomes as outlined above.   
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3. POTENTIAL ENHANCEMENTS (Potential win – win – win proposal) 
Interface with Future Facilities in the City of Cockburn 
Current Proposal: 
At the time of its preparation and submission the Proponent would not have been aware of the full extent of the 
now (recently) approved future facilities within the City of Cockburn. Indeed facilities that will all be developed 
almost immediately adjacent to the Glen Iris Golf Course Estate and golf course land. However, now that such 
announcements have been made the City should adopt a wider consideration of future benefit to its quickly growing 
community of residents in addition to increasing numbers of visitors and tourists being attracted to the area. 
 
In addition it must be noted the City has already planned for housing in-fill density numbers in excess of the 
requirement for in-fill housing prescribed by the State Government. In other words, the City does not rely on the 
current proposal in order to meets its housing in-fill commitments/targets set by the State Government. 
 
It must be acknowledged that the Proponent owns the golf course land and has the ultimate authority to decide 
what it will do with it (within zoning constraints) however there is potential for a win (to the Proponent) a win (to the 
City) and a win (to the existing residents within the Glen Iris Golf Course Estate). 
 
Alternative Proposal: 
The Proponent has purchased 54.9ha of land known as the Glen Iris Golf Course, land that has a current zoning in 
place that enables the operation of a public golf course on that land (as well as the potential development of other 
supporting facilities within its boundaries). The current zoning has been in place for decades to date and has 
contributed to the development of what is considered to be a mature ecosystem with its abundant wildlife, 1,250 
mature trees and much needed anti-climate change open space - a proven sanctuary for many protected species 
that has existed since 1965. Indeed external environmental reporting suggests that the existing 54.9ha of land 
produces enough oxygen annually for 135,000 people – a significant contribution. 
 
The progressive City of Cockburn have recently announced major projects worth billions of dollars that will 
transform the immediate area adjacent to the Glen Iris Golf Course Estate whilst attracting many thousands of 
future residents coupled with visitors and tourists coming to the region. 
 
Those announcements include a wave/surf park that has been approved for development adjacent to the Glen Iris 
Golf Course, The surf park is set to become the largest of its kind in the Southern Hemisphere, and will include a 
range of other attractions including accommodation, restaurants, a health and wellness centre, leisure amenities, 
and conference and function facilities coupled with other amazing attractions. In addition the City of Cockburn has 
announced approvals to double the size of the existing Gateway shopping centre (incorporating a new cinema 
complex and other retail/commercial outlets) as well as new high-rise apartments, all integrated with the new road 
system and freeway access plus a nearby train station and airport – a gateway to/from Rottnest and the south. The 
City is calling Cockburn the future Joondalup of the South. 
 
January 27, 2022 2:00AM	
https://www.perthnow.com.au/local-news/perthnow-cockburn/city-of-cockburn-admin-relocation-in-the-works-
c-5277320	
	

High-rise apartments, expanded shopping, movie cinemas and Perth’s wave park are all on the cards to 
transform Cockburn Central into the Joondalup of the south.	

“This reflects the emergence of Cockburn Central as the principal strategic centre for the Perth southern 
metropolitan region,” Mr Brun said.	

“Much the same as Joondalup is the principal regional centre for Perth’s north.”	

 
Given that the City has confirmed these development plans I believe that an alternative proposal to the one 
currently submitted bears full consideration. An alternative proposal that has the capability to: 

1. Enhance the environmental credentials/reputation of the Proponent (whilst still enabling it to make a 
sizeable profit using land that it has recently purchased); 

2. Enhance the City’s ability to attract new business, future residents, significantly more visitors and tourists to 
its thriving region adjacent to Cockburn Gateway; and 

3. Address the stated concerns of the Community within, adjacent to and beyond of the City of Cockburn.  
 
The City has the ability to create a unique tourism centre/hub for this State and should fully explore that option and 
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transform Cockburn Central, which is adjacent to the Golf Course Estate, into the Joondalup of the South. 
 
Why not integrate a nearby golf course into the current planning?  
Rather than (as the City currently has plans to) build a new 9 hole, Par 3 golf course at Coogee with a stated 
estimated build cost of $27m why not have an already built golf course that is within a short distance of all of the 
new developments already approved and indeed which acts in itself as an added attraction to that central part of 
the region. 
 
This new Cockburn Hub consisting of a greatly expanded Cockburn Gateway, a new wave park development and 
future expansion of Cockburn ARC combined with a closely located golf course could attract tens of thousands of 
people to the single area within Cockburn especially given its easy access to public transport. The Hub could even 
attract day trips from Fremantle cruise passengers, especially as Fremantle has been named in TIME Magazine’s 
50 “Greatest Places of 2022.” (Natalie Richards, Perth Now - 13 July 2022).  
 
An alternative proposal that is now able to be considered due to the recent development approval announcements 
coupled with the fact that the City has already met its in-fill housing targets prescribed by the State Government is 
one that would see the Proponent develop approximately 300-350 houses (not a significant reduction form the 
proposed 550-600) whilst enabling the ongoing operation of a 9 hole golf course. 
 
Attachment 2 herein sets out a drawing of this alternative win-win-win proposal that takes into account the location 
and use of existing, requisite infrastructure for an operating golf course. 
 
I respectfully request that this alternative, which has significant merit, is fully considered. 
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This whole submission is respectfully provided for the due consideration of City Officers. 
Thank you for allowing its submission. 
 
 
 

OoOoOoOoOo 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Submission emailed to customer@cockburn.wa.gov.au 
Reference Number 109/152 

 
Keep my details confidential please 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Attachment 1 – Golf Course Viability 
Attachment 2 – Alternative Win-Win-Win Proposal 
 
 
  

Version: 1, Version Date: 02/11/2022
Document Set ID: 11276596



Town Planning Scheme No3-Proposed Amendment No 152 – Reference No 109/152 Page 14 of 17 

ATTACHMENT 1 – GOLF COURSE VIABILITY 
 
 
The boom in golfing continues. 
 
Australian Golf Digest have set out a report that estimates ‘total golf participants’ at 1.204 million people, according 
to Ausplay is up 21 percent on the previous year.  
  
8.2.22: 
https://www.australiangolfdigest.com.au/the-boom-continues-latest-data-reveals-more-record-participation-
numbers-for-aussie-golf/?fbclid=IwAR1QkHuXBLSbXZtBd9TJB4txkHW-rR2Faa9mzUA8LrFs-ePCA2zXK8jAvUM 
 

	
		
Golf Australia today announced record growth in club participation and total participation, with a 6.4 
percent increase in club members and a 21 percent (210,000) year-on-year rise in round players, according to 
AusPlay data.  
The 2020-21 Golf Club Participation Report, which was prepared by Golf Business Advisory Services, showcases a 
combination of Golf Australia’s club member participation data and Sport Australia’s AusPlay data, with both data 
sets providing the golf industry a year-on-year view of the game’s participation trends. 
More than 24,000 new players joined golf clubs in 2020-21, with the 6.4 percent increase the largest jump in 
percentage terms recorded since data collection began in 1970, taking the total number to 409,970.  Junior 
members also experienced a major increase, with 16 percent more kids under-18 joining their local club.  AusPlay’s 
data reveals that Australian Golf’s vision to be a sport for all is gradually becoming a reality, with an estimated 
1,204,000 total golf participants playing 9-hole or 18-hole rounds of golf in the 2020-21 period. 
This is supported by Golf Australia’s nine-hole round data which experienced 20 percent growth with more than 
517,000 rounds played in 2020-21.  At club level, Victoria experienced the biggest lift in membership (up 8.9 
percent)  despite access to golf clubs being limited during the ongoing pandemic, while all states experienced 
substantial growth. South Australia grew by 7.2 percent, WA by 7 per cent, QLD by 6.4 percent, NSW by 4.8 per 
cent, Tasmania by 4.6 percent and the Northern Territory by 0.5 percent.  Golf Australia Chief Executive James 
Sutherland said the findings were “monumentally encouraging for the game”, pointing out that the results buck the 
gradual decline in golfers endured between 2000-2019.  “Our purpose is simple – we want more Australians 
playing more golf. There are many different forms of golf making it truly a game for everyone,” he said.   
“It’s fun, it can be played at any age, and it’s proven to be good for your health. These are just some of the factors 
driving this phenomenal growth.   “Interestingly, these latest figures tell us there are far more casual golfers that are 
not members of a club than there are club members. This suggests we have a fantastic launching pad to continue 
to grow our sport and bring new people to our game. We want to keep driving this by making the sport more 
accessible and creating more options to play to ensure golf continues to be a sport for all,” he said.  
Sutherland said that the launch in December of the Australian Golf Strategy – a strategic plan for the entire golf 
industry – has highlighted participation as the most important factor in the health of the industry into the 
future.     “So many new people have come to the game in recent times, they need to be embraced so they remain 
in the game while we continue to innovate to appeal to more Australians.  “It will be vital for us to understand these 
newcomers – what they want is not going to be the same as it has been in the past, and we need to acknowledge 
that and evolve to suit our new markets,” said Sutherland.  
“The elite game is also incredibly important in providing role models for our young golfers to aspire to, and we’re 
excited to see some of Australia’s best players in action at the Vic Open this week at 13th beach. It’s been fantastic 
to see the ISPS HANDA PGA Tour of Australasia and the WPGA Tour Australasia getting back into the full swing of 
things this season and there’s no doubt the tour will play an important role in building on the 16% growth in junior 
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members this year. 
Key findings of the report include:  
• Positive member movement was evident in all key market segments. Both member clubs and social clubs 

enjoyed growth around six percent, driven by growth in male numbers of more than seven percent. Junior 
numbers also enjoyed substantial growth, increasing by 15 percent compared to the prior year.  

• All states except Northern Territory enjoyed growth well in advance of recent trends. Despite long periods of 
course closures due to lockdown measures, Victoria recorded the largest growth of 8.9 percent.   

• New members coming to our sport are younger than the broader club member age profile, with 60 percent of 
new members under the age of 50. Of new members, 34 percent were between 15-34 in 2020-21, compared to 
25 percent in 2019-20.  

• Female members make up 19 percent of all golfers. 
• The national new club member attraction rate was 13 percent, with an attrition rate of 10 percent.  Of all new 

golfers in 2020-21, 60 percent were under 50 years old, compared to the number of 30 percent of current 
members. 

• The average age of club members in Australia is 56.9 years. The average for male members is 55.3 years and 
for women, 64.3 years.  

• The report estimates ‘total golf participants’ at 1.204 million people, according to Ausplay, up 21 percent on the 
previous year.  

• Get Into Golf, the adult introductory program, saw 313 clubs and facilities registered, with 224 actively 
participating, and 6594 participants in 1230 programs. Of the total participants, 5564 or 84 percent were 
female.  

 
Within WA specifically several golf courses have recently announced major expansions and upgrades (eg 
Collier Park, Whaleback, Point Walter and Wembley). Wembley Golf Course is an example of a golf course 
that was upgraded and given the extent/level of increased patronage as a result of its upgrade (at its 
restaurants/driving range as well as the course itself) the Council were able to provide a rate credit to every 
ratepayer in its region.  
 
Undeniably there exists a multitude of factual information that supports the viability of golf in WA. 
For the Proponent to have neglected to address this factual information around ongoing golfing viability 
suggest that the Proponent is simply ignoring the reality and in doing so has unilaterally failed to, as 
required by the City, demonstrate why a golf course is no longer viable.  
 
This being a major criterion of the City confirms that the proposal falls short and should be dismissed. 
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ATTACHMENT 2 – ALTERNATIVE WIN-WIN-WIN PROPOSAL 

 
Very basic (indicative) summary drawing of a potential win-win-win scenario is shown below. 
 
Item 1 9 Hole Golf Course on the Northern Side where all the current infrastructure to support ongoing golfing 
exists apart from relocating the maintenance shed) 
Item 2 Existing Driving Range which is currently zoned R40 is build on with new housing by the Proponent 
Item 3 Relocate the current Driving Range to the former 18th hole fairway 
Item 4 Develop a new Family Putt Putt course on the former 10th hole fairway 
Item 5 Proponent maximises new housing on the south side of Berrigan Drive. 
 
Note: Simplified reasoning for development on the South Side of Berrigan Drive is: 

1. Only 20 homes directly back onto the existing course on that side (200 on the Northern Side) 
2. The South side is already bordered by an industrial precinct 
3. The south side will have to provide traffic access etc with the soon to be developed Wave Park which is 

located adjacent (and very close) to that area  
4. By building new homes on that portion the City can address the current traffic issues along Prinsep Road in 

an attempt to satisfy the current/long standing discontent of those residents 
 

Note: Reasoning for allowing development on the current Driving Range is because that area of land is already 
specifically zoned R40 – so the Proponent can build to that zoning on that area without the need for a zoning 
change. 
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ATTACHMENT 1 – GOLF COURSE VIABILITY 

Australian Golf Digest have set out a report that estimates ‘total golf 

participants’ at 1.204 million people, according to Ausplay is up 21 percent 

on the previous year.  

8.2.22: 

https://www.australiangolfdigest.com.au/the-boom-continues-latest-data-

reveals-more-record-participation-numbers-for-aussie-

golf/?fbclid=IwAR1QkHuXBLSbXZtBd9TJB4txkHW-rR2Faa9mzUA8LrFs-ePCA2zXK8jAvUM 

Golf Australia today announced record growth in club participation and total 

participation, with a 6.4 percent increase in club members and a 21 

percent (210,000) year-on-year rise in round players, according to AusPlay 

data. 

The 2020-21 Golf Club Participation Report, which was prepared by Golf 

Business Advisory Services, showcases a combination of Golf Australia’s club 

member participation data and Sport Australia’s AusPlay data, with both data 

sets providing the golf industry a year-on-year view of the game’s 

participation trends. 

More than 24,000 new players joined golf clubs in 2020-21, with the 6.4 

percent increase the largest jump in percentage terms recorded since data 

collection began in 1970, taking the total number to 409,970.  Junior 

members also experienced a major increase, with 16 percent more kids under-18 

joining their local club.  AusPlay’s data reveals that Australian Golf’s 

vision to be a sport for all is gradually becoming a reality, with an 

estimated 1,204,000 total golf participants playing 9-hole or 18-hole rounds 

of golf in the 2020-21 period. 

This is supported by Golf Australia’s nine-hole round data which experienced 

20 percent growth with more than 517,000 rounds played in 2020-21.  At club 
level, Victoria experienced the biggest lift in membership (up 8.9 

percent) despite access to golf clubs being limited during the ongoing 

pandemic, while all states experienced substantial growth. South Australia 

grew by 7.2 percent, WA by 7 per cent, QLD by 6.4 percent, NSW by 4.8 per 

cent, Tasmania by 4.6 percent and the Northern Territory by 0.5 

percent.  Golf Australia Chief Executive James Sutherland said the findings 
were “monumentally encouraging for the game”, pointing out that the results 

buck the gradual decline in golfers endured between 2000-2019.  “Our purpose 
is simple – we want more Australians playing more golf. There are many 

different forms of golf making it truly a game for everyone,” he said.  

“It’s fun, it can be played at any age, and it’s proven to be good for your 

health. These are just some of the factors driving this phenomenal 

growth.   “Interestingly, these latest figures tell us there are far more 
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casual golfers that are not members of a club than there are club members. 

This suggests we have a fantastic launching pad to continue to grow our sport 

and bring new people to our game. We want to keep driving this by making the 

sport more accessible and creating more options to play to ensure golf 

continues to be a sport for all,” he said.  

Sutherland said that the launch in December of the Australian Golf Strategy – 

a strategic plan for the entire golf industry – has highlighted participation 

as the most important factor in the health of the industry into the 

future.     “So many new people have come to the game in recent times, they 
need to be embraced so they remain in the game while we continue to innovate 

to appeal to more Australians.  “It will be vital for us to understand these 
newcomers – what they want is not going to be the same as it has been in the 

past, and we need to acknowledge that and evolve to suit our new markets,” 

said Sutherland.  

“The elite game is also incredibly important in providing role models for our 

young golfers to aspire to, and we’re excited to see some of Australia’s best 

players in action at the Vic Open this week at 13th beach. It’s been 

fantastic to see the ISPS HANDA PGA Tour of Australasia and the WPGA Tour 

Australasia getting back into the full swing of things this season and 

there’s no doubt the tour will play an important role in building on the 16% 

growth in junior members this year. 

Key findings of the report include:  

1. Positive member movement was evident in all key market segments. Both 

member clubs and social clubs enjoyed growth around six percent, driven by 

growth in male numbers of more than seven percent. Junior numbers also 

enjoyed substantial growth, increasing by 15 percent compared to the prior 

year.  

2. All states except Northern Territory enjoyed growth well in advance of 

recent trends. Despite long periods of course closures due to lockdown 

measures, Victoria recorded the largest growth of 8.9 percent.   

3. New members coming to our sport are younger than the broader club member 
age profile, with 60 percent of new members under the age of 50. Of new 

members, 34 percent were between 15-34 in 2020-21, compared to 25 percent 

in 2019-20.  

4. Female members make up 19 percent of all golfers. 

5. The national new club member attraction rate was 13 percent, with an 

attrition rate of 10 percent.  Of all new golfers in 2020-21, 60 percent 

were under 50 years old, compared to the number of 30 percent of current 

members. 

6. The average age of club members in Australia is 56.9 years. The average for 
male members is 55.3 years and for women, 64.3 years.  

7. The report estimates ‘total golf participants’ at 1.204 million people, 

according to Ausplay, up 21 percent on the previous year.  

8. Get Into Golf, the adult introductory program, saw 313 clubs and facilities 
registered, with 224 actively participating, and 6594 participants in 1230 

programs. Of the total participants, 5564 or 84 percent were female.  

 

Within WA specifically several golf courses have recently announced major 

expansions and upgrades (eg Collier Park, Whaleback, Point Walter and 

Wembley). Wembley Golf Course is an example of a golf course that was 

upgraded and given the extent/level of increased patronage as a result of its 

upgrade (at its restaurants/driving range as well as the course itself) the 

Council were able to provide a rate credit to every ratepayer in its region.  

 

Undeniably there exists a multitude of factual information that supports the 

viability of golf in WA. 

For the Proponent to have neglected to address this factual information 

around ongoing golfing viability suggest that the Proponent is simply 

ignoring the reality and in doing so has unilaterally failed to, as required 

by the City, demonstrate why a golf course is no longer viable.  

 

This being a major criterion of the City confirms that the proposal falls 

short and should be dismissed. 

 
 

=================================== 
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Attachment 1 - Department of Water and Environmental Regulation detailed comments on the Appendix 10 Local Water Management Strategy 

Contact for further information: Jane Sturgess – 9550 4228 

Date 
received 

Comments 
Sent 

Rev 1 23/5/22 

Rev 2 

Rev 3 

Item 
No. 

Reference Rev 1 - DWER Comments Rev 1 – Author’s Actions Rev 2 – DWER Comments Rev 2 – Author’s Comments 

1 Page 22, Section 6 
– Stormwater
Management
Strategy

Existing stormwater basins and 
sumps to be redesigned to 
incorporate WSUD principles.  

In addition, there is the 
opportunity for roadside rain 
gardens, swales and tree pits to 
be incorporated into the design 
for higher catchment water 
quality improvement and 
infiltration. Please include 
indicative locations within 
Figures 9a, 9b and 9c and can 
be further refined the future 
urban water management plans 
(UWMP). Where possible, 
infiltration areas are to 
maximise the retention of trees 
and native vegetation. 

2 Page 25, Table 8 As detailed in Interim: 
Developing a local water 
management strategy (DoW, 
2008), please include invert 
levels (base, small, minor and 
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major events) of proposed 
infiltration areas within table 8. 
These can be further refined 
within the future UWMPs.  
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Department of Water and Environmental Regulation 

Prime House, 8 Davidson Terrace  

Joondalup Western Australia  6027 

Telephone +61 8 6364 7000 

Facsimile +61 8 6364 7001 

National Relay Service 13 36 77 

www.dwer.wa.gov.au  

© Government of Western Australia  

July 2022 

This work is copyright. You may download, display, print and reproduce this material in unaltered form 
only (retaining this notice) for your personal, non-commercial use or use within your organisation. Apart 
from any use as permitted under the Copyright Act 1968, all other rights are reserved. Requests and 
inquiries concerning reproduction and rights should be addressed to the Department of Water and 
Environmental Regulation. 

Disclaimer  
The information contained in this document is provided by Department of Water and Environmental 
Regulation in good faith. However, there is no guarantee of the accuracy of the information contained 
in this document and it is the responsibility of users to make their own enquiries as to its accuracy, 
currency, relevance and correctness.  

The State of Western Australia and Department of Water and Environmental Regulation and their 
servants and agents expressly disclaim liability, in negligence or otherwise, for any act or omission 
occurring in reliance on the information contained in this document, or for any incident or consequential 
loss or damage of such act or omission.  

The State of Western Australian is committed to providing quality information and has made every 
attempt to ensure the accuracy, currency, reliability and correctness of the information contained in this 
document. However, changes in circumstances and legislation after the time of publication may impact 
on the correctness or quality of this information.  

In addition the accuracy, currency, reliability and correctness of links or references to information 
sources referred to or provided by third parties is outside the control of State of Western Australia and 
it is therefore the responsibility of the user to make their own decisions on information found on those 
external sites. Confirmation of any of the information provided in this document may be sought from the 
relevant originating bodies or the department providing the information; however, users of this material 
should verify all relevant representations, statements and information with their own professional 
advisers.  

The State of Western Australia and Department of Water and Environmental Regulation reserve the 
right to amend the content of this document at any time without notice.  

The information contained in this document is general. It does not constitute, and should be not relied 
on as, legal advice. The State of Western Australia recommends that users of this information seek 
advice from a qualified lawyer on the legal issues affecting them before relying on this information or 
acting on any legal matter. 
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Department of Water and Environmental Regulation  2 

house design in the form of Package A plus notification on titles for these lots, which 
seems appropriate and acceptable to ENB.  

Regarding the road traffic noise from Berrigan Drive, it will impact on the development 
areas located on both sides of the road. It is noted that the proposed development in 
the area adjacent to Berrigan Drive to the north will be a local centre and public open 
space, where the Noise Target of 55 dB(A) does not apply. No noise mitigation 
measures are required for the development in this area.  

However, road traffic noise levels generated from Berrigan Drive have been predicted 
to exceed the Nose Target of 55 dB(A) by up to 10 dB in the residential development 
area to the south of Berrigan Drive.  HSA has proposed quiet house designs in the 
forms of Packages A, B and C, plus notification on titles for those lots where traffic 
noise level from Berrigan Drive exceeds the Noise Target. ENB does not consider that 
HSA’s proposed noise mitigation measures for this area are sufficient. In accordance 
with SPP5.4, “outdoor targets are to be met at all outdoor areas as far as is reasonable 
and practical to do so using the various noise mitigation measures outlined in the 
guidelines”. ENB notes that there are reasonable and practical noise mitigation 
measures that are able to reduce the road traffic noise levels from Berrigan Drive in 
this development area, such as noise walls. ENB suggests consideration be given to 
noise walls for the proposed development lots adjacent to Berrigan Drive, such as 
those already installed along the existing residential development nearby.  

3.2. Comments on rail traffic noise impact  

The rail traffic noise impact assessment conducted by HSA is also consistent with 
SPP5.4. There are existing residential premises located on the proposed rail line, and 
the Glen Iris development is set back behind these residential premises. ENB agrees 
that rail traffic noise compliance with the requirements of SPP5.4 would be achieved 
at the proposed development area. Therefore, noise mitigation measures for rail traffic 
noise would not be required for this development.  

3.3. Comments on aircraft noise impact  

The Jandakot Airport Australian Noise Exposure Forecast (ANEF) contours clearly 
indicate that although the whole area of the proposed development is located outside 
the 25 ANEF contour, approximately 50% of it is located within the 20-25 ANEF 
contour. Based on State Planning Policy 5.3 Land Use in the Vicinity of Jandakot 
Airport (SPP5.3), residential development is conditionally acceptable within the 20-25 
ANEF contour, where noise control features should be incorporated into the 
construction of residences.  

HSA has outlined a preliminary ‘deemed to satisfy construction’ as the basis of future 
concept designs for the residential development in the area within 20-25 ANEF 
contour, which seems able to ensure that the indoor design sound levels specified in 
AS2021: Acoustics – Aircraft noise instruction - Building siting and construction are 
met. ENB notes that these future concept designs can be refined at subdivision 
staging.  
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3.4. Industrial noise impact  

The proposed Structure Plan shows that the southern area of the residential 
development will be adjacent to an industrial zoned land use area. Noise from this 
industrial area may have impact on the proposed residential development to the south.  

Although no assessment of the industrial noise impact has been conducted, HSA 
stated that compliance with Environmental Protection (Noise) Regulations 1997 (Noise 
Regulations) is expected for the noise from the industrial area at the proposed 
development site. This is because there are already existing residential premises 
located to the south of Imlah Court, which is closer to the industrial zoned land than 
the proposed development will be. In accordance with the Noise Regulations, noise 
from the industrial zoned land is already required to comply with the Noise Regulations 
at the existing residential premises, making compliance of noise from this industrial 
zoned area at the proposed development likely.  

However, to the east of Prinsep Road there is an area not covered by the Town 
Planning Scheme which is classified as Public Purposes – State Energy Commission 
under the Regional Scheme. This is a site with an industrial use, the boundary of which 
is much closer to the proposed Structure Plan area. While there are existing residences 
nearby on Prinsep Road, the areas where there is a change of use from a golf course 
to residential buildings will have significant reduction of the assigned level of those 
areas and may increase the risk of noise from this industrial site not complying with the 
Noise Regulations.  

To address the potential for noise impact from the industrial areas on the proposed 
development area, HSA has discussed three forms of noise amelioration for the future 
residences located on the southern end of the Glen Iris development, (including 
specifically a noise wall on Prinsep Road) which seem reasonable and effective.   

 

4. Limitations 
Technical expert advice in any field is subject to various limitations.  Important 
limitations to the advice include: 

 

• No effort was made to verify HSA’s noise monitoring results; and 

• No computer modelling was undertaken to verify HSA’s predicted results. 
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GLEN IRIS GOLF COURSE 
(THE ORIGINAL CONDITION) 

This is the view we used to see during the day, lovely Green 
Grasses, birds flying around, ducks walking peaceful to the 
water. This was a beautiful, lovely and peaceful environment. 

This is the lovely sunset we see in the evenings, even 
beautiful birds flying to the trees. 
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GLEN IRIS 
(DEAD GRASSES SINCE THE NEW OWNER BOUGHT 

THIS BEAUTIFUL GOLF COURSE) 
 

 
With the Houses being built, we will lose the peaceful ambience,  
as we will definitely lose seeing the sunset or the lovely green 
grasses, the wildlife filled will ducks, birds and even quenda which 
we have seen in the evenings. 
 
INSTEAD we will be looking at houses, roof and cars. Not only 
that, the traffic and pollution we all be facing in our lives. 
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and ‘Endless Wave Pool’; Five storey mixed use commercial and retail building ‘Surf HQ’; Short term accommodation 
over eight buildings and 12 Surf & Golf villas. https://golfandsurfgc.com.au.   
 
Why not this innovative thinking for WA?  A boost for tourism in Cockburn and WA generally especially now that 
Times magazine (July 2022) has place Fremantle in the world’s top 50 destinations to visit. 

 
With the closure of the Glen Iris Golf Course, it is now taking the ex-Glen Iris golfers up to three weeks to get a game 
elsewhere, with 6.30-7am tee-off times - and it is virtually impossible to even get membership at private golf clubs, not 
forgetting that there are thousands of people who play on public courses simply because they cannot afford the high 
private golf course membership fees. The Lakes Golf Club that played at the Glen Iris Golf Course are now having to 
utilise the Kwinana Golf Club as their home ground.  
 
I understand that The Jandakot Ratepayers and Residents Association (JRRA) who represent over 600 members of the 
773 homes in the Golf Course Estate at Glen Iris engaged with the new landowner (Eastcourt Property Group) in an 
attempt to discuss matters. Unfortunately, their efforts were met with negative responses, and I have been advised 
that JRRA were told emphatically “this will never be a golf course again”. Such an emphatic and fixed position by the 
new landowner when JRRA were trying to ascertain whether other options had been considered by them. 
  
How can a landowner make a statement like this when community consultation is expressly required on matters such 
as this? 
 
In WA there are many privately owned golf courses with residential developments built around these courses, these 
include, Joondalup Resort, The Vines, Secret Harbour, The Cut, just to name a few. 
 
Please note that I have already made contact with a number of other Residents and Ratepayers Associations whose 
members live close to or abut these golf courses.   They are aware of what is happening at both the Glen Iris Golf Course 
Estate and The Vines and they are all equally concerned that a potential loophole at Local and State government level 
can be exploited by a developer should it wish to take a second dip at profit taking by developing residential housing 
on current golf course land. All of those that I have contacted are outraged that such exploitation may well be consented 
to by a serving Minister of the people of this State of WA. 
 
People, in good faith, are attracted by developers, landowners and Councils to buy into ‘Golf Course Estates’ (definition: 
golf course integrated with residences) on the premise that they are buying into a beautiful, idyllic lifestyle and, in most 
cases, it is a life-long investment for the future. Indeed those people pay a significant financial premium to do so. In no 
manner does or have either the developer, landowner or Council disclosed in their marketing material that these 
amenities may change or be discontinued, nor has it ever been stated that the character of the area would ever be 
anything but SU1 zoning. Yet at some point in time the reasons for people having been attracted to, paid a premium 
for and been living on the Golf Course Estate are simply put aside by the landowner and their amenity (an integral part 
of the Golf Course Estate) is sold from under their feet simply to enable the landowner to make further profits.  
 
WA golf course land that exists ‘within and integrated with’ residential estates, like the Glen Iris Golf Course and The 
Vines Estate, simply should not be used as land banks. It is so inequitable for the many hundreds of residents at these 
Estates in particular (perhaps many thousands in other Golf Course Estates statewide) who have purchased into a golf 
course estate in good faith believing that the golf course will be there in perpetuity only for the landowner to change 
its mind later in order to derive a second level of profit. 
 
In support of this purchase in good faith belief I have set out a History of the Glen Iris Golf Course Estate development 
over the last 55 years. That History confirms the integrated nature of the Glen Iris Golf Course Estate via the established 
Zoning of the land wherein it states that it is Zoned Special Use 1 – Golf Course Estate, Private Recreation, Hotel, 
Convention Centre and associated uses - means land used and designed for a golf course, integrated with residential 
development and associated commercial and community facilities.   
 
Despite the City of Cockburn now stating that the SU1 zoning only applies to the golf course suggests that the City 
officers who crafted this SU1 zoning did not know what they were writing because if the integrated residential 
component is not part of the SU1 description, then why were these words included?  It was an 18-hole golf course 
before the introduction of SU1 so the zoning could have easily remained unchanged.   
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I contend that the introduction of the integrated residential component was the reason that created this new zoning, 
as defined in TPS#3 and I trust you will agree. 

n) Special Use Zone 
To provide for uses which have unique development requirements that cannot be easily accommodated by the 
objectives of any of the other zones included in the Scheme.  

 
In addition, the City of Cockburn who supported this development were complicit in confirming sales brochure material 
that promoted the Glen Iris Golf Course Estate as “a truly prestigious development planned for a fortunate few and 
destined to become one of Perth’s most sought-after addresses.  Set amongst the lush greens and fairways of the world 
class Glen Iris golf course, the Estate boasts magnificent homesites, picturesque lakes, fountains, and serene wooded 
parklands.  Secluded and peaceful, yet ideally located to take full advantage of Perth’s many outstanding facilities and 
activities; Glen Iris ensures total security, a lifestyle second to none and the added benefit of being an excellent 
investment for the future.  For quality of life in a very different environment, nothing else quite compares.” 
A copy of this material is also shown in the Appendix. 
 
Regarding those people living on a golf course are being elitist...  The Glen Iris Golf Course was a public golf course open 
for anyone to use and the majority of residents who bought into this Estate are ordinary working-class people who are 
long term residents of this State and have worked hard to buy into and live in Glen Iris Golf Course Estate.  These people 
are not elitist; they are not NIMBY’s/ NIMBYism is certainly not at work here; bottom line we are residents of this State 
of WA who deserve the protection of their elected Minister. To date however it would appear that protection of 
ordinary, hard working, long term residents of this State of WA is placed second to profit taking by landowners. 
Residents within the Glen Iris Golf Course Estate and indeed those in greater numbers as residents in other golf course 
estates within WA do not appear to have been protected – when we very clearly should have been. Especially by those 
elected to do so.  Some protections should have been put in place by the City of Cockburn (and required by WA law) 
when the Glen Iris Golf Course Estate was created to protect the people who purchased property on this Estate. 
 
What must be remembered is that hundreds of residents in the Glen Iris Golf Course Estate have been ‘sold the dream’ 
of living adjacent to these wonderful amenities, paid premiums for this opportunity and also had to comply with many 
onerous conditions under a Restrictive Covenant when building their homes so as to enhance and compliment the golf 
course e.g. not building within 6m of the course, no visible washing lines, no visible garden sheds to the public golf 
course patrons, minimum houses square meterage, causing no detriment to the amenity etc.  
 
Importantly it must be remembered that the residents of the Glen Iris Golf Course Estate also modified the rear of their 
homes re the building materials used/ maximising floor layouts re golf course views, they also positioned their 
swimming pools and entertainment areas to maximise the golf course views, they incorporated vast amounts of glass 
rather than solid brick walls at the rear of their homes, due to their golf course views and love of nature/ tree scape 
outlook. All of these restrictions demanded by the developer and the subsequent building decisions made to comply, 
if infill development gets short sighted approval, will be unfairly tossed out the window to serve second profiteering by 
one landowner at the expense of the many residents. Those residents will be left having paid a premium to live adjacent 
or nearby to the 54.9ha green corridor golf course, so important for physical and mental health, and wellbeing, and will  
then overlook other homes and Colorbond fences. 
 
Whilst I am aware of the term ‘caveat emptor’ this is an entirely different situation.  
 
For planning approvals such as for golf course estates - i.e. Special Use 1 for Glen Iris Golf Course estate – full disclosure 
needs to be embodied in WA Local and State Planning that as part of a prospective purchaser’s O&A the term of the 
golf course may not be indefinite and could be sold at a later date and that it may not remain a golf course, as has 
happened in this instance.  This disclosure should be done in large red bold warning font and should have been done 
as such on the current Glen Iris Golf Course Estate O&A – but it wasn’t. Nor has any such disclosure appeared on 
advertising we have sighted for buying into living on any golf course estate in WA.   
 
Why should the initial developer who banked significant profit in the opening of the Glen Iris Estate be the only one to 
benefit financially after advertising and selling premium blocks/properties in an ‘integrated residential development 
golf course estate’, and then, at their whim, sell it to another developer for further profit. Then the subsequent 
landowner derives its own profit. All of this profiteering by developers to the absolute detriment of the people who 
purchased their properties.  It is neither fair nor equitable. Additionally, why should the people that have paid a 
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premium and purchased into a golf course estate lose their lifestyle/ amenity/ character of their area just for developers 
to take additional profits? Put simply they shouldn’t.  The losers in this transaction are not only the current Glen Iris 
Golf Course estate residents who would not just lose the golf course amenity etc, but also have much smaller lot sizes 
located nearby them, then their own current home sites (some of which range over 1200m2) but also the thousands 
of golfers who played on the course.  
 
Ongoing viability of the Glen Iris Golf Course is unquestionable and cannot be used by the landowner as a reason for 
redevelopment. One only has to review the growing participation levels and the level of busyness of existing golf 
courses in WA that confirm ongoing viability. Indeed, I am aware that there are at least two parties who would consider 
ongoing, viable operation of the 18-hole golf course at Glen Iris.   
 
Minister, what I am seeking specifically on behalf of the Residents of the Glen Iris Golf Course Estate (and indeed 
residents on all golf course estates throughout WA) is an urgent change (as of yesterday: in fact, a retrospective change 
as far as Glen Iris and The Vines is concerned) to the WA planning laws when a residential development is uniquely 
constructed and zoned accordingly e.g. SU1 re the Glen Iris Golf Course estate means land used and designed for a golf 
course, integrated with residential development , that zoning cannot be changed, ever.  
 
The LGAs and Planning Departments need to lock this down immediately to protect the interests of residents, both 
current and in the future.  
 
Why should a developer repeatedly be permitted to receive huge financial gain while the residents’ property values in 
the Golf Course Estate are substantially diminished and the lifestyle which they bought into destroyed by the mere 
stroke of a pen. 
 
As things stand, the original developer has now enjoyed ‘double-dipping’ profiteering – i.e., many millions from the 
initial sale of lots when the Glen Iris Golf Course Estate was created and again now - the $27.5m financial benefit from 
the sale of golf course land as a residential opportunity. Additionally, the new landowner will significantly benefit in the 
‘many’ multiple millions of dollars profit from their proposed development and the current Glen Iris Golf Course Estate 
residents are the big losers, not only financially from loss in value of their properties, but the magnificent lifestyle they 
bought into (after having paid a premium to do so).   
 
The mental stress that this proposed residential infill is causing to residents cannot be overstated.  This mental stress 
is further increased when coupled with the proposed destruction of the environment (i.e. the benefits in combatting 
climate change) as well as the negative impact on the Federally protected and endangered fauna and flora that exists 
on the golf course land. Notably the significant impact to the two species of threatened black cockatoos and the Priority 
4 species quenda. 
 
Even now, more than 25 years on, there is nothing to protect people buying property in a golf course estate in this 
State of WA.   
 
A perfect, current example is the Lakelands Country Club/Fairway Villages – The Green Fairway Village – (currently 
being advertised) whose promotional material states “The Green – a fairway village is the exciting new benchmark in 
over-55’s lifestyle living.  Fairway Villages provides security for your future with a master-planned community built to a 
newer and higher standard than ever before, for you to enjoy the lifestyle of your choice.”  
 
In this magnificent brochure of 30 A-3 size pages there is NOT ONE mention that the golf course could be sold at a later 
date.   Will the residents paying a premium to buy into that golf course estate too have their dreams shattered in 25 
years’ time?  
 
It is the duty of the WA Local councils and State governments to ensure that zonings of privately owned golf courses 
are protected and cannot be changed, (especially when they are residential integrated golf course estates) - it is the 
right and equitable thing to do. Additionally full and transparent disclosure needs to be enshrined in WA Local and State 
planning laws and it must be made mandatory for real estate agents to include appropriate wording in an Offer and 
Acceptance document as well as marketing material to clearly reflect that the golf course could be sold in the future. 
 
I am trusting that when this matter comes before you, as the ultimate decision maker, that you will, respectfully, hear 
the residents’ very real concerns and say NO to rezoning the golf course land into infill of 600 houses.  Rather, see the 
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greater tourism aspect of a wonderful recreational corridor for Cockburn, the wider community and Western Australia  
– a wave park/18-hole public golf course etc. 
 
Kind regards 
 

 
Glen Iris Golf Course Estate Resident 
 
 
 
  

Version: 1, Version Date: 02/11/2022
Document Set ID: 11276596



Version: 1, Version Date: 02/11/2022
Document Set ID: 11276596



  

Hon Rita Saffioti MLA – 15/7/2022 – Submission re City of Cockburn Amendment No 152 7 

 
§ “As clearly indicated in the Concept Plan the residential estate has been integrated with an 18-hole golf 

course.  The design of the residential precincts seeks to maximise the number of residential homesites with 
direct aspect of the golf course and provide a number of homesites with secondary views of the golf course.”  
 

§ “As clearly demonstrated within the Concept Plan, the Lakes Golf Course Estate will be developed as an exciting 
upmarket residential estate established around an attractive 18-hole golf course.” 

 
§ “By locating the entry roads to the residential cells with direct views across the golf course, all residents within 

the residential villages will benefit from the proximity of the golf course and the ‘feeling’ of being within a golf 
course estate.  Recent research indicates a strong demand for residents to live within a golf course estate.”  

 
§ “The good mix and distribution of open space when considered with the 53ha golf course, which will 

significantly add to the ‘parkland’ environment, will adequately satisfy the recreation/open space requirements 
of the residents.”   

 
§ “Council and PDUD are therefore requested to support this development by initiating the necessary 

amendments to the Metropolitan Region Scheme and City of Cockburn District Town Planning Scheme No. 2.” 
* 

 
(Bolding and underlining emphasis added to the above.) 
 
 
In the mid 1960’s as “The Lakes Golf Course” it was just a stand-alone golf course situated in the back of beyond of 
Jandakot until the mid 1990’s, when the current Special Use 1 zoning was introduced to create the Glen Iris Golf Course 
Estate  - intentionally designed for a golf course with integrated residential development - as described in the Special 
Use 1 zoning. 
 
 
ADVERTSING MATERIAL 
 
Below are just some examples of the marketing material excerpts re the ‘Glen Iris Golf Course Estate’: 
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Add to this some traffic from the new internal roads wishing to access Hartwell Parade. Then from Glen Iris Drive roundabout to Hartwell Parade (with probable 
delays due to people living on both sides of Hartwell Parade having to reverse onto Hartwell Parade).  Then all this traffic navigating its way to the proposed new 
roundabout on Harwell Parade (to the new proposed four-way traffic lights) (again with people on both sides of this new road trying to reverse onto this road) to 
Berrigan Drive and then siting through the four sets of traffic lights on Berrigan Drive (within an 800m distance) to access Kwinana Freeway north.   
 
All these vehicles will eventually reach the new roundabout which will create traffic gridlock during peak times, with not being able to give way to the right.  
 
It's very easy for Eastcourt to say that 95% of the new traffic will use the internal roads.  A rather bold statement as this is not guaranteed.  People will use the 
easiest and quickest route to get to Berrigan Drive. 
 
There will be additional traffic issues.  Glen Iris Drive is already a busy road. It is narrow. When large vehicles like Coles and Woolworths, delivery vehicles, removal 
vans, lawn-mowing vehicles etc, block the view of oncoming traffic this creates a very real danger.  Added to this are vehicles from residents with large families.   
Opposite me, I can count five cars at one house; four at another; four at another, some of which park on the verge.  Add friends’ cars visiting and it is a real safety 
hazard. 
 
When a bus route was considered in early 2000, the bus (with the bus driver and my husband who was President of JRRA) tried to drive from Turnbury Green 
entrance through to Glen Iris Drive and then joining up with Dean Road.  The bus driver said it was not possible, even if the roads had been wider, as there were too 
many vehicles blocking up the road which prevented the bus getting through.   
 
Regarding the proposed 4-way traffic signal on Berrigan drive, Eastcourt’s statement in their latest Community Newsletter Edition 5 – July 2022: 
Improved road network: 
“Traffic movement has been carefully considered both for new and existing residents. A new four way set of traffic lights on Berrigan Drive has been endorsed by 
Main Roads WA and will create safer, easier access for everyone.” 
 
This suggests to the reader that Main Roads has in fact given tacit approval to the installation of these traffic lights and are just working through the administrative 
process.  Yet, referring to “Main Roads Approval Policy dated September 2021” - Section 5 Approval Process - 5.1 Approval Process for Proposed New Traffic Signals, 
I draw your attention to #7 “Endorsement of Concept Design” – see diagram below. 
 
Rather than the (misleading) inference that Eastcourt has tried to portray, I do not interpret this to mean that Main Roads has endorsed the installation of new 
traffic signals, rather have endorsed a concept design.  Has Eastcourt prepared and presented a Detailed Design Submission to Main Roads yet?  What is the timeline?  
What needs to be done/considered to get to #10 – final approval? 
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Not only do I have traffic concerns for the reasons I have mentioned above, I am keen to know the true traffic impact from the projected 300,000 annual visitors 
attending the new wave park: traffic coming directly from the wave park carpark onto Prinsep Road and/or from the Cockburn train station - onto Berrigan Drive, 
then adding the ‘usual’ daily traffic from Prinsep Road, Pilatus Road, Jandakot Road, Dean Road, the (new road to the 4-way traffic signals), Lakes Boulevard etc – 
with ALL of this traffic culminating on Berrigan Drive (to then navigate through four sets of traffic lights (within 800m) to get onto Kwinana Freeway, especially if 
going north.  Will this cause the on-ramp to be blocked with traffic causing serious impediment to traffic flow because of Berrigan Drive being backed up waiting to 
access Kwinana Freeway north?   
 
Additionally, there is the ‘usual’ daily traffic from the “South Lake” side of Berrigan Drive, plus there will be additional traffic from the new short-stay development 
(Yaran) to add to the already busy Berrigan Drive and then accessing Kwinana Freeway north on-ramp.   
 
What traffic impact studies have/will be done regarding increased traffic from all the above-mentioned roads accessing Berrigan Drive and then Kwinana Freeway 
north and the resultant impact to the on-ramp? 
 
Added to all this traffic build-up is the very real ‘stop-start’ of vehicles which will create more brake dust emissions and particulate matter which will create even 
greater health problems. 
 
At one of the PRG’s my husband said that a roundabout was considered in lieu of the proposed 4-way traffic signals.  I imagine this would certainly create an even 
bigger problem for traffic flow. 
 
I certainly do not advocate road-rage but in this busy world we live in, I can see this increasing when (tired) people after a long hard day’s work, (tired and hungry) 
children in the back seat, will equal increased frustration due to too many stops and delays on these roads and perhaps even lead to more accidents due to tiredness 
and poor concentration. 
 
I have written to Main Roads and asking for clarification of what Eastcourt has stated – that the lights have been endorsed – and whether this in fact means, tacit 
approval has been received, and also the impact on traffic build-up on Berrigan Drive to Kwinana Freeway north. 
 
This again highlights my very real concerns should emergency vehicles: ambulances needing to gain access in/out of Berrigan Drive (in an emergency) to access 
entry into Glen Iris from Berrigan Drive, plus fire trucks trying to enter.  This could be a catastrophic disaster waiting to happen. Remember Murphy’s Law. 
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What will happen if there is a fire (as has already happened in 2015)? 
 
I can speak first-hand to this as it was my home that burnt to the ground, and we lost everything we owned.  The photos below will show the devastation and 
heartache caused.  
 
Landgate and City of Cockburn both show the Glen Iris Golf course as being in a Bush Fire Prone area, yet Eastcourt’s utter dismissal for truth have stated that infill 
of 600 houses will reduce the fire risk.  Not sure what they are smoking as there has been more than enough TV coverage of homes ablaze. 
 
Five fire crews with 35 fire fighters attended the fire, including the extendable ladder fire truck had difficulty at the roundabouts with the ladder hitting the London 
Plane Trees.  Glen Iris Drive was closed for approximately five hours.  
 
I was in the eastern states at the time and had this fire happened at night, my husband and pets would have perished as it was my sister who lives across the road 
from me who noticed the roof on fire (3pm) and alerted him to the fire. 
 
I arrived home that night to find my home totally gutted and I never want to see something like this again. It was heart-breaking.  However, this is the very real issue 
residents could be faced with, given that we live in a Bush Fire Prone area and we only have two entry/exit points – currently Dean Road and Turnbury Park Drive.  
The closure of Turnbury Park Drive and the creation of the new proposed road still only equals two entry/exit points.  How will residents flee Glen Iris during an 
emergency of this sort when anxiety is at its extreme?  
 
Not only did my home catch fire, but the golf course too – in fact, half way across to the other side.  The fire truck got stuck on the golf course (too heavy in sand) 
and unable to do anything and (from what I am told) it was only the quick thinking greenskeeper who switched on the course sprinklers and extinguished the fire 
that prevented it from travelling to the other side of the golf course as it was spreading quickly due to the summer heat (and at that time the grass was green).   
 
I’m sure you are well aware that there is no water on the golf course anymore. The five of the seven lakes (from which the water bomber helicopters used to draw 
water) have been drained plus the reticulation has been dismantled.  The grass becomes tinder dry in the summer months: we’ve already had two summers like this 
and are we expected to endure another five to seven years with this danger?   
 
Please don’t ignore this very important issue.   
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GOLF IS BOOMING! 
 
Please review the 10-minute video that Jandakot Residents and Ratepayers Association (Inc) presented during the Community Forum and see the pro-active Councils’ 
attitude towards golf, including South Perth, Canning, Kennedy, Melville and Cambridge.   
 
Golf is not dead; it is not in decline; it is booming! 
 
 
WHAT ABOUT THIS?  - “COCKBURN HUB” 
 
With the new wave park, why doesn’t the City of Cockburn look at the benefits of having something like the Surf Resort at Parkwood on the Gold Coast 
https://golfandsurfgc.com.au thereby holding onto the 18-hole public golf course/wave park/hotel/bistro – great appeal for the City of Cockburn, WA and tourism, 
especially as Times magazine has recently put Fremantle on the map, including it in the top 50 places to visit.  With cruising in high demand following COVID, there 
could be passenger tours to the “Cockburn Surf Resort” bringing in millions of dollars to Cockburn. 
 
Given that the Premier has recently been overseas promoting Perth to recruit skilled and casual workers due to the shortage, but also as a tourist destination.  The 
“Cockburn Surf Resort” would be a very viable attraction to overseas visitors.  This would be a real plus in the Mayor’s and Premier’s cap, I say! 
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Again, I say, please look to the future – let the City of Cockburn receive another award.  Make the wave park and golf course a recreational corridor and Cockburn 
will become the envy of other Councils.   
 
I know there are interested parties to purchase and operate the golf course, details of which I cannot disclose here.  The City should be advocating for this.  It would 
help the environment and protect the fragile eco-system that has existed for decades.  Let’s not just talk, but act! 
 
Even though the golf course is not currently for sale, given the right incentive for Eastcourt, it could be. A land swap could be offered.  It all depends on how much 
Cockburn is prepared to fight for the community it is meant to represent, plus the wider community, and for WA tourism. 
 
 
URBANISATION: 
 
On its own and in isolation a single development might not have a significant impact on the overall environment, but it seems the City of Cockburn and the EPA are 
not considering all the other developments that are taking place/proposed that in combination will have a serious environmental impact and consequences.   
 
Adding all the following developments together, how can the EPA maintain that there is “unlikely to be a significant impact on the environment”? 
 

• The continued development of the Calleya estate. 
• The development of the Kara estate. 
• The development of the Lake Treeby estate. 
• The continued expansion of the Verde industrial estate 
• The continued expansion of the Jandakot Airport industrial estate. 
• The development of the industrial area at Berrigan Drive/Jandakot Road. 
• The development of residential units at Berrigan Drive/Lakelands school. 
• Bushland turned over to a four-lane road (Jandakot Road) which ends at Warton Road – where a further residential development is underway. 
• The quasi freeway of the Armadale Road and the acres of land that has been concreted over as it connects development after development all the way to the hills. 
• The continued development of the land around Cockburn Central train station (including the development of the Thornlie line Metronet). 
• The expansion of Cockburn shopping centre. 
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IN CONCLUSION: 

These were my comments in answer to Eastcourt’s first Survey in 2020: “What do you enjoy most about living in Glen Iris?” 

“Waking up every morning to a beautiful and expansive view looking up the fairway; • looking at the beautiful, mature trees and listening to the birds 
singing, practically all day long and visiting our house regularly; • watching the sun rise on the beautiful grassy area and seeing the many different and 
varied birds that frequent the fairway, including white cockatoos, black Carnaby cockatoos, owls, pink and grey galahs, lorikeets, ibis, ducks with their 
babies in season and many others. • birds sitting on our fence and drinking and bathing in our large birdbath; • not looking into someone else’s colorbond 
fence or back yard; • knowing that the protected and priority Quenda who live all over this estate and are frequently seen by many residents live in a 
protected 'sanctuary'. “ 

My reasons have not changed.     

Whilst none of us can buy a ‘lifestyle’ we all know what location, location, location means.  We bought into this location for its location and were blessed with the 
wonderful tranquil lifestyle that came with it.  Hoping and 🙏 this doesn’t change.	

LOSS IN VALUE OF PROPERTY  

The City of Cockburn’s website states that it will not consider “perceived” loss in value of property.  It is not a perceived loss but already a real loss – according to 
certain real estate agents I have spoken to - and further loss will be incurred with the loss of amenity if Eastcourt’s new lego-land estate is plonked in the middle of 
this beautiful Glen Iris Golf Course Estate.  Why are residents not permitted to address this very important issue - when it is probably the major asset in most 
people’s lives – yet Eastcourt is happy to make millions of dollars while we lose thousands?  We are not rich; just worked hard to buy this ‘forever home’. 

There has understandably been a lot of angst with Eastcourt’s proposed development and I’m trying not to be cynical here and I certainly don’t begrudge people 
making money but not when it adversely affects the lives of so many people, the environment, fauna, and flora.   Michael Oosterhof is an avid golfer and therefore 
should understand why residents are so upset.     
This is it in a nutshell: 
Win – Eastcourt/Acumen (four people – Michael Oosterhof, Tom Oosterhof, Nick Perignon and Jarrod Rendell) 
Lose – +/- 2,000 Glen Iris Golf Course Estate residents 
I believe that everything in life (if it’s within our control) should be win-win. 
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The Lose/Gain attachment further details just what there is to Lose and (little to no) Gain. 

PLEASE SAY NO TO REZONING THE LAND and consider the very real negative impact: 

Please don’t look at the short term of more infill and then look forward and say to your children and future generations “why did we allow a 54.9ha green corridor 
to die and be replaced with 600+ buildings” – creating further heat islands – especially when a golf course of this size helps combat climate change and which 
provides oxygen annually for 135,000 people.   
 
Please also consider:   

• the recent scathing “State of the Environment Report” and Australia’s black mark as a world leader in the extinction of species 
• the federally protected Carnaby’s and Forest red-tailed black cockatoos 
• the Priority 4 quenda 
• the fragile ecosystem that has existed for over 65 years 
• the health benefits of golfing 
• opportunity for a world class wave park/public golf course tourist facility.  Not integrating the golf course with the wave park and “Cockburn Hub” concept will not be smart thinking for the 

future 
• and finally, the +/- 2,000 residents which make up the 770 residences in this Estate. 

“While the number of ratepayers increases, the City needs to build and maintain more high-quality infrastructure and amenities for our residents and find 
additional resources to achieve this.” <Mayor Howlett, Perth Now 7 July 2022> 
 
I am respectfully requesting that the recommendation to Councillors is an emphatic NO, NO, NO – even though I know it is the Minister who ultimately makes the 
final decision.   If the recommendation to Councillors is yes, it will be a rubber stamp from the Minister; if the recommendation is no, hopefully the Minister will 
place considerable weight on this before making a final decision.   
 
Let the residents of Glen Iris Golf Course Estate, and the wider Cockburn community, know that Councillors are indeed hearing their concerns and they have listened 
- by voting NO and retaining this wonderful amenity for future generations - because once it’s gone, it’s gone! 
 
Thank you. 
Jeanette Smith 

***** 
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“While the number of ratepayers increases, the City needs to build and maintain more high-quality infrastructure and amenities for our residents and find 
additional resources to achieve this.” <Mayor Howlett, Perth Now 7 July 2022> 
 

STOP MICKEY-MOUSE-ING AROUND AND LET’S PLAY GOLF!   
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Attachments: Glen Iris Country Club brochures x 2 (Prodev and Satterley); Lose/Gain 

156 Glen Iris Drive -   January 2015 – road closed for five hours 
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The removal of the Golf Course from the estate will have significant impacts on the value and character of 
our land/ homes and create a living experience entirely inconsistent with that represented to homeowners 
when the Community purchased their land.  

Increased pollution caused by non-exhaust emissions such as particulate matter which is now universally 
recognised as posing a significant negative effect on human health, particularly in urban areas. 

The voice of the Community would be being lost. The Community has made itself very clear they DO NOT 
want the residential infill of the 54.9ha environmental green gem/ 18-hole golf course and fragile ecosystem, 
they want the SU1 zoning to remain in good faith/ trust.  
Our voice has been heard through JRRA having over 600 members (on an ongoing upward trajectory), 
JRRA AGM record attendances, large multiple parliamentary petitions (including a recent one in September 
2021 containing 4,553 signatures), on-line petitions, public questions to council, funds to fund the legal 
argument etc in fact total petition submission numbers to date are around 10k!! 

Increased noise pollution because of increased traffic, and the elimination of vegetation that helps buffer 
existing noise emanating from surrounding traffic, overhead flight paths, freight trains and the public 
transport infrastructure being developed as part of Metronet. Industrial/ commercial development 
underway near the front door of the estate. Jandakot airport commercial land also anticipated to have 
planned infill, reflecting in more traffic movements on Berrigan drive, nearby Prinsep Rd Surf Wave Park 
anticipated to have 300k annual visitors, a one billion investment by Perron Group re the Gateway extension 
will also culminate in additional pressures on Berrigan Drive, re the planned residential towers. 

Seven picturesque large water bodies with fountains, which provided habitat for fauna, flora, and birdlife Complete recission of the original concept that was marketed and sold as ‘an exciting upmarket residential 
estate established around an attractive 18-hole championship world class golf course. 

Loss of our golf course vegetation sound barrier, this is a major factor. Disruption of the local Community identity that has developed over time because of the Golf Course and its 
clubhouse being an integral feature of the Estate and a central hub for Community gatherings. 

The feeling of open green space/ with peaceful views from 220 homes that directly adjoin the course.  
Loss of the serenity/ quiet enjoyment currently in the estate. 

Contamination of soils and groundwater from fuel leaks and waste products associated with the demolition 
of existing structures, extensive earthworks, and subsequent development of residential and commercial 
structures which would negatively impact the Jandakot Groundwater Mound. 

Overall loss of tranquillity/ quality of life/ dark sky/ significant loss of lifestyle and amenity. Massive loss of overall quality of amenity. 
Loss of “Quality” Banksia woodland (that is black cockatoo habitat). The ecological community was listed as 
endangered under Australia’s national environment law, the Environment Protection and Biodiversity 
Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act), September 2016. 

Significant impact on climate change given that via an Environmental, Science and Technology Report in 
October 2018, it is estimated that the golf course produces enough oxygen to sustain 135,000 people 
annually. 

Loss of Golf Course driving range/ putting practice green that was advertised as just a short stroll away. Increased energy consumption (due to the loss of the cooling trees/ vegetation). Heat Island impact. 
Loss of open space network corridor, biodiversity, and environmental value. Possible disruption of high-risk acid sulphate soil areas known to cause serious environmental and health 

impacts. 
Loss of public amenity value/ liveability in region.  Pinging off roof tops re aircraft sound from nearby Jandakot airport air traffic including circuit training (if 

golf course sound buffer goes). Cumulative impact happening in Jandakot with other nearby clearing as well. 
Climate change mitigation. Climate change has significant social, economic, and legal implications for LGA’s. Glare from light coloured metal roofs. 
Loss of amenity value to neighbouring suburbs. The Glen Iris Golf Course was advertised in estates like 
Banjup/ Treeby, to attract the sales of their land. I.e., an advertising hook for the golfing community. 

Increased security risks. Increased graffiti risks as current residents would potentially put up Colorbond on 
back fence lines. Currently see-through galvanised fencing, to optimise views of the golf course/ nature. 

The Community will lose the point of difference of our estate to normal suburbia estates. Elevated emissions of air pollutants and greenhouse gases. 
Adverse impact on the pleasantness/ attractiveness/ aesthetics of the estate. Unsightly swales (means to stop water run off), due to removal of all seven picturesque water bodies of 

which some currently catch stormwater run-off.  
Loss of local social gathering hub/ meeting place. Multi coloured fence lines (re many current golf course residents planning to block off their back yard fence 

lines with Colourbond fencing etc due to privacy issues if the course is infilled.)  
The Lakes Golf Club home ground, golf club established over 60 years ago. Now playing at Kwinana golf club. 
One member is an inaugural member of the club, now displaced himself just like the wildlife. 

Smaller sized blocks in the neighbourhood, over one in five block land sites only averaging 300m2. Currently 
blocks range up to over 1200m2 in the Glen Iris Golf Course Estate. 

Loss of the Community Amenity/ Function centre that was advertised as a short stroll away. Loss of an environmental amenity including access to clean air, and the quality of any other environmental 
good that may reduce adverse health effects for residents or increase their economic welfare. 

Loss of opportunity for sensible planning balance, re suitable retainment of greenspace/ recreational 
allocation for a growing CoC population. Nearly 120k people live in the City's 23 suburbs, and this is expected 
to grow to over 170,000 by 2036. City of Cockburn does not want to find themselves like Western Sydney in 
the future squabbling over green space. 

Risk of destructive fire (access/exit issues). Estate becoming a potential fire death trap due to only have 
limited entry/ exit points increased vehicle movement/ population.  
Closure of Turnbury Park Drive. Additional set of traffic lights Berrigan drive, i.e., stop/ start. Dean road 
impact - it will be sandwiched between roads, massive loss of tree canopy behind current Dean Road homes. 

Lack of trust in the WA Planning / City of Cockburn. Golf course estates should be protected in perpetuity. Dust for years from undeveloped blocks/ Construction dust for years/ Vibration for years. 
Perth had lost around 80 per cent of its wetlands over the last 200 years due to development.  Potential overshadowing issues. 
 Damage to homes/ pools etc from vibration of compacting land sites for residential infill. Insurance will 

potentially not cover this for current homeowners within the estate (check with your insurer). 
 Massive privacy loss for those homes abutting the current golf course. 
 Footpaths located near to current homes that abut the Glen Iris Golf Course. Loss, loss, loss….and more loss! 
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1. Introduction 

The Jandakot Residents and Ratepayers Association Inc (JRRA) would take this opportunity in 

its submission to  remind the CoC of the statement made by Mr Daniel Arndt, then Acting 

Chief Executive Officer, in his letter date 2 September 2020 to Hon. Matthew Swinbourn MLC 

in which he acknowledged, on behalf of the City, its awareness of both the Community’s 

concerns about the future of the land in question and how integral the Glen Iris Golf Course 

was to the neighbourhood. He did so by stating: 

“Many of the local residents have expressed their opposition to a redevelopment of 

the subject land, which would result in residential zoned land where there is currently 

open space and significant vegetation attributed to the former golf course. The City 

understands the community’s concern regarding the future of this site, and how 

integral the golf course was to the existing neighbourhood” (underlining added) 

In view of the City’s acknowledgment “how integral the golf course was to the existing 

neighbourhood”  the JRRA and its members, as well as the wider community, request that 

CoC REJECT the developer’s application in full and instead work with the community to find a 

win-win outcome. 

Given the JRRA represent the interests of the actual Owners (Ratepayers and Residents) 

directly impacted by the proposal it is understood that the City is required, on basic legal 

principles, to give significant weight to the views of the owners of the affected residential lots 

and should not make any decision to adversely affect their amenity and interests without 

carefully considering their views in accordance with the principles of natural justice and other 

legal requirements.  

In representing those Owners the JRRA trust that the City will adhere to these requisite 

principles in its considerations and thanks the City Officers for doing so. 

2. Background and History  

The Glen Iris Golf Course (Golf Course) is situated at the centre of the Glen Iris Golf Course 

Estate (Estate) in the suburb of Jandakot. The Estate consists of 773 homes including a  large 

number of residents who purchased homes in the Estate to enjoy a unique golf course setting 

and lifestyle. 

The Golf Course was first established in 1965 as ‘The Lakes Golf Course and Country Club’, a 

picturesque country club and resort style golf club offering a range of facilities for golfers and 

surrounding residents. 

In the mid-1990s, the golf course and the surrounding land was developed into an integrated 

residential golf course estate called the ‘Lakes Golf Course Estate’ and later renamed to the 

‘Glen Iris Golf Course Estate’. 

Today, the Golf Course consists of an public 18-hole international championship golf course, 

driving range, club house with restaurant and bar, professional golfing shop and practice 

putting green, and this amenity remains an integral feature of the Estate. 
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JRRA represents the vast majority of affected homeowners who have concerns that the 

rezoning of the Golf Course and development of the Proposed Estate presents a considerable 

risk to amenity, lifestyle, land value, and importantly, the environment and fauna – matters 

that need to be taken very seriously, especially after the scathing “State of the Environment” 

report recently published in July ‘22 - a shocking report showing how Australia’s land and 

wildlife are being destroyed, in part due to climate change, and habitat loss. 

Potential impacts to amenity, lifestyle, land value include: 

1. Disrupting the balanced provision of, and equitable access to nature, sport and 

recreation opportunities that exist as a result of the inclusion of the Golf Course as a 

central feature of the Estate; 

2. Reduction of land value by the removal of views of the golf course and the attraction 

of a unique lifestyle that follows from living in an exclusive integrated golf course 

estate; 

3. Increased traffic pressures including up to 12,200 daily traffic movements on an 

already busy road infrastructure (principally Berrigan Drive) expected from the 

development of between 550 and 600 new houses as well as commercial amenities; 

4. Increased pollution caused by non-exhaust emissions such as particulate matter 

which is now universally recognised as posing a significant negative effect on human 

health, particularly in urban areas; 

5. Increased noise pollution as a result of increased traffic, and the elimination of 

vegetation that helps buffer existing noise emanating from surrounding traffic, 

overhead flight paths, freight trains and the public transport infrastructure being 

developed as part of Metronet; 

6. Complete recission of the original concept that was marketed and sold as ‘an exciting 

upmarket residential estate established around an attractive 18-hole golf course’; 

7. Disruption of the local community identity that has developed over time as a result of 

the Golf Course and its clubhouse being an integral feature of the Estate and a central 

hub for community gatherings; and 

8. Generally diminishing the quality of life, vitality, community engagement and 

interaction, and sense of place in the Estate. 

Potential environmental impacts include: 

1. Irreversible loss and fragmentation of fauna habitat as a result of the clearing of flora 

and vegetation, much of which is home to an abundance of species of fauna that has 

evolved in the Estate over a number of decades; 

2. Significant (negative) Interference with the federally protected habitat of the 

Calyptorhynchus Latirostris (Carnaby’s white-tailed black Cockatoo), which is 

recognised as endangered under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity 

Conservation Act 1999 (Cth) (EPBC Act); 

3. Significant  (negative) Interference with the federally protected habitat of the 

Calyptorhynchus banksii naso (Forest Red-tailed black Cockatoo), which is recognised 

as vulnerable under the EPBC Act; 

4. Contamination of soils and groundwater from fuel leaks and waste products 

associated with the demolition of existing structures, extensive earthworks, and 
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4. Benefit the landowners and residents by providing the feeling of being within a golf 

course estate. 

Research was referenced in the concept plan that indicated a strong demand for residents to 

live within a golf course estate. 

The concept plan concluded with the following statement: ‘As clearly demonstrated within 

the concept plan, the Lakes Golf Course Estate will be developed as an exciting upmarket 

residential estate established around an attractive 18-hole golf course’. 

The concept plan was approved by the City and work commenced to develop what is now the 

Estate in its current configuration. The original developer held ownership of the land for a 

number of decades through to the date of the sale of the golf course land in April 2020. 

Restrictive covenants were imposed on the land by the original developer in order to ensure 

the maintenance of a standard of housing and character consistent with that of an exclusive 

integrated golf course estate. Those Restrictive Covenants were registered with Landgate and 

many of those non-expiring Restrictive Covenants still exist today on a large portion of the 

lots within the Estate - over 240 lots.The residential land in the Estate, particularly that which 

directly abuts the Golf Course, has been valued and marketed with the Golf Course as an 

important contributing feature of the land. Many homeowners in the Estate purchased land 

solely on this basis. 

Marketing material has described the Estate in the following ways: 

1. ‘The fabulous Glen Iris Golf Course at your doorstep’. 

2. ‘…a truly prestigious development planned for a fortunate few and destined to 

become one of Perth’s most sought-after addresses’. 

3. ‘Situated in a secluded parkland setting overlooking the picturesque lakes and nestled 

between the lush fairways of a first-class golf course’. 

4. ‘The Country Club will offer a host of luxury facilities for the whole family to enjoy, 

golf tennis, pool restaurants and children’s recreations areas, all just a short stroll 

from your home’. 

5. ‘Set amongst the lush greens and fairways of the world-class Glen Iris golf course, the 

Estate boasts magnificent homesites, picturesque lakes, fountains and serene 

wooded parklands’. 

6. ‘Glen Iris ensures total security, a lifestyle second to none and the added benefit of 

being an excellent investment for the future’. 

7. ‘In addition to the many benefits Glen Iris already offers its residents, the planned 

Country Club will be centrally located within the estate’. 

8. ‘Complimenting the world class golf course, the club has been designed to 

incorporate a wide range of sporting and recreational facilities… all within a short 

stroll from their front door’. 

9. ‘Glen Iris, no other private Estate offers so much, so close to home’. 

10. Land adjacent to or overlooking the fairways and greens of the Golf Course carried a 

higher purchase price. Homeowners were made aware that the higher price 

accounted for the specific lifestyle marketed to them. 
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Letter to Hon M Swinbourne - 2 September 2020 (then Acting CEO – City of Cockburn) and 

OCM Minutes dated 10 September 2020 (Page 822 of 848) 

Daniel Arndt: “Attachment One – previous rezonings under District Zoning Scheme No. 2 

(DZS2) – included concept plan” 

“Amendment #56 – Rezoning portion of Lot 2, 3,4 and 5 Jandakot Road from Commercial – 

Restricted Use – Private Recreation and Hotel to Residential R15/12.5 Restricted Use 

Private Recreation and Hotel and Commercial - OCM Meeting July 1990 (gazette date not 

clear) 

Amendment 56 was supported by the above Concept Plan which was adopted in 1990 as a 

Structure Plan to guide development” 

Questions: 

1. How can three very senior officers at CoC state that SU1 was introduced under 

Amendment #56 (DZS#2) and the Chief of Built and Natural Environment (D. Arndt) 

state in OCM Minutes 10/9/2020 ‘approved at OCM July 1990’ but ‘gazette date not 

clear’, then subsequently when a copy is requested to help decipher illegible writing, 

later state Amendment #56 was never approved or adopted?  2. What was Mr. Arndt 

looking at to make the statement ‘gazette date not clear’? 

3. From where did Ms’ Pleasant and Catherwood get their information to make these 

 statements when (apparently) these documents cannot be found/do not exist and 

 Amendment #56 was never adopted? 

This myriad of events can only confirm not only that the CoC recommendation to the OCM 

was flawed in such a vital component but that misleading information was given to the Hon 

Minister by a Senior Executive of CoC, who in his role should require the actual facts to be 

clear and in full when advising MLC. 

One could also suggest that this supports the belief of the existence of a predetermined 

outcome. 

 

Email dated 15 October 2021 * See note below 

From Claire Altiere (Strategic Planning Administration – City of Cockburn)  

“Please find attached the requested amendments.  Due to privacy, you may find some 

names have been redacted.  Unfortunately, Amendment No.56 full documents were 

unable to be found, so I have included the Concept Map that formed part of the approval.” 

 

Questions: 

1. How can there be a Concept Map that formed part of the approval, yet the Scheme 

Documents cannot be found, and now (per D. Arndt and D. Reynolds) were never 

approved or adopted? 

2. From where did Ms Altiere get this information to make the statement ‘that formed 

part of the approval’?   
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3.           The City has stated that the original mistake lay with a junior staff member yet one 

would assume that senior officers are required to ensure that such information is 

verified as correct before it is stated and re-stated by three senior officers. 

Note: * Below is the Concept Plan that both Ms Catherwood and Ms Altieri provided with 

their respective emails: “that it was this plan that was part of the scheme 

amendment (#56) that introduced the Special Use to the City’s previous town 

planning scheme (TPS2)” and “the Concept Plan that formed part of the approval” yet 

there is nothing on this Concept Plan to identify that it relates to Amendment #56.   

Additionally, Ms Catherwood has stated that it was it was under TPS#2 that Special Use was 

introduced, which contradicts Mr. Arndt’s statement that SU1 was introduced under 

TPS#3 - “the Special Use zoning of the land (and wording in Table 8) was adopted in 

2002, long after the golf course and surrounding residential estate had been 

developed.” 

Furthermore, that absolutely no paperwork relating to Amendment #56 can be located, from 

where did the junior staff member (who apparently made the original mistake) obtain his/her 

information in the first place?   

Mr. Arndt was able to quote this Amendment in Ordinary Council Minutes (September 2020) 

and in his letter to Hon Swinbourne (September 2020) - even providing a description of the 

proposed rezoning for this Amendment, plus date of approval – OCM July 1990 - with 

“gazette date not clear” - and at the bottom of the page “Amendment 56 was supported by 

the above Concept Plan which was adopted in 1990 as a Structure Plan to guide 

development.” (The Concept Plan that was included in Mr. Arndt’s November 2020 Minutes is 

the same as that shown below.) 
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Yet again further actions that support the belief of the existence of a predetermined 

outcome. 

Email dated 25 June 2022 

To Daniel Arndt (Chief of Built and National Environment – City of Cockburn) 

To summarise the above: 

1. In 2020 Rachel Pleasant (Manager Strategic Planning) advised that it was Amendment 

#56 that introduced the SU1 zoning. 

2. In 2020 Carol Catherwood (Head of Planning) also advised that it was Amendment 

#56 that introduced the SU1 zoning.   

3. When asked for a copy of that specific Amendment several City Officers each 

confirmed that a copy could not be produced by the City. 

4. In 2020 City Officers included Amendment #56 in the OCM Minutes and yet in a 

subsequent but direct, written reply on the issue to Hon Matthew Swinbourne CoC 

subsequently stated “gazette date not clear”.  
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5. When CoC were once again asked (post the letter to the Minister) to provide a copy 

of the document to see if a JRRA member could decipher ‘gazette note clear’, CoC 

stated that such a document was non-existent. 

6. Ultimately, JRRA member was advised in writing by CoC that Amendment #56 was 

never approved or adopted.   

7. By separate FOI investigation the Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage stated 

in their letter dated 19/10/20 that Amendment #56 could either not be located or 

was never received by them – however their letter further states “not all 

development requires WAPC approval, and approval for development may be 

delegated to the relevant local government.”   

Questions: 

1. Was development approval for Amendment #56 delegated to City of Cockburn and 

therefore senior officers were able to cite relevant information, yet when a copy of 

the document was requested, it is unable to be produced? 

2. Even if an Amendment is not approved or adopted, one would assume that there 

would be more than just a Concept Plan in a file pocket? 

 

Email dated 23 June 2022 

From Daniel Arndt  

“As described above, the Special Use zoning of the land (and wording in Table 8) was 

adopted in 2002, long after the golf course and surrounding residential estate had been 

developed.” 

 

Questions: 

1. This totally contradicts what Rachel Pleasant and Carol Catherwood independently 

stated – ie that SU1 was introduced in the mid 1990’s/Amendment #56 - under 

DZS#2 as opposed to D. Arndt stating (in 2022) that SU1 was introduced in 2002 

under TPS#3? 

2. Why would it take approximately 7-10 years to introduce a new Special Use zone 

under TPS#3 - see definition*?  

3. Why would the Council introduce a new zoning “which have unique development 

requirements” for an already completed development?  

TPS #3 - *n) Special Use Zone 

To provide for uses which have unique development requirements that cannot be 

easily be accommodated by the objectives of any of the other zones included in the 

Scheme.  

Version: 1, Version Date: 02/11/2022
Document Set ID: 11276596



Version: 1, Version Date: 02/11/2022
Document Set ID: 11276596



 

 

Page 14 of 99 

Questions: 

1. Is D. Arndt suggesting that an experienced cartographer would draw a Scheme Map 

which did not reflect the actual wording contained in SU1?   It is inconceivable that 

this supposed anomaly has only just come to light 25+ years after the fact and to now 

suit Eastcourt’s position that integrated landowners do not need to be considered in 

a rezoning application 

2. Why have five different versions of the Scheme Map  been publicly produced in 

different documents? 

Instead of CoC making the assertion that the Scheme Map (which has been depicted in many 

different ways in various public documents) more accurately represents the definition of the 

SU1 zoning, why don’t the City officers re-think their position, more appropriatelyapply the 

definition of SU1 literally (ie taking the words in their usual or most basic sense) and defend 

the position of the hundreds of integrated residential homeowners as, in essence, being “co-

owners or tenants in common” (for want of a better analogy) of the SU1 definition, thereby 

giving those homeowners equal (and rightful) say whether the SU1 zoning can change 

without consultation to those affected homeowners.   

JRRA believes that homeowners are being denied natural justice by being excluded when 

Eastcourt and the integrated residential homeowners both fall under the SU1 “umbrella” and 

both “own” the SU1 definition. 

Whilst the CoC still maintains that it is only the golf course land that is included in the SU1 

definition, JRRA is firmly of the view that it is both the golf course landowner AND the 

integrated residential homeowners who collectively form part of SU1 (taking the literal 

meaning of the wording in SU1) rather than (as CoC asserts) it is only a Scheme Map which is 

accurate. 

JRRA is confident that experienced officers drafted the various zoning definitions in Town 

Planning Schemes and inserted the appropriate wording to accurately define the intended 

land use.  It would be ludicrous to think that the Cartographer drew a Scheme Map first and 

then the drafting of the zoning occurred afterwards.  Cartographers draw maps from words, 

not the other way round. 

A cursory investigation into the zoning of other golf courses reveals that they are 

zoned “Private Clubs and Recreation”.   Why then is Glen Iris Golf Course land zoned 

SU1 (rather than Private Clubs and Recreation) if it does not include the integrated 

residential component? - perhaps because it had “unique development requirements 

that could not be easily be accommodated by the objectives of any of the other zones 

included in the Scheme.” (per n) above).  (“unique” definition: being the only one of 

its kind, unlike anything else).  The Glen Iris Golf Course - on its own - is not unique: it 

is neither ‘the only one of its kind, nor is it unlike anything else’ – a golf course is a 

golf course. It was the creation of a Golf Course ESTATE – golf course with integrated 

residential component – that made it unique.   
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One of the functions of the JRRAis to represent the landowners, residents and ratepayers who 

live in the integrated residential areas surrounding and abutting the Glen Iris Golf Course, 

Jandakot, in relation to the proposed Amendment No. 52.  

The Association has over six hundred members all of which would be affected by proposed 

Amendment No 152. 

JRRA continues making the following submissions in relation to the proposed Amendment No 

152 and SU1 zoning: 

The land the subject of the golf course is currently zoned Special Use 1 which specifies the 

following permissible land uses: 

“Golf Course Estate Private Recreation, Hotel, Convention Centre and associated uses 

– means land used and designed for a golf course integrated with residential 

development and associated commercial and community facilities.” (underlining 

emphasis added) 

In Eastcourt’s Scheme Amendment Application on page 13, it has emphasised (and therefore 

agrees) the requirement that the integrated residential component forms part of the SU1 

definition, but then later asserts by way of a statement unsupported by any facts that “the 

golf course did not incorporate an integrated residential development component”. 

The SU1 zoning does not specify that the integrated residential development must be on the 

subject land and the wording used, when viewed as it rightly should in light of the 

surrounding circumstances and the history of the Estate (consistent with various Scheme 

Amendments approved and adopted by the City - Amendment #56 (now in question) #64, 

#82, #119, and #168, in the mid to late 1990’s to approve the creation of The Lakes/Glen Iris 

Golf Course Estate) strongly support an interpretation that the golf course is to be and indeed 

subsequently has been integrated with residential development on the surrounding land, not 

just on the subject land. 

The golf course was accordingly developed in a manner integrating it with the surrounding 

residential development and the development was clearly promoted and residential lots sold 

( for premium pricing) as a residential development integrated with a golf course. 

This was consistent with City planning documentation in relation to a previous proposed 

Amendment to Town Planning Scheme 2 designated Amendment #56 which contained 

mention of both the golf course land and various surrounding areas. The City’s planning 

documentation relevantly referred to a request to support an amendment to rezone the area 

from “Rural” to “Residential” for the following: 

• 9-hole golf course (21 Ha.) 

• 160 residential lots minimum lot size 700m2 (11Ha.) 

• 16 commercial lots (4.3Ha.) 

• Service Station Site 
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• Retention of the existing Club house. 

The City’s planning document then states: 

“The Nine Hole Golf Course Links would then be largely surrounded by Residential and 

Commercial Development. 

The applicant notes the integration of uses has been successfully developed in other areas 

e.g. Meadow Springs and provides a high degree of amenity for the local residents.” 

(underlining emphasis added) 

To repeat certain statements made above, in 2020 two very senior officers of the CoC in 

Strategic Planning (Rachel Pleasant and Carol Catherwood) stated to a member of JRRA that it 

was Amendment #56 that introduced the Special Use 1 zoning but after that JRRA member 

made further enquiries about Amendment #56, two other senior officers of CoC (Daniel 

Arndt, (then) acting CEO and now Chief of Built and Natural Environment, and David 

Reynolds, Co-ordinator Strategic Planning) have later alleged that Amendment #56 was never 

approved, nor adopted. 

This is not credible and appears to only express personal views (not facts) given that public 

records (OCM October 2020) state that Amendment #56 was adopted (OCM July 1990 – 

gazette date not clear) and “Amendment #56 was supported by a concept plan which was 

adopted in 1990 as a Structure Plan to guide development.” 

What document was Mr. Arndt looking at to make these statements, later contending that 

the document does not exist? 

It is also noted that the assertion that the Special Use 1 zoning of the land (and wording in 

Table 8) was only adopted in 2002 under TPS#3 (gazetted 20 December 2002), with the Chief 

of Built and Natural Environment stating “the Special Use zoning of the land (and wording in 

Table 8) was adopted in 2002, long after the golf course and surrounding residential estate 

had been developed.” (underlining added) 

Why would the description of an 18-hole golf course which had existed for decades need to 

be changed and labelled as “Special Use”.  What was “special” as the golf course land (as a 

golf course) had not change between the various Town Planning Schemes: it was because 

something unique was added to the golf course – ie an integrated residential development 

component. 

It seems implausible that a Special Use 1 zoning (with unique development requirements) 

would be adopted between 7-10 years “after the fact”, strongly suggesting that it is more 

credible that it was in fact Amendment #56 which introduced the Special Use 1 zoning, as 

originally stated by Rachel Pleasant and Carol Catherwood (notwithstanding the recent 

assertion by Daniel Arndt and David Reynolds that Amendment #56 was never adopted).   

It is also relevant that in relation to Amendment #82 in relation to the District Planning 

Scheme No 2 “Scheme Report The Lakes Golf Course Residential Real Estate” stated on page 

10, Clause 4.3.2 as follows: 
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“It is proposed that the residential estate be developed around an international 

standard, 18-hole public golf course. The design and layout of the golf course seeks to: 

• Utilise some of the existing fairway of the existing Lakes Golf Course 

• Optimise the landscape qualities of the site 

• Minimise earthworks and retain the varied landform and vegetation  

• Maximise integration of the golf course throughout the estate.” 

 (emphasis underlining added) 

At paragraph 4.3.3 on page 11 of that “Scheme Report The Lakes Golf Course Residential Real 

Estate” the following statements are made: 

“As clearly indicated in the Concept Plan the residential estate has been integrated 

with an 18-hole golf course. The design of the residential precincts seeks to maximise 

the number of residential home sites with direct aspect to the golf course and provide 

a number of homesites with secondary views of the golf course. 

By locating the entry roads to the residential cells with direct views across the golf 

course, all residents with the residential villages will benefit from the proximity of the 

golf course and the ‘feeling’ of being within a golf course estate. Recent research 

indicates a strong demand for residents to live within a golf course estate.”  

(underlining emphasis added) 

It is a matter of established fact that the golf course was integrated into a residential 

development. Indeed, (at a minimum) 240 existing residences are located on old Lot 3 

(approx 45ha) now Lot 7 (17.5ha) and which was within the original golf course (The Lakes).   

Restrictive Covenants: Various devices, including restrictive covenants (which, as confirmed 

by Landgate, are still current and have not been extinguished on the abovementioned 240 

residential lots) making express provision for the integration with the golf course, were 

utilised to implement the integration of the golf course with the residential development.  

As mentioned above, the golf course provides a high degree of amenity for Glen Iris Golf 

Course Estate residents, something that will be lost, not only for the Estate residents, but also 

for the wider Cockburn community and beyond into other parts of this State. 

The residential development was marketed and sold as a ‘Country Club Estate’ involving a 

Residential Estate integrated with the golf course. (See advertising brochures attached).  

Whilst the City has stated that they are not responsible for marketing and advertising, JRRA 

would assert that marketing was based on the wording contained in the various Amendments 

approved and adopted by Council.  Furthermore, it is a known fact that advertising/marketing 

is still used today to attract a prospective purchaser to property. 

Golf Course Viability: The golf course (initially known as The Lakes Golf Course and now Glen 

Iris Golf Course) has operated since 1965 and JRRA rejects the unsupported assertion by the 
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Proponent that there is any financial or other impediment to the continued operation of the 

golf course.    

In fact, the previous golf course owners offered to sell the golf course to the City of Cockburn 

in 2017 but as the previous owners did not subsequently produce any historical financial 

records, the Council did not follow up the offer.   A pro-active Council would have followed up 

and furthered negotiations. 

To demonstrate the CoC’s interest in golf courses, ratepayer funds were subsequently paid 

out to review the costs of building a new golf course at Coogee. Rather than pursuing an 

already built and functioning international standard 18 hole golf course that the CoC knew 

was being considered for sale it embarked on using ratepayers’funds to look at  it building a 

9-hole (only Par 3) golf course in Coogee scheduled for 2028/29 with the CoC noting 

especially that there is no other public golf course (public or private) for its 120k of residents/ 

ratepayers within the City of Cockburn. 

Interestingly the 18 hole international standard golf course at Glen Iris sold in 2020 for (an 

equivalent) $18m (as set out above) whilst the independent study for the 9 hole (Par 3) golf 

course at Coogee came in at an estimated build cost of $28m. The CoC is still reviewing the 

Coogee Golf Course proposal. 

In Mr. Arndt’s letter to the Hon Matthew Swinbourn dated 2 September 2020, Mr. Arndt 

(then acting CoC CEO)  stated:  

“An application to rezone and redevelop the subject land would need to 

comprehensively address issues such as the impact on neighbourhood character, 

amongst other things. They would also be expected to provide extensive justification 

including but not limited to demonstrating why a golf course is no longer viable”. 

(underlining emphasis added) 

This extensive justification has been totally disregarded by the Proponent and thus, despite 

being well aware of the need to do so, has not been adequately addressed by Eastcourt in its 

SAA. 

In Mr. George Hajigabriel’s (ROWE group engaged on behalf of the Proponent) email to 

Daniel Arndt dated 16 July 2021 (below) Mr. Arndt is in fact assisting Mr Hajigabriel to say 

that the golf course was not viable (and then Mr. Hajigabriel attaches a draft for Mr. Arndt to 

review).   

“Hi Daniel, 

Thank you for the recent meeting with Nick, Jarrod and I in relation to Glen Iris. During 

the meeting you indicated that we would receive a list of any queries and additional 

information requested with respect to the Scheme Amendment and Structure Plan 

documents. Whilst we will hold off on making any substantive alterations to the 

documents until we have reviewed the list, you did indicate that the Scheme 

Amendment Document required more direct commentary in relation to the existing 

development potential of the land and the failing viability of the former golf course 

use. 
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The attached text has been prepared for inclusion in the document to address your 

request. The attached is a draft and it would be greatly appreciated if you could 

review it and provide any comments or guidance with respect to the content. 

Your assistance in this regard is greatly appreciated. 

Regards, 

George” 

This clearly indicates direct/inappropriate/biaised “coaching” of the Proponent by a Senior 

Executive of the CoC and indeed contradicts Mr. Arndt’s direct statement to Minister 

Swinbourn in that, unequivocally“They would also be expected to provide extensive 

justification including but not limited to demonstrating why a golf course is no longer viable”. 

Questions: 

1. Mr. Arndt states in his letter to the Hon Minister that “they” - Eastcourt – would be 

expected to provide extensive justification....  yet Mr. Hajigabriel is seeking help from 

Mr. Arndt in the form of words to submit that cover the point rather than Eastcourt  

actually providing this justification. He  and Mr. Arndt collaboratively worked together 

to draft wording resulting in Mr Arndt not upholding the standard that he himself had 

declared to the Hon Minister would be required.   

2.           Is this a gross derelict of duty by Mr. Arndt - to say one thing to the Minister and then 

deliberately offer help to support the developer’s position - “failing viability”?   

3. Does this suggest bias towards the developer? 

4. Does this also add to the growing list of CoC responses that further the belief of the 

existenceof a predetermined outcome? 

In the unique circumstances stated above, any rezoning of the golf course land is inextricably 

intertwined with the zoning and uses of the surrounding ‘integrated’ residential land when 

the Town Planning Scheme is read as a whole.  

In a very real and direct sense, a change to the zoning of the golf course land effects a 

substantive change in zoning and usage of the residential land. That land can no longer 

comprise residential land integrated as part of a ‘Golf Course Estate’ if the golf course or golf 

course estate ceases to be a permissible use. 

This change would not only have a negative effect on the amenity of the area but would also 

directly adversely impact on the value of the integrated residential properties in the golf 

course Estate of which 240 are directly located on what was The Lakes golf course land - old 

Lot 3 (approximately 45ha) – now Lot 7 (17.5ha). 

Two material and important consequences flow from this, namely: 

The City is required, on basic legal principles, to give significant weight to the views of the 

owners of the affected residential lots and should not make any decision to adversely affect 
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their amenity and interests without carefully considering their views in accordance with the 

principles of natural justice and other legal requirements; and 

The residential land surrounding (and integrated with) the golf course will be ‘injuriously 

affected’ for the purposes of Part 11 Division 2 of the Planning and Development Act by the 

proposed rezoning in that the use of that residential land as part of an ‘integrated’ golf course 

estate will, in a substantive sense, become a ‘non-conforming use’ of that land as a direct and 

inevitable result of the golf course itself ceasing to be a permissible use. This would expose 

the City to significant liability under a class action from the residential landowners for 

compensation by virtue of their land being injuriously affected by the change in zoning. It 

would be imprudent for the City to expose ratepayers’ funds to such a substantial liability. 

 

***** 

The City officer’s report to Elected Members should not only consider planning matters, but 

equal,if not more weight - in light of the recent “State of the Environment Report - - should 

be placed on the true negative impact to the environment, climate change, fauna and flora, 

physical health issues, mental health and wellbeing issues, the quality of life, etc to the 

affected community. (See Appendix B “State of the Environment Report” (comments on a 

flawed process).  

Version: 1, Version Date: 02/11/2022
Document Set ID: 11276596



Version: 1, Version Date: 02/11/2022
Document Set ID: 11276596



Version: 1, Version Date: 02/11/2022
Document Set ID: 11276596



 

 

Page 23 of 99 

A local centre of this nature within this development is more expected by the local authority 

than the residents themselves. The concept plan says this Local Centre Concept is such a 

concept as to never get off the ground and will remain a vacant block, fenced, graffiti covered 

and unkept for a number of years without any action by the developer.  The ground will 

remain as such as a “supermarket” of some 500sqm will become a below par supermarket of 

some sort selling items such as phone cards, greasy takeaway food, supermarket small goods 

at extremely high costs such as the supermarket at the Berrigan did some years ago and failed 

dismally.  Even South Lake shopping centre with 2 Major supermarkets struggles with it’s 

smaller tenants and this type of local centre will be the same. 

It will not support 5 – 10 shops.  JRRA investigation with its subject matter experts has shown 

It will support a service station. 

The developers has used the words “potential” when describing the uses of the local 

center/community hub in its recent community newsletter, no.5 July 2022. This does not 

provide any assurance that any such facilities will be made available. 

The developer in the end will reapply for further development approval sighting their 

investigation with various operators trying to make it work impossible and asking for a change 

to infill with more housing. Some residents have stated they are extremely happy to have this 

type of centre but history and the market shows it will not work and should not be include in 

any way in the concept plan. 
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The traffic analysis also does not consider the recently announced Wave Park that will be built 

on Prinsep Road and will have increased significant traffic implications for Berrigan Drive, 

Prinsep Road and the local area. Annual visitors to the surf park are expected to be 300,000.  

The traffic analysis does not consider the increased traffic from the expanded Jandakot 

Airport, nor traffic driving to the Jandakot Metronet station, currently being built for the 

Thornlie line extension.   Additionally, the traffic implications do not consider the increased 

volume of traffic on Berrigan Drive to access Kwinana Freeway, in particular the potential 

build- up of traffic approaching the on-ramp going north.  Will this increased traffic impede 

emergency vehicles getting into and out of Glen Iris during peak hours? 

The City requested that a concept be prepared to explore whether sufficient space is 

available to accommodate an AFL (multi-use) size oval, clubroom, small playground area (can 

include provision of multi-use hard court, car parking, and two-bay cricket nets.) Facilitating 

the request from the City would require increasing the size of proposed Public Open Space 

area 17 [on Prinsep Road] (see Figure 9) by approximately 7,437m2 and adding that area, 

together with the 1,843m2 of Public Open Space area 17 and the 22,000m2 of the existing 

Prinsep Park reserve, to create a new consolidated active recreation park of approximately 

31,280m2 in the elevated traffic risk area, also nearby the busy planned additional local 

shops. New additional traffic projected also from the new Industrial/ commercial estate on 

Jandakot Road. 

Re the Prinsep Oval development an Alternate Subdivision Concept (Figure 14) has been 

prepared “to facilitate the ability to seek Community input” and progress for consideration by 

the WAPC “in the event that Council resolves to support the Prinsep Park option”. Appendix 9 

– Transport Impact Assessment needs to include assessment of the additional traffic impacts 

that the alternate Prinsep Oval development would have on Berrigan Drive. 

State Planning Policy 3.7 Planning in Bushfire Prone Areas (SPP 3.7) directs how land use 

should address bushfire risk management in Western Australia. It applies to all land which has 

been designated as bushfire prone by the Fire and Emergency Services (FES) Commissioner as 

highlighted on the Map of bushfire prone areas. 

SPP 3.7 seeks to guide the implementation of effective risk-based land use planning and 

development to preserve life and reduce the impact of bushfire on property and 

infrastructure. It applies to all higher order strategic planning documents, strategic planning 

proposals, subdivision and development applications located in designated bushfire prone 

areas (unless exemptions apply). 

Re the bushfire risk, a new signalised [i.e., traffic light] intersection is proposed along Berrigan 

Drive. Turnbury Park Drive access to/ from Berrigan Drive will be completely closed. A new 4-

way signalised intersection will be slightly further to the east and provide connectivity 

between the northern and southern portions of the site, however timing of the proposed 

intersection is really not clear – Section 8 of Appendix 9 states the new signalised intersection 

on Berrigan Drive is in the “medium to longer term”, Appendix 9 Figure 7.1, which shows the 

total traffic generated onto the external road network by the proposed structure plan, is 

blurry and the numbers are difficult to read. How can a proper risk assessment be done re 

bushfire prone areas?  
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It is imperative that in line with SPP 3.7 re ‘preserve life’, that Traffic Impact Assessments are 

done for both the Prinsep Rd Wave Park and also the Prinsep Oval development alternate 

subdivision concept. To not include these traffic figures authorities simply cannot undertake a 

proper risk assessment re elevated bushfire risk to current residents of the Glen Iris Golf 

Course Estate/ new residents from the proposed circa 600 houses. 

City of Cockburn have already ‘red flagged’ a serious issue with the Eastcourt plan, i.e., that 

there is a potential risk re limited entry and exit routes on the northern side of Berrigan. This 

has been noted on the below excerpt.:  

 

If there was not a risk to residents, why would this have been even flagged by City of 

Cockburn re a road link between Dean Road and Lakes Way?  

Obviously, there is an actual perceived risk to the residents of the Glen Iris Estate, as well as 

the proposed Glen Iris Estate (plonked in the middle of the Glen Iris Golf Course Estate.) 

 Notably there has already been a housefire on Glen Iris Drive,  one fire closed Glen Iris Drive 

for six hours. What would happen if many houses were involved with a fire, say along the 

houses opposite the current Dean Road residents, or the current Prinsep Road residents. 

Could this estate become a serious death trap with an additional approximate 2k of people 

living in it? 

House fire in the Glen Iris Golf Course Estate 2015 (when even the golf course caught fire!) 

and Glen Iris Drive was closed for five hours. In this incident, five crews attended (35 

firefighters) and the large ‘ladder’ fire truck had difficulty navigating the Estate’s narrow 

roads, especially the roundabouts, when the ladder kept getting caught in the verge trees  
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It is also noted that section 5.2.2 of SPP 5.3 states that a notice on title (pursuant to s70a of 

the Transfer of Land Act 1893), advising of the potential for noise nuisance, is to be required 

as a condition of any subdivision or planning approval within the frame area (defined by Roe 

Highway, Ranford Road, Warton Road, Armadale Road and the Kwinana Freeway). The Golf 

Course estate is fully within the Frame Area, and the SPP 5.3 requirement for a notice on title 

for all proposed development has not been appropriately acknowledged in the Structure Plan. 

Section 3.4.6 of the Structure Plan Volume 1 further states that “It is also relevant to note the 

adjoining area, which also falls within the 20 to 25 ANEF contour zone, has been developed 

for residential purposes ranging in density from R20 to R40.”  As noted in section 2.3 of SPP 

5.3, “the ANEF contours may be reviewed every five years in association with reviews of the 

master plan for Jandakot Airport.” A new ANEF for Jandakot Airport has been prepared every 

five years in line with the Jandakot Airport Master Plan, and the Jandakot Airport ANEF 

contours have changed in every Master Plan iteration since the first Master Plan in 2005. The 

existing areas of the Glen Iris Golf Course Estate that are zoned R30 and R40 were not within 

the 20-25 ANEF zone (as included and applied in previous versions of SPP 5.3) and it is 

therefore misleading to imply that the existing ‘R20 to R40’ residential density occurred while 

it was within the 20-25 ANEF zone. 

Section 3.4.6 of the Structure Plan Volume 1 states that the Plan has responded appropriately 

to the objectives and policy measures of SPP 5.3 by “Avoiding the designation of land for 

more sensitive land uses such as educational establishments, child-care premises and nursing 

homes”. This statement is erroneous and needs to be removed, as there is no justification of 

why education establishments, child-care premises or nursing homes would be considered 

‘more sensitive’ than residential development. In fact, the AS2021 Building Site Acceptability 

(which is referenced and applied in the Structure Plan) considers residential, education, child-

care and nursing homes to all be ‘conditionally acceptable’ in the 20-25 ANEF and 

‘unacceptable’ in the greater than 25 ANEF zone.  

10. Future Aircraft Noise 

The National Airports Safeguarding Framework (NASF) is a national land use planning 

framework that was developed by the National Airports Safeguarding Advisory Group which 

comprised Commonwealth, State and Territory Government planning and transport officials, 

the Australian Government Department of Defence, the Civil Aviation Safety Authority, 

Airservices Australia and the Australian Local Government Association.  

The NASF Guideline A Measures for Managing Impacts of Aircraft Noise1 states that “AS2021 

recognises that the 20 ANEF and 25 ANEF zones do not capture all high noise affected areas 

around an airport, and the ANEF contours are not necessarily an indicator of the full spread of 

noise impacts, particularly for residents newly exposed to aircraft noise.”  The NASF Guideline 

A Attachment (Supplementary Aircraft Noise Metrics) recommends the ‘Number Above’ noise 

 

1 https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/infrastructure-transport-vehicles/aviation/aviation-

safety/aviation-environmental-issues/national-airports-safeguarding-framework/national-

airports-safeguarding-framework-principles-and-guidelines 
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metric, which presents the projected number of aircraft noise events on an average day that 

are above a specific noise level.  

The Jandakot Airport Master Plan 20202 includes N60 and N70 contours, as well as N60 Busy 

Day contours, to show the projected number of aircraft noise events for a day where 

Jandakot Airport will be operating at its peak daily movement level. These contours are 

provided below for reference. 

N70 contours represent the number of aircraft noise events louder than 70 decibels (dBA).  A 

70 dBA outside noise will generally be experienced as a 60 dBA event inside a residence with 

the windows open and is the sound level that will disturb a normal conversation or other 

indoor activities such as watching television. The N60 contours are used to describe aircraft 

noise events at night. A 60 dBA event outside a residence will generally be experienced as 50 

dBA indoors, which AS 2021 identifies as the level above which noise can be considered 

intrusive and is likely to be more disturbing during sleeping hours. 

Based on the N60 and N70 contours in the Jandakot Airport Master Plan 2020, the Glen Iris 

Estate is forecast to experience 100 average daily events above 60 decibels, and 50-100 

average daily events above 70 decibels. The N60 Busy Day contour shows that the Glen Iris 

Estate is forecast to experience 200 daily events above 60 decibels on a busy day, with some 

areas within the 500 daily event contours. 

Section 4.2 of the Jandakot Airport Master Plan 2020 states that the maximum theoretical 

operating capacity of Jandakot Airport used for the N60 and N70 noise modelling is 460,000 

fixed wing and 66,000 helicopter movements. The Master Plan shows that in 2019/2020 

there were 200,628 fixed wing and 25,636 helicopter movements, which means that in the 

future aircraft movements will be more than double what  residents of the Glen Iris Golf 

Course Estate  currently experience.   

Glen Iris Golf Course Estate residents are significantly affected by aircraft noise from current 

operations, particularly repetitive pilot training circuits and the noisy helicopter operations. 

Residents have made numerous complaints to Jandakot Airport as well as the Airservices 

Noise Complaints and Information Service and the Commonwealth Aircraft Noise 

Ombudsman, and it is concerning that more residential development is being considered for 

an area that is already subject to invasive aircraft noise and is forecast to more than double in 

the future. 

The World Health Organization’s Burden of Disease from Environmental Noise3 report states 

(page xv) that “The evidence from epidemiological studies on the association between 

exposure to road traffic and aircraft noise and hypertension and ischaemic heart disease has 

increased during recent years” and that “Both road traffic noise and aircraft noise increase 

the risk of high blood pressure.” 

 

2 https://www.jandakotairport.com.au/corporate/master-plan.html 
3 https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/burden-of-disease-from-environmental-noise-

quantification-of-healthy-life-years-lost-in-europe 
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The report also states (page 55) that “Sleep disturbance is one of the most common 

complaints raised by noise-exposed populations, and it can have a major impact on health 

and quality of life. Studies have shown that noise affects sleep in terms of immediate effects 

(e.g. arousal responses, sleep stage changes, awakenings, body movements, total wake time, 

autonomic responses), after-effects (e.g. sleepiness, daytime performance, cognitive function 

deterioration) and long-term effects (e.g. self-reported chronic sleep disturbance)”. 

It is well recognised that elderly people are more susceptible to sleep disorders and sleep 

disturbance, and yet the Eastcourt Structure Plan is promoting the proposed development for 

‘ageing-in-place’ housing.  

Based on the acknowledged limitations of the ANEF system, and the information presented in 

the Jandakot Airport Master Plan 2020, JRRA is of the opinion that the Acoustic Assessment 

(Appendix 6) has not adequately considered the impact of aircraft noise for the proposed 

development and needs to include and detail the N60 and N70 forecasts as part of the 

assessment. 
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10.1. Lighting Restrictions 

Section 8.5 of the Jandakot Airport Master Plan 2020 also details external lighting restrictions 

for the control of ground lights where they have the potential to cause confusion or 

distraction (from glare) to pilots in the air. Portions of the Glen Iris Estate proposed 

development area are within Restricted Light Zones and this needs to be addressed in the 

Structure Plan. 

10.2. Solar 

The sustainability commitments (section 5.3 of the Structure Plan) detail the focus on solar 

opportunities for the proposed development. Several studies4 have shown that solar glare is a 

potential hazard for pilots, which could lead to accidents. However, the Structure Plan has not 

addressed potential risk of glare from solar panels. 

Importantly there should be a study done to demonstrate the very real impact that the loss of 

750+ mature trees will have in relation to air traffic noise (light aircraft/ helicopters) to 

current Glen Iris Golf Course Estate residents.  

The psycho-acoustic effect of vegetation is estimated as the equivalent of a noise reduction of 

10dB(A), and the effect is larger for higher sound exposure levels (Van Renterghem, T. 

Towards explaining the positive effect of vegetation on the perception of environmental 

noise. Urban For. Urban Green. (2018). doi:10.1016/j.ufug.2018.03.007) 

   

 

4 

https://www.faa.gov/data_research/research/med_humanfacs/oamtechreports/2010s/medi

a/201512.pdf 
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• The development of the Kara estate. 

• The development of the Lake Treeby estate. 

• The continued expansion of the Verde industrial estate 

• The continued expansion of the Jandakot Airport industrial estate. 

• The development of the industrial area at Berrigan Drive/Jandakot Road. 

• The development of residential units at Berrigan Drive/Lakelands school. 

• Bushland turned over to a four-lane road (Jandakot Road) which ends at Warton Road 

– where a further residential development is underway. 

• The quasi freeway of the Armadale Road and the acres of land that has been 

concreted over as it connects development after development all the way to the hills. 

• The continued development of the land around Cockburn Central train station 

(including the development of the Thornlie line Metronet). 

• The $1Billion Dollar expansion of the Cockburn Gateway Shopping City precinct.  

Urbanisation brings many benefits, but it must encompass balanced compensations which we 

now desperately need as highlighted by CoC Mayor Howlett. 

The world, and the Cockburn Council, are aware and both state the perils linked to the onset 

of climate change which will be far more reaching for Cockburn with the planned infill of the 

54.9ha. Glen Iris Golf Course.   

With green open space, 1,258 mature trees, clean air, lack of pollution, low levels of traffic 

dust, no night light pollution, no heat build-up due to blocking prevailing winds, a certain 

quality of life currently exists. An integrated housing and golf course estate that independent 

parties state produces enough of oxygen for 135,000 people annually. 

The planned Glen Iris infill of +/- 550-600 new houses will remove all of these qualities and 

produce more of the same which already exists in the City of Cockburn whilst decimating the 

protected golf course fauna and eco-system surviving since 1965 and displacing oxygen for 

135,000 people annually. 

***** 

In Appendix A, the Report: “Sanctuary for the Protected Fauna (other wildlife) and Protected 

Flora… Quendas, Carnaby’s & Forest Red-tailed black cockatoos, Banksias” presents results of 

monitoring the wildlife on the golf course since June 2020. Surveys confirm the extent of the 

wildlife with over 70 sightings of Quenda, both individuals and families, plus flocks (over 

100+) of the federally protected black cockatoos, plus 2ha of Banksia Woodland trees which 

provide food for the protected cockatoos. 
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Emerge Associates Environmental Fauna Report for Eastcourt undertook a Level 1 Desktop 

survey and fauna assessment which encompassed a “review of available data” which is 

limited and an inaccurate two “walk-throughs” to assess fauna and flora. 

The major available data “Community Quenda Survey 2012” reports sighting ONE quenda and 

the report did not include the federally protected Carnaby or Forest Red-Tailed black 

cockatoos. 

Two afternoon visits by the Emerge qualified experts only noted four quenda diggings 

because quenda are basically a nocturnal animal.   

The protected black cockatoos which existed in documented flocks (100+) before Acumen 

Development Solutions (Project Manager) drained the lakes, were all discounted. 

The Environmental Protection Authority’s final report did not even mention the word 

‘quenda’ so what chance do the Priority 4 quenda have if they apparently do not exist?  The 

EPA were advised that large numbers of quenda were inhabiting the golf course. 

Independent available reports over the period (August 2020 to May 2022) include over 70 

sightings for the quendas and record the demise of the protected black cockatoos due to 

human action.  

Actions were undertaken by Acumen removing the lakes near the Carnaby roosting sites.   

Emerge Associates have documented the need for water at Carnaby roosting sites plus they 

are aware of the duck breeding season, yet they sanctioned removal of water (August 2020) 

prior to the end of the duck breeding season (notwithstanding that the Project Manager was 

advised by WA Wildlife that the water bodies should remain until October) and many 

ducklings were found abandoned in residents’ gardens, by swimming pools, and with duck 

eggs even laid in flowerpots!  (Glen Iris Drive) 

Acumen stated that one of the reasons the five lakes had to be drained was to prevent people 

drowning, yet two “drown-proof” lakes remain, possibly due to them being artesian with 

associated draining problems. If valid reasons were available to Acumen for its actions in 

draining the lakes why was the actual draining and removal of linings undertaken in a quite 

clandestine manner very early on a weekend morning without notice to anyone (the CoC or 

local residents in particular)? 

While ducks are not an endangered species, all native animals are legally protected. 

<www.dpaw.wa.gov.au> 

City of Cockburn correspondence (4 July 2022) also ignored the quenda: “I can see no 

information within the Fauna Assessment that indicate the ecologist from Emerge recorded 

seeing any quenda on the site visits, only diggings were recorded.” 

A letter from the City of Cockburn dated 25 May 2022 advised: “On 20 April 2022, the EPA 

determined that the likely environmental impacts associated with the development are 

unlikely to have a significant impact on the environment and do not warrant formal 

assessment under Part IC Division 3 of the Environmental Protection Act 1986.” 
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Environmental Criteria Ignored: In its letter to Minister Swinbourn dated 2 September 2020 

the Acting CEO of the City states:  

“Any application to rezone the land would be required to address issues including 

environmental assessment. Should any endangered species or quality ecological 

communities be identified at the subject site; this would form a considerable amount 

of the assessment of a redevelopment proposal.”  

Again, despite the EPA making the determination “that the likely impacts associated with the 

development are unlikely to have a significant impact on the environment and do not warrant 

formal assessment….” a well credentialled JRRA member with a B.Sc in Zoology, Geology and 

Botany, wrote to the EPA in January 2022,  a copy of which assessment is included in the 

attached “Fauna” Report to this submission – from page 57)) clearly identifying the true fauna 

position.   

Regrettably, the EPA did not request a full copy of this report to better inform its 

considerations at that time and only considered Eastcourt’s Environmental consultant, 

Emerge Associates’ report, who only undertook a Desktop Level 1 Assessment. The EPA made 

its determination on this alone.   

Is it any wonder that Australia is a world leader in the extinction of species when suitably 

qualified persons issue peer reviewed environmental information (qualified by appropriate 

levels of on the ground studies) but the EPA rely solely on a Desktop Study when making such 

an important and significant determination? 

DEATH SENTENCE FOR GLEN IRIS FAUNA? 

The human species at Glen Iris will also suffer being affected by a wide range of 

environmental, health and quality of life issues. 

In Appendix B, the Report: “Non-exhaust Vehicle Emissions especially in Urban Areas – Effect 

of Particulate Matter on Human Health)” refers to the internationally recognised human 

problems associated with discovered vehicle and even train brake dust.  

On 6 May 2021 the UK reported the death of a child: “the Coroner concluded that air 

pollution was a major contributor to the ultimate death of the girl.  The Coroner also called on 

local government ministers to address holes in local legislation which allow for significant 

levels of air pollution to continue unchecked, far in excess of WHO guidelines.” Full report: 

<brakebetter.com/dust-developments> 

Microscopic particles (PM2.5 electron microscope) penetrate human tissue and cause 

negative reactions including death!  Electric vehicles will not solve the problem as their 

increased weight due to batteries will result in more brake dust than non-electric vehicles. 

Brake dust will affect walkways and cycle paths close to roads and enter air conditioners 

during early morning temperature inversion. 

City of Melville considers banning new childcares on busy roads –   
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Kristie Lim, Perth Now – Melville 26 August 2021 (Excerpt)… 

“New Childcare centres could be banned along the busy Leach and Canning 

Highways, and South Street, over concerns about the pollution effect of passing 

traffic on young lives. 

Scientific Data: Surrounding road density of child care centers in Australia 

https://www.nature.com/articles/s41597-022-01172-1 

City of Melville chief executive Marten Tieleman said “the Council’s primary concern about 

childcare centres on busy primary roads was air quality and noise impacts.” 

In Appendix C, the report: “Quality of Life” outlines how the increased density will affect all 

inhabitants.  We now have more data on the effects of traffic, air quality, heat islands, water 

quality (drugs), light pollution, stress etc.   

City of Cockburn Soundings 2020 say they are “leading the way on climate change. The 

objectives will be achieved with a comprehensive action plan to eliminate greenhouse 

emissions.” 

Does the City of Cockburn need to build and maintain more high-quality infrastructure and 

amenities for our residents and find additional resources to achieve this? 

Do we already have the solution and indeed the ingredients or components to reduce the 

forecast climate change Armageddon! 

***** 

City of Cockburn has plans to increase the high-rise density at the Gateway Shopping Centre 

and the plans to double in size. 

The City of Cockburn plans to incorporate a Wave Park with associated structures of hotel and 

convention centre.   

Cockburn has the new road links and overpass, plus a railway with station plus an adjoining 

airport.  Why not add a 54.9ha environmental jewel with 1,258 mature trees (not a thousand  

saplings promised by Eastcourt; saplings that need large amounts of water twice a week). 

A 54.9ha golf course (green open space) can also provide oxygen annually for 135,000 people, 

essential to combat climate change – not possible with the destruction of mature trees with 

infill of +/- 600 new houses. 

The combination of our existing and planned assets will produce “high-quality infrastructure 

and amenities for our residents” plus “the additional resources to achieve this” are readily 

available to be incorporated into a “COCKBURN HUB” – good enough not only for the 

Cockburn residents but it could attract tourist day trips, even cruise passengers’ visits from 

the Fremantle docks. 
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A vibrant world-class “COCKBURN HUB”, coupled with an existing workable Sanctuary for 

wildlife, would be more internationally attractive than a +/- 600 suburban “dormitory” to be 

added to the urbanisation on our doorstep. 

The prolific quenda population could be saved as “the relocation of quenda to other sites is 

not an appropriate or recommended option.” <Govt. of WA, Dept of Biodiversity, 

Conservation and Attractions, Fauna Notes> Plus, with water and the currently existing 

roosting trees, the many federally protected Carnaby and Forest Red-tailed black cockatoos 

will return, together with over 60 recorded native species, rather than erect memorials. 

This can be achieved working in conjunction with the City of Cockburn environmental officers 

and the team at WA Wildlife – the first Western Australia proven animal sanctuary. 

It is possible and a wave park complex with an international standard 18-hole public golf 

course, restaurant and amenities will cost the City of Cockburn nothing, especially as 

Fremantle has been named in TIME Magazine’s 50 “Greatest Places of 2022.” <Natalie 

Richards, Perth Now - 13 July 2022>  

EXAMPLE- 

A brand new “integrated destination for the Gold Coast” - A Development Application has 

been lodged by Parkwood Golf Course for a large $300 million integrated Surf Park Village 

located at the Pinewood International Golf Course on the Gold Coast.  

https://golfandsurfgc.com.au 

 

THIS INNOVATIVE IDEA COULD RESULT IN THE 

CITY OF COCKBURN RECEIVING ITS GREATEST COMMUNITY AWARD EVER! 
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This demonstrates that Golf has not been hit hard in the last few years! 

 

 

 

 

This demonstrates what a successful golf course looks like 
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This further demonstrates that Golf is a highly viable 

proposition. This is what the Council has reported on:  

The Wembley Golf Course was a stand-out success for the Town of Cambridge in 

2019/2020 despite the impact of COVID-19 when the venue was completely closed 

from 25 March until 11 April. This was highlighted by the capacity patronage at the 

venue once each social restriction stage was progressively relaxed permitting more 

people and facilities to return to operation. 

Golf was one of the limited sports able to be played with the required social 

distancing. The appeal of golf, as an outlet for strong personal health benefits with 

the importance on both physical and mental health, was never more 

With the increased patronage, the greens fairways and tees are under more stress 

than ever and our golf courses have been presented to the highest standard. This has 

been the catalyst for an increase in memberships, mini golf customers, pro shop sales 

and lesson bookings which augers well for the coming year and beyond.  

The golf course has been busier than ever since the lifting of COVID-19 restrictions on 

sport and hospitality and is currently on track to display exceptional results for the 

coming financial year. 

Melville City Council has previously adopted a Masterplan Approach for the Melville 

Glades Golf Club, which is also a natural bushland course and the surrounding John 

Connell Reserve.  This previous Masterplan included the incorporation of a large 

proportion of residential development.  Under pressure from the community and the 
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incomprehesible and utterley disgusting.  To say this comment over and over again is gut 

wrenching and unbelievable. 

If the Glen Iris Golf Course is infilled with residential housing it will create an estate within an 

estate. Basically, no different to other suburbs located conveniently closer to the Perth City. 

Should the zoning change, some JRRA members have said they will sell and move elsewhere.  

Where they will go is unknown but they built in this wonderful estate because of the golf 

course, because of the open space and because of the amenity and bushland associated with 

its existance.  To stay and watch its demise is soul destroying and heartbreaking to say the least. 

Will the Coc change the street names from the golf themed roads and streets to some 

other?Some of the JRRA members have told it that they will be putting their homes on the 

market and moving elsewhere if the change of zoning is allowed to happen. They built or 

purchased here because the golf course was the main focal feature and they knowingly 

purchased into a ‘golf course estate’ of which even parks and street names were golf themed. 

 

Others who want to buy into the Estate are waiting for the outcome of the Proposal as they 

have advised JRRA that they want to live “on a golf course estate”.  

It was important to the golfing community that the City of Cockburn had an open public golf 

course for its 120k of residents/ ratepayers. It was something that is basic, let’s face it a bit like 

having no football field, basketball court or tennis court. 

JRRA members feedback is they envisage a massive loss of ‘character’ with the proposed 

destruction of 750+ mature trees in the marvelous current nature corridor that has thrived 

since the 1960s. Our members tell us planting 1,000 sapling trees is simply not good enough, 

when many of the mature trees are decades (some hundreds) of years old, as apparent by 

nesting holes demonstrative in one of the flora and fauna reports being supplied as a 

submission attachment by JRRA.  These saplings will take at least 20 years to mature, well after 

the extinction of the federally protected black cockatoos.  It is well documented that cockatoos 

are fighting for habitat to nest and artificial nesting boxes are being made and attached to trees 

to try and alleviate this problem.   

 

JRRA and the community believes that the plan put forward by Eastcourt Property Group lacks 

imagination, and it does not reflect the predominant character of a green open space precinct, 

it only offers parklets, swales and small buffer areas. Some current homes will be sandwiched 
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between traffic, both from the front and the back of their current homes. There is great 

concern re the traffic, proposed buses going by homes and the extra population anticipated to 

be living in the community that has so few facilities. The current character of the golf course 

estate is a peaceful one. 

The Twin Waters Pass bridge is quite special to the community, the Eastcourt plan looks like 

this will be at future risk despite the Proponent stating that the bridge will remain 

undisturbedTHE CoC MUST ENSURE THAT THE TWIN WATERS PASS BRIDGE REMAINS. How 

short sighted that the plan did not make this overpass bridge a main focal point with 

landscaping and picturesque lakes, all mature trees retained in the area shows not much 

thought has been put into the indicative infill plan, probably just a desktop plan done by the 

looks of things, by somebody not familiar with the area.   

 

Of large concern is that the EPA WA gave Easctourt advice, but the proponent declined the 

opportunity to update the Structure Plan proposal in response to the EPA’s advice. Feedback 

provided is that the City of Cockburn has referred both proposals to the Department of Water 

and Environmental Regulation, and the Department of Biodiversity Conservation and 

Attractions seeking their advice on this (and other) matters. It is confusing to JRRA that as a 

community we are being asked to put in community submissions, yet Eastcourt are not being 

transparent in what they will and won’t be doing post the EPA’s advice. 

The Eastcourt indicative plan is not compatible with the current setting of the environment, 

there is minimal recreational compensation – certainly nothing set in concrete (potentially 

something jammed into an alternate Prinsep Oval multi use area). We already had footpaths 

to walk on, it is proposed to have a few more, the odd piece of outdoor exercise equipment 

seriously does not compensate for the loss of a 54.9ha recreational golf course facility that was 

great for the community’s mental health and overall well-being! 

‘Loss, loss, loss of character’ has been planned. The Eastcourt plan has not addressed social 

matters, it has not provided replacement amenity, it has not managed its cultural nor 

environmental impact, and the community consultation to date has not been up to par (pardon 

the pun) and often been shambolic and unfair to the community that SHOULD matter. 

There are concerns that current residents that back on to the currently closed golf course will 

need to, as a result of the current proposal, block off their rear fence boundaries with 

Colorbond fencing  for security and privacy reasons and to stop people walking past and peering 

into their back yards. No pathways should be constructed within the proposed buffer zones 

adjacent to the current see-through rear fences of houses that back on to the current golf 
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course land. Closed in, colorbond fencing will also no doubt look awful and present a graffiti 

risk.  

The proposed buffer zones (minimum of 12 metres) must be increased to 20 metres  without 

any construction activity within those zones. This will enable capture of many of the mature 

trees that would otherwise be destroyed. Increasing the minimum to 20 metres does not 

adversely effect the Proposal.  

There is community concern of how the upkeep of the estate will be maintained to an 

acceptable standard, particularly as weed maintenance by City of Cockburn on medium strips 

and in parklands is already at times stretched and not up to acceptable standards. How many 

years will future purchasers have to pay for the maintenance upkeep of the proposed buffer 

zones and tiny parklets/ swales? Will this be a weed infested/ neglected future Glen Iris Estate? 

Massive impact is expected to the MNES federally protected black cockatoos (Carnaby’s and 

Forest Red-tailed), as the Eastcourt Property Group plan demonstrates retaining no water 

habitat at all for these iconic threatened species. Vehicle strike is anticipated - that is if they are 

not driven out completely by the lack of water habitat and loss of the 750 + mature trees. Some 

current banksia woodland showing as housing on the current indicative plan. 

The wonderful Priority 4 quenda community that wander into back yards that abut the course 

are expected to diminish, that would be very sad, as how many communities have a community 

of quendas visit their back yards and interact with the residences’ pets?   
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Looking into the future it is expected we will show our grandkids what used to be perched on 

our fence lines, in our golf course estate back yards, in part as the nearby golf course amenity 

has been a friendly home in the past for these endangered, vulnerable and Priority Species. 

Instead, we will have to take our grandkids to Cockburn train station to see the iconic birds/ 

banksias/ water displayed on large artwork, or perhaps at the WA Museum who already have 

a display of the black cockatoos matters of national environmental significance (MNES) 

threatened species.   

As a committee and community we will shake our heads in despair that our local council, and 

state authorities did not have the foresight, the integrity, nor the intuition to save the 54.9ha 

public golf course for the community, a community that SHOULD have mattered, over a  

property developer who is already plentifully rich, and who took the opportune time 

purchasing the Glen Iris Golf Course & fragile ecosystem that was zoned Special Use 1, on the 

expectation that they could get it zoned ‘development’ due to weak WA planning laws that do 

not seem to protect either the community or WA golf course estates! 

JRRA Committee members/ the community efforts are focussed on saving can be proud of 

efforts to save the Glen Iris public golf course not just for our generation, but also for future 

generations, and not just for the local ciommunity but for the much braider Statewide 

community. Committee members have met weekly since April 2020, endeavoring to see justice 

rightfully served.  

We have all seen what happens when golf course recreational land and open green space is 

not retained for rapidly growing populations, Western Sydney currently is a prime example of 

such.    

JRRA members purchased into the ‘golf course estate’ for the golf course amenity, the 

restaurant and bar amenity, the mature tree canopy, the picturesque golf course lakes, the 

dark sky, the spaciousness, the wildlife, the flora, the abundant birdlife, the views etc, it is 
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different than most suburbs in Perth as it has an open space feel. Many residents in the estate 

are nature lovers. 

JRRA members fear for the repercussions to the Jandakot Water Mound with yet more infill of 

concrete and steel over the precious mound. They particularly have concerns re the loss of golf 

course vegetation and the resultant additional noise impact from the ever increasing overhead 

air traffic from the nearby Jandakot Airport. 

 

The character of the area will certainly change, currently there is only a smidgen of group 

housing, land sites range up to over 1200m2 in the current golf course estate, most blocks 

average around 700m2, we fear for the loss of gardens, we are concerned about group housing 

parking issues, rear loaded garages, some of us have viewed Eastcourt’s Providence Estate and 

were horrified at the standard they have set there. 

Some images here are of small group sites at Eastcourt’s Providence Estate, the group housing 

planned at the Glen Iris Golf Course Estate is very out of character of what was purchased into. 

This is what can be expected from average 300m2 blocks of land, so out of character of what 

we currently have.: 

 

The character of the current estate has driveways that allow for parking to be off street and on 

our own driveways. Our roads are not clogged up with cars/ safety issues, an issue that often 

comes with lots sizes that only average 300m2, as per the planned group housing. Currently 

residents purchased in the estate knowing that there was no social housing, residents appear 
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“It is proposed that the residential estate be developed around an international standard, 18-

hole public golf course.  The design and layout of the golf course seeks to: 

… utilise part of the existing fairway on the existing Lakes Golf Course 

….maximise integration of the golf course throughout the estate; 

… create an international standard 18-hole golf course; 

“The golf course will be complemented by a Country Club/Tavern which will incorporate a 

range of sporting and recreational facilities and amenities.”  

Residential: 

“As clearly indicated in the Concept Plan the residential estate has been integrated with an 

18-hole golf course.  The design of the residential precincts seeks to maximise the number of 

residential homesites with direct aspect of the golf course and provide a number of 

homesites with secondary views of the golf course.”  

“By locating the entry roads to the residential cells with direct views across the golf course, all 

residents within the residential villages will benefit from the proximity of the golf course and 

the ‘feeling’ of being within a golf course estate.  Recent research indicates a strong demand 

for residents to live within a golf course estate.” 

Conclusion: 

“As clearly demonstrated within the Concept Plan, the Lakes Golf Course Estate will be 

developed as an exciting upmarket residential estate established around an attractive 18- 

hole golf course.” 

“Council and PDUD are therefore requested to support this development by initiating the 

necessary amendments to the Metropolitan Region Scheme and City of Cockburn District 

Town Planning Scheme No. 2.” 

 

The golfing estate and attached amenities were a significant drawcard for residents to pay 

premium prices, even though the suburb was located nearby lower economic areas, had the 

nearby noisy air traffic from Jandakot Airport. To this day there is still a sign warning about air 

traffic noise on the entry road to the northern side of Berrigan Drive of the current Glen Iris 

Golf Course Estate (Dean Road) warning potential purchasers of the potential air traffic noise. 

This drawcard of living on a “golf course estate” continued to attract purchasers right up to 

the sale of the golf course in 2020. 

The advertising inducements of the Glen Iris Golf Course Estate are as follows: 
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Brochure 1 

 

 

 

 

 

Brochure 2 
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Brochure 3 

  

  

 

 

  

 

Brochure 4 
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It is usual practice for people to rely on advertising/marketing material as an inducement to 

consider purchasing a property; just in the same way that we use real estate agents today to 

advertise and market a property we may wish to sell, or scan the real estate section of the 

newspaper/website for a property to purchase.   

The fact that the original property developer did not disclose that the golf course land was 

privately owned and could be sold (and possibly rezoned in the future) could be considered 

misleading/misrepresentation and/or a lack of a duty to disclose such vital information.   

However, equally, the City of Cockburn, in approving and adopting various Amendments to 

allow for the creation the Glen Iris Golf Course Estate should have protected prospective 

purchasers by ensuring it was mandated that this disclosure was included either in any 

advertising/marketing material and/or (especially in) subsequent formal documentation, such 

as the Offer & Acceptance, and/or included in any Restrictive Covenants imposed thereon 

which formed part of the O&A, just in the same way that the City mandated the developer to 

disclose to prospective purchasers (in Restrictive Covenants) that they were aware they lived 

in close proximity to the Jandakot Airport with resultant aircraft noise.   

Signage regarding ‘noise’ is still evident within the Estate today. 

Excerpt from CoC Minutes re Amendment #119 dated 28 May 1996 – see (2) conditions 1 and 

2 below.  

  

 

No memorials were placed on Certificates of Title.   However, Rectrictive Covenants (i) stated: 

“these properties are within the vicinity of the Jandakot Airport and may be subject to aircraft 

noise/activity.” 
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If the CoC considered that noise/activity from the Jandakot Airport was important enough to 

mandate, one would assume that the CoC would have also determined it was even more 

important to mandate disclosure that the land was privately owned and could be sold in the 

future (and possibly rezoned).  

Not only has the original developer failed us, but equally, it could be said, so has the City of 

Cockburn.  

This can be rectified now by REJECTING the proposed rezoning of the land from Special Use 1 

to development. 
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15. Win-Win 

The current building once housing the Glen Iris Golf Course Estate Clubhouse and Pro Shop 

should and must be left to the City of Cockburn community as a whole.   

This building and amenity it provides would make a wonderful asset which could be offset by 

the amount of rent earned for the City and a wonderful space for meetings.  It is disability 

approved and meets all government standards to lease this property and obtain another 

liquor licence, thus turning over more money for the future upkeep of the building if leased to 

private enterprise. 

This building is double brick, air conditioned and not badly maintained up until the sale in 

2020.  The building was internally painted in 2018 and new carpet and tiles were installed.  All 

the furniture is currently sitting in the building covered in dust and could be reused at next to 

no cost. 

Internal lighting was upgraded to LED in 2018. 

The car park is adequate and meets CoC standards for a restaurant and reception centre with 

toilets and changerooms for both male and female patrons. It was re linemarked during 2018 

at the cost to the then tenant. 

The restaurant kitchen was upgraded by retiling all the walls, upgrading and replacing 

coolroom machinery and renovating the ducted cooking hoods in 2019 when the previous 

owners decided to reopen the bar area and sell quick food.  This upgrade was instigated by 

the COC Health Department as part of their application for the liquor licence to be returned.  

The external area had new outside shade coverings installed in 2018 with a shelf life of some 

10 years. 

The bar and restaurant up until late 2017 had a turnover in excess of $2.5million dollars and 

paying rent and outgoings in excess of $300,000.00 per annum not including electricity and 

gas.   

The previous owner stopped advertising the golf course and let the course become sub 

standard.  Bunkers were left to seed and grass overtook the sides.  For special golf days 

members actually cut and sanded the bunkers themselves.  Private golf days for businesses 

became rarer and rarer as corporate businesses did not want to pay top dollar for a 

substandard course.  The restaurant including the bar was open 7 days per week from 8.00am 

until late.  Sundays was a special family day and families from far and wide attended the club 

house for live music and kids special events 12 months of the year.   

We would encourage the CoC to ensure the clubhouse remains in the hands of the City and 

investigate leasing out the building to private investment.  A ground Lease would ensure the 

tenant would maintain the building whilst ensuring adequate money coming in from a 

restaurant/bar being open.  With the “clubhouse” remaining the Pro Shop could be easily and 

cheaply turned into a function centre for the CoC Residents Associations to utilize, for play 

groups to attend, for Chamber of Commerce events and for private enterprise to use for 

Corporate conventions.  This building is a wonderful event space with weddings being held at 

the South or North Lakes currently full of artesian water and the Receptions being held in the 
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function centre.  With a Funeral Parlour being planned for South Lake, this is an ideally 

suitable location for many wakes to be held.    

This building is in a prime location and should and must remain for the Community. 

• Estimated ground rent per annum:  $100,000.00 ex GST 

• Lease Term:  10 year with a 10 year option 

• Rent Reviews : annually to 2.5%.  Market review at Option 

• Turnover rent to be paid at an unnatural breakeven of $2,000,000.00 at a % of 

1.5%. 

• Casual rent to community groups at a discounted rate.  Casual rent to be part of 

turnover. 

16. Other Points of Significance for CoC absorption 

16.1. Planned Orchestrated Degradation 

Purposeful ‘significant’ seemingly orchestrated degradation of the 54.9ha 18-hole 

championship Glen Iris Golf Course Jandakot amenity.  

Has manipulation 101 of the threatened species/ Priority species habitat happened? It 

certainly appears so! 

1. Settlement date of the Glen Iris Golf Course land to Eastcourt Property Group (EPG) was 6.4.20 

2. Landgate records note that the agreement to purchase the site occurred in January 2020. 

3. In 2022 Environmental Protection Authority WA (EPA) assessment was done on the already 

significantly degraded golf course land, i.e., assessment done approximately two years after EPG 

purchased the golf course land and after Eastcourt had ceased all watering/maintenance of the 

land..  

4. EPA assessment decision to not go to public consultation was published April’22.  

5. Note important point: When the EPA assessed the golf course land, EPG at that stage had already 

significantly impacted the threatened species/ priority species habitat for almost two years by 

removing water infrastructure, additionally purposely draining five out of seven golf course lakes 

that were water habitat for the federally protected black cockatoos, matter of national 

environmental significance (MNES). Both Carnaby’s and Forest Red-tailed black cockatoos’ habitat 

and the P4 Quenda significantly impacted. Please refer to the comprehensive flora and fauna 

survey report provided as an annexure with this JRRA submission. 

6. The April'22 EPA assessment included that planting should be designed to reduce the risk to 

fauna of vehicle strike!! These threatened species/ Priority species never used to be subjected 

to vehicle strike on the golf course.  
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7. Two resting trees removed from the golf course land, one of which was located nearby roosting 

trees (Twin Waters Pass), and of which the Property Owner purposely drained the golf course lake 

in 2020, which significantly (negatively) impacted the nearby black cockatoos’ roosting - as black 

cockatoos often roost nearby water sources, in tall trees. 

8. The EPG report noted that there were approximately 20 Carnaby’s Black Cockatoos recorded 

perching in trees during the site assessment on 11 March 2020 within the central portion of the 

site. 

9. EPA Advice: Carnaby’s Cockatoo in Environmental Impact Assessment in the Perth and Peel 

Region: Flocks show site fidelity to a particular area, but will move between roost trees from day-

to-day apparently in response to environmental 

factors (i.e., distance to food and water, influence of wind and predators). Berry 2008; Berry and 

Owen 2009; Berry and Owen 2018; Finn et al. 2009; Groom 2015; Shah 2006 

10. EPA Advice: Carnaby’s Cockatoo in Environmental Impact Assessment in the Perth and Peel 

Region: Roosts are preferred in close proximity to water (100m – 1km) and within 6km of potential 

feeding habitat. Glossop et al. 2011; Le Roux 2017 

11. Federally Protected matters of national environmental significance black cockatoos/ P4 quenda 

are important to existing residents and the wider Perth community, their habitat has to be 

protected - or they will become extinct.   

12. The current plans anticipate up to 8 of the 11 black cockatoo breeding habitat trees could be 

retained on site in public open space and road reserve, subject to detailed engineering and 

earthworks design. Once the detailed designs have been progressed to subdivision and/or 

development application stage, a “self-assessment in accordance with the Commonwealth 

Department of Agriculture, Water and the Environment (DAWE) Matters of National 

Environmental Significance Significant Impact Guidelines will be undertaken to determine if the 

confirmed impact extent raises any issues that will alter the current view that any impact to the 

Black Cockatoo species.” (Note DAWE agency name changed to DCCEEW see below). 

13. JRRAInc maintains that the proposed ‘self-assessment’, if it gets to the stage that Eastcourt’s 

detailed designs are finalised, is certainly NOT SATISFACTORY and JRRA is of the opinion that there 

should be a mandatory requirement for a referral to the Department of Climate Change, Energy, 

the Environment and Water (DCCEEW). As the DCCEEW website states the federal department 

established 1.7.22, is responsible for environmental protection and conservation of biodiversity.  

14. If Eastcourt are found in breach of purposeful significant degradation of the MNES habitat at the 

Glen Iris Golf Course Jandakot, JRRA would expect that federal authorities would take the matter 

very seriously, and that Eastcourt should face the consequences of any breaches, and there should 

be reinstatement of habitat, i.e., all water habitat. 
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THE REFERRAL TO DCCEEW CLEARLY SHOULD BE MANDATORY 

AND NOT LEFT UP TO EASTCOURT’s OWN DISCRETION as we all 

know what that ‘discretion’ will lead to.***** 
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16.2. Procedural Fairness  

That there has been an absence of procedural fairness afforded to residents of the Glen Iris 

Golf Course estate. A proper and fair process of community consultation must not 

predetermine or be designed to procure a particular outcome.  RATIONALE - The principles of 

procedural fairness are well established in Australian law. The principle established in Annetts 

v McCann (1990) 170 CLR 596 held that the duty of procedural fairness persists even where 

private or professional interests may be affected by findings of any process of inquiry.   

There is also a perception based on responses from Council offcers in their responses to 

residents.  

13 October 2021 JM email to Peter Ikstrums – Streetscape Officer re the damaged fence    

 CoC were advised that there had been damage to a fence along the golf course land. His reply 

(in part) to JM was: “I believe the fence is likely to be removed and replaced with the 

development”. (Emphasis added by author of this JRRA correspondence)  

This demonstrates a pre-determined outcome especially as CoC Councillors did not vote to 

initiate the complex scheme arrangement until 9 December 2021, yet Peter Ikstrums 

confirmed this in October 2021 to the resident. 

16.3. “STATE OF THE ENVIRONMENT REPORT”  

(COMMENTS ON A FLAWED PROCESS) 

Initially I refer to an article in The Guardian 19 July 2022 by Morton and Readfearn: 

“State of the environment: shocking report shows how Australia’s land and wildlife are being 

destroyed” – excerpts below: 

“The health of Australia’s environment is poor and has deteriorated over the past five years 

due to pressures of climate change, habitat loss, invasive species, pollution and mining, 

according to a government report that warns the natural world holds the key to human 

wellbeing and survival. 

The state of the environment report – a review completed by scientists last year but held 

back by the Morrison government until after the federal election – found abrupt changes in 

some Australian ecosystems over the past five years, with at least 19 now showing signs of 

collapse or near collapse. 

“I won’t be putting my head in the sand,” Minister Plibersek said. “Under Labor the 

environment is back on the priority list.” 

The report quoted the World Economic Forum in finding that environmental degradation was 

now considered a threat to humanity that could “bring about societal collapses with long 

lasting and severe consequences”. 

Key points from the state of the environment report 

Version: 1, Version Date: 02/11/2022
Document Set ID: 11276596



 

 

Page 68 of 99 

• Since 2016, 202 animal and plant species have been listed as threatened matters of 

national environmental significance, following 175 being added to the list between 

2011 to 2016. This has happened while the rate of discovery and description of new 

species has slowed considerably over the past decade. There remain many more 

species that are unknown than those known. 

• While a government threatened species strategy had improved the trajectories of 21 

priority species, many others did not show improvements. The list would increase 

substantially in coming years as the impact of the catastrophic 2019–20 bushfires – 

which killed or displaced between 1 billion and 3 billion animals – became clearer. 

• Australia has lost more mammal species than any other continent, and has one of the 

highest rates of species decline in the developed world. More than 100 Australian 

species have been listed as either extinct or extinct in the wild. The major causes of 

extinction were introduced species and habitat destruction and clearing. 

• The report found improving the state of the environment would require national 

leadership, integrated management across federal, state and territory systems, new 

forms of funding and improved monitoring and reporting. 

• Plibersek told the ABC on Tuesday that the country’s environment laws were not 

working, authorities did not have adequate data on the scale of the problem and 

change was needed. “If we stick with what we’re doing now we’ll keep getting the 

same results,” she said. 

The minister said she expected to introduce changes to environment laws, including the 

creation of the Environment Protection Agency, to parliament next year after consulting “very 

widely”, building on the work of a statutory review by the former competition watchdog chief 

Graeme Samuel. 

The Greens’ environment spokesperson, Sarah Hanson-Young, said the report showed “this is 

an emergency and in an emergency you take emergency action”. 

She said it described a “litany of environmental wreckage fuelled by climate change and years 

of denial and neglect”, and environment laws needed to be changed, including to consider 

the climate impacts of proposed fossil fuel developments. 

“If the minister is really alarmed by this report, then she will take immediate action to ensure 

no more critical habitat is cleared and polluting projects that are fuelling the climate crisis are 

stopped,” Hanson-Young said. 

The president of the Australian Academy of Science, Prof Chennupati Jagadish, said the report 

was sobering reading and the outlook for the environment was grim, with critical thresholds 

in many natural systems likely to be exceeded as global heating continued. 

Jagadish said the report showed there had been “significant underinvestment” in the 

scientific knowledge and capacity needed to understand the state of the environment and 

called for the creation of an independent agency to manage wildlife and biodiversity data. He 
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said Australia should also revisit its emission reduction commitments to more rapidly respond 

to the climate crisis. 

Prof Euan Ritchie, from the Centre for Integrative Ecology at Deakin University, said the 

report was authoritative, long overdue and confirmed “Australia’s utter failure of 

environmental and conservation stewardship”. 

But he said it was not too late to change the trajectory. “If we act now and strengthen and 

enforce environmental laws, provide far greater investment to aid the protection and 

recovery of the environment and threatened species, and better engage with communities, 

we stand to gain substantial social, cultural, economic and environmental benefits.”  

oOoOoOoOoOo 

JRRA now present a current example of how the “system” fails, not only the environment, but 

the very animals it is supposed to protect: 

A report on the Glen Iris Golf Course Estate land/eco-system was written over a two-year 

period (August 2020 – May 2022) regarding the process whereby the animals and 

environment were ignored and 54.9ha of climate enhancing golf course land was destroyed 

and even ignored by the so-called “protective” departments.  The report “Sanctuary for the 

Protected Fauna (other wildlife) and Protected Flora on the Glen Iris Golf Course Estate, 

Jandakot, WA” is attached. 

The report refers to the Glen Iris Golf Course Estate situated 19km from central Perth, 

Western Australia.  The course is partially situated on the Jandakot Groundwater Mound 

which is an unconfigured aquifer supply drinking water to Perth. 

The golf course contains abundant Priority 4 Quenda and in June 2020 it contained flocks of 

over a hundred federally protected Carnaby’s and Forest-red tailed black cockatoos. (See 

attached report - pages 19, 20, 41, 42, 43, 46) 

In April 2020, a developer (Eastcourt Property Group) purchased the land and are currently 

making application to rezone the land (from Special Use 1 to development) with +/- 550-600 

new houses.  If approved the proposed infill involves destroying the habitat for the animals 

and a fragile walled ecosystem that has existed for over 65 years, destroying 750 of the 1,250 

mature trees, compromising the drinking water aquifer, and seriously affecting the quality of 

life for the existing homeowners (770 residences) facing and integrated into the golf course. 

The developer purchased the land in April 2020 and immediately removed the golf course 

pumps that irrigated the golf course.  Five of the seven golf course lakes were immediately 

drained with the linings physically removed under the cover of clandetsine, early morning 

weekend work, to Eastcourt states “prevent people drowning”. (despite the lakes never 

having been fenced and having survived for many decades without any single person 

drowning therein)  The two lakes that remain are probably left to remain with water because 

they may be artesian and presumably “drown-proof”. 

Emerge Associates, Eastcourt’s environmental consultants, have written in other reports that 

protected Carnaby’s cockatoos require water adjacent to roosting trees, plus the duck -
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breeding season had commenced, ducks requiring water to escape danger and predators 

because the ducklings could not fly. (See page 38). Whilst ducks are not an endangered 

species, all native animals are legally protected <www.dpaw.wa.gov.au> 

Adverse reports to the City of Cockburn Council were ignored by the City on the basis that  “it 

is private land.” 

The Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 states “if a matter of 

national environment significance (54.9ha) is on or near your property then you are in a 

position to help protect it.” 

The golf course contains 2ha of “good” classified Banksia’s which provide food for roosting 

Carnaby’s plus the Banksia trees come under federal jurisdiction. 

Having drained the golf course of water areas, the developer installed fire breaks for 

“resident safety and requirements“ and at the same time cleared the “debris” which 

comprised bush for the animals inclusive of 60 species of native birds. 

The golf course continued to deteriorate from their purchase date in April 2020.  In December 

2021 the City of Cockburn Councillors voted to initiate a complex scheme amendment and we 

are now currently in the 60-day public consultation period which closes on 25 July 2022. 

Emerge Associates (environmental consultants) had completed a Level 1 Desktop Fauna and 

Flora Assessment.  The Survey ignored the documented roosting trees (see page 50) for the 

cockatoos and two afternoon walk-throughs recorded four digging sites for Priority 4 

quendas, which are nocturnal. 

In January 2022, the Environmental Protection Authority in Perth was advised regards the 

prolific quenda (73 individual sightings by residents’ survey - see pages 19/20) plus the flocks 

of black cockatoos (see page 24). 

“The resultant EPA report based its decision on the Scheme Amendment documentation 

provided by Eastcourt Property Group to the City of Cockburn and “having considered this 

matter, the following advice is provided.  Advice under Section 48A (1) (a) Environmental 

Protection Act 1986. Advice given: ‘not to be assessed’ and (Not appealable).”  

City of Cockburn’s letter “Notice of Advertising” dated 23 May 2022 stated: “On 20 April 

2022, the Environmental Protection Authority determined that the likely impacts associated 

with the development are unlikely to have a significant impact on the environment and do 

not warrant formal assessment under Part IV Division 3 of the Environmental Protection Act 

1986.” (emphasis by writer) 

The EPA did not acknowledge or even mention the word “quenda” in their determination and 

do not encourage any correspondence. 

City of Cockburn were advised of quenda numbers with the following reply on 4 July 2022: 

“Emerge visited the site to identify areas considered to be natural fauna habitat. Five areas 

were identified as suitable quenda habitat. These were identified as scattered native 

woodland, planted trees and shrubs with low understory and vegetation around the artificial 
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lakes. Much of this habitat is to be retained in the current structure plan. I can see no 

information within the fauna assessment that indicates the ecologist from Emerge recorded 

seeing any quenda on the site visits. Only diggings were recorded. The report does indicate 

that some quenda were captured on cameras. Emerge make no reference to the quantity of 

quendas on site.  The City has not made any reference to the number of quendas on site.  

 In relation to the assessment of the environmental impacts by the Environmental Protection 

Authority, they make the determination as to what constitutes a significant impact when 

proposals are referred to them”. 

The EPA in Perth does not enter into correspondence plus any bird matters must be from a 

recognised Ornathologist (directions from EPA Perth). 

With regard to the black cockatoos, the EPA included in its determination “Potential 

Significant Effects” – Clearing of Native Vegetation and black cockatoo habitat and then 

quoted “In addition to structure planning provisions, it is recommended that the scheme 

provision are modified to include reference to future development being required to 

prioritise black cockatoo habitat for retention.”   

Upon enquiry by a resident who lives in Glen Iris in a communication to the City of Cockburn 

as a result of Eastcourt’s Indicative Subdivision Plan showing proposed housing along Hartwell 

Parade where the entire street contains “good” Banksias, plus mature roosting trees, the 

reply was: 

“Upon receipt of the EPA’s advice, the proponent was offered but declined the opportunity to 

update the Structure Plan proposal in response to the EPA’s advice.  The City has referred 

both proposals to the Department of Water and Environmental Regulation, and the 

Department of Biodiversity Conservation and Attractions seeking their advice on this (and 

other) matters.” (underlining added) 

There are 2ha of “good” rated Banksia trees on the golf course which come under federal 

jurisdiction. 

Is this further evidence that the EPA’s advice has again been completely ignored? 

Possibly ignored by Eastcourt as it already believes that it has a predetermined outcome?  

The attached report “Sanctuary for the Protected Fauna and Protected Flora….” was compiled 

over the period June 2020 to May 2022.  It conflicts with the “official’ reports as the attached 

report relies on actual facts  whereas the official reports are lacking in facts. 

The Desktop Level 1 assessment relies on published data which is limited for many areas of 

Perth. 

The Perth Community Quenda Survey 2012 by Dr. Geoff Barrett et al reports one quenda 

sighting from Glen Iris (page 18 attached report).  Local Council has no records of quenda, 

thus scarcity of nocturnal animals would be confirmed by the Emerge “walk-through” during 

daylight hours. Similarly, the federally protected black cockatoos were driven away due to 
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lack of water, removed by the developer soon after purchase.  What chance do the animals 

have when the protectors and the system fails and even works against them? 

Independent reports not submitted by recognised zoologists, professors, and ornathologists 

are ignored by authorities.  The qualified government advisors are cautious to discuss specific 

cases which may conflict with their appointment conditions. 

So what chance do the animals have against politics, significant political donations, 

experienced developers (who know the system) and a Level 1 assessment that does not 

favour any animals, especially the “federally protected and Priority categories”. 

As of July 2022 the Glen Iris Golf Course Estate residents (and wider community) are nearing 

the end of the Public Advertising period with little hope for the animals as the system ensures 

that they will not even be acknowledged (quenda) or observed as they have been driven away 

(cockatoos) plus any reports must be from qualified recognised ornathologists. 

The attached report outlines many notable quotations by many notably people of the times, 

usually politicians who seemingly override their own environmental laws, and environmental 

scientists monitor the resultant decline and extinction of flora and fauna. 

In the case of the Glen Iris Golf Course with its profusion of wildlife, there is hope, and 

included herein is a copy of a letter (below) to the Premier, of WA Mr. Mark McGowan dated 

14 July 2022. 

16.4. “URBAN INFILL vs A WORLD CLASS DEVELOPMENT? 

Eastcourt Property Group have purchased the 54.9ha Glen Iris Golf Course in Jandakot with 

its abundant wildlife, 1,250 mature trees and much needed anti-climate change open space 

to be replace by concrete urban infill, increased pollution, more traffic, more stress 

attributing to mental health and wellbeing, and reduced quality of life. 

In addition, a proven sanctuary for many protected species that has existed since 1965, will 

be lost.   

The attached report outlines the abundant protected Priority 4 quenda and federally 

protected Carnaby’s and Forest Red-tailed black cockatoos (nearing extinction) which are 

currently being destroyed with the loss of open space on the golf course. 

A wave park has been approved for development adjacent to the Glen Iris Golf Course, 

together with a hotel and potential conference centre.  The City of Cockburn plans to double 

the size of the Gateway shopping centre and approve new high-rise apartments, all 

integrated with the new road system and freeway access plus a train station and nearby 

airport, to Rottnest and the south.  Why not go further and integrate 54.9ha of golf course 

into the plan instead of Council developing a new 9-hole golf course at Coogee, currently 

costed at $27m to be funded by ratepayers, with delivery in 2027/28 with greatly increased 

costs?  

The Optus Stadium construction incorporated half of the Casino golf course and the Casino 

management investigated purchase of the (then) viable Glen Iris Golf Course. The previous 
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owner refused to sell.  This new Cockburn Hub could be included with the new wave park 

development which could even attract day trips from Fremantle cruise passengers, especially 

as Fremantle has been named in TIME Magazine’s 50 “Greatest Places of 2022.” <Natalie 

Richards, Perth Now - 13 July 2022>  

A brand new “integrated destination for the gold coast” - A Development Application has 

been lodged by Parkwood Golf Course for a large $300 million integrated Surf Park Village 

located at the Pinewood International Golf Course on the Gold Coast.  

<https://golfandsurfgc.com.au> 

 

It includes: 

• An 18-hole golf course 

• ‘Endless Wave Pool’ and beach activities 

• Five storey mixed use commercial and retail building ‘Surf HQ’ 

• Short term accommodation over eight buildings and 12 Surf & Golf villas 

• Three storey mixed use medical centre 

• New events centre and wedding chappel 

• Large Event Lawn and Event Plaza 

• Food and beverage, including micro-brewery 

• Childcare centre 

• Bowling alley 

The Jandakot 18-hole public golf course can be incorporated into a new night-time golf with 

computer reality golf and attractions. The already zoned R40 area with existing proven 

restaurant can also be incorporated into the scheme together with increased amenities.  On 

the basis that the land is not rezoned, I am aware of two potential buyers for the Glen Iris 

Golf Course and with the financed wave park, a new tourist attraction can be developed at no 

cost to the government. 

The “doggy” area at the junction of Dean Road and Berrigan Drive (Yarra Vista Park) can also 

be developed into attractive facilities to blend with the new “Cockburn Hub”. 

In addition to the vastly improved commercial area, the mature-age encompassing 

recreational activities are becoming so important in the urban sprawl as Perth, Cockburn and 

Western Australia develop, plus there is tourism potential. 

The extensive commercial and proposed recreational activities will bring far greater income 

to the City of Cockburn and ratepayers than all the problems associated with a +/- 600 new 

home development which complements climate change and needs so much water on the 
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rates for all the new street saplings: thousands, as quoted in Eastcourt brochure, yet in July 

2021 they say “70% reduction in groundwater use.” 

Since 1965 the (then) Lakes, now Glen Iris Golf Course, has been a proven animal sanctuary 

for protected species. 

The attached report documents the survival of some of our fast-disappearing species (the 

federally protected cockatoos will be extinct by 2030).  Glen Iris, with its protective wall 

(pages 14, 15), has created a sanctuary for many years to protect our Australian protected 

fauna.  The report outlines what we had before the lakes were emptied and the flocks (100+) 

of protected cockatoos flew away.  They can return by refilling the lakes and retaining the 

mature roosting sites plus the 2ha of Banksia Woodland food, currently under threat by the 

developer. 

Cockburn can have the first successful animal sanctuary to slow the extinction of our wildlife 

– if we care!  We know it can work and it is more effective than a cockatoo memorial at the 

Cockburn train station.   

“While the number of ratepayers increases, the City needs to build and maintain more high-

quality infrastructure and amenities for our residents and find additional resources to achieve 

this.” <Mayor Howlett, Perth Now 7 July 2022> 

A vibrant world-class “Cockburn Hub”, coupled with a workable sanctuary for wildlife, would 

be more internationally attractive than a +/- 600 suburban “dormitory” to be added to the 

following urbanisation on our doorstep: 

• The continued development of the Calleya estate. 

• The development of the Kara estate. 

• The development of the Lake Treeby estate. 

• The continued expansion of the Verde industrial estate 

• The continued expansion of the Jandakot Airport industrial estate. 

• The development of the industrial area at Berrigan Drive/Jandakot Road. 

• The development of residential units at Berrigan Drive/Lakelands school. 

• Bushland turned over to a four-lane road (Jandakot Road) which ends at Warton Road 

– where a further residential development is underway. 

• The quasi freeway of the Armadale Road and the acres of land that has been 

concreted over as it connects development after development all the way to the hills. 

• The continued development of the land around Cockburn Central train station 

(including the development of the Thornlie line Metronet). 

• The expansion of Cockburn shopping centre. 
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URBAN INFILL OR A WORLD CLASS DEVELOPMENT?  

Mike Smith  

B.Sc. (University of Wales, Cardiff) 

Resident Glen Iris Golf Course Estate, Jandakot 

0403 574 815 

 

14 July 2022 

Attached report (Appendix A) : Sanctuary for the Protected Fauna (other wildlife) and 

Protected Flora -on the Glen Iris Golf Course Estate, Jandakot, Western Australia (August 

2020 (updated to May 2022)” 

oOoOoOoOoOo 

In conclusion, many words have been spoken and many promises have not been kept, plus 

there are questionable doubts regards the motives of many so-called government 

departments and environmental groups.  

The politicians of course say what is necessary for the moment plus the “experts” are a voice 

in the wilderness and, of course, the animals cannot speak.  

Result? –  Shamefully - “Australia is a world leader in the extinction of species.”. Confirmed by 

the recent report referenced already herein via an article in The Guardian 19 July 2022 by 

Morton and Readfearn: 

“The quenda is a protected species under the Western Australian Wildlife Conservation Act 

1950”. “Environmental Protection Authority 2004. “In 2019 upgraded to Priority 4”. 

“The quenda has declined significantly since the 1960’s (Kitchener et al 1978)” 

“Along with predation by exotic species, habitat loss is among the ultimate threats to quenda 

populations because an area of native bushland is cleared, most resident animals perish.” 

<Australian State of the Environment Committee 2006, Johnson et al 2007 Caughley and 

Gunn 1966> – 14 and 24 years ago (sepage 12 in report). 

“The number of quenda sightings is already low and has declined further in most consolidated 

suburbs since 1993” <City of Cockburn webpage – native animals>  – yet continue to 

authorise the clearing of habitat, as evidenced in the list of urbanisations stated above. 

“I’m pretty annoyed to be honest with you.  This is one of those things I hold dear. The 

preservation and conservation of endangered species is one of the things that are core to my 

belief system.” <Premier of WA, Mr. Mark McGowan – Channel 9 – 6 o’clock news - 10 July 

2020> 
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And commentary from our current Prime Minister - “The health crisis in which we are now 

living has only reiterated the need for community spirit: open green spaces and affordable 

leisure activities” <Mr. Anthony Albanese on Marrickville Golf Course 16 September 2020> 

Etc etc – AND NOW…. 

“I won’t be putting my head in the sand. Under Labor the environment is back on the. Priority 

list.  If we stick with what we’re doing now, we’ll keep getting the same results.” <Minister 

Tanya Plibersek, ABC News, July 2022> 

Politicians seemingly override their own environmental laws for maximised urban 

development.  

Environmental scientists monitor the resultant decline and extinction of fauna and flora. 

THE ANIMALS CANNOT SPEAK - DOES ANYONE REALLY CARE? 

16.5. Joined up Sporting Developments 

Our members have contacted JRRA asking why those in power have not looked at the 

benefits for WA with a sporting corridor comprising the Golf Course and Wave Park. 

A wave park complex with an international standard 18-hole public golf course, restaurant 

and amenities will cost the City of Cockburn zero, and will be a major sporting hub. Along with 

the Cockburn Arc recreation centre and the  Fremantle Dockers training facility at Cockburn, 

the City will be the envy of the rest of the State. 

16.6. Planning Inconsistencies 

Why don’t' WA Planning authorities have legislation in place, to protect golf courses in ‘golf course 

estates’?: 

How can 220 homes directly surround/ adjoin the Glen Iris Golf Course Jandakot WA, of which 

Property Owners have vested their life savings to purchase into a premium ‘golf course 

estate’, to then find that WA legislation does not protect them regarding the golf course land 

remaining in place in perpetuity? 

How can WA golf course owners in golf course estates be allowed to simply sell to the highest 

bidder, rather than as a going concern? Isn’t this called double dipping when they have 

already received premium prices for the sale of the initial blocks of land in a Golf Course 

Estate, such as ours in Glen Iris Jandakot? 

How can residents in good faith have been forced to build their homes with six metre 

setbacks (changing the way they constructed their homes, i.e., more glass at the back of their 

homes) from the Glen Iris Golf Course boundary to then find that the golf course is no longer 

going to be there if the WA Planning Minister decides such? Currently proposed to be infilled 

with circa 550-600 houses, some of which are only on 300m2 average lot sizes. 

When will Council run public golf courses be told by the Government the open space now 

being utilized is more beneficial as housing?  When will governments make local council or 
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more so ensure the WAPC rezones public open space to residential areas like with the City of 

Melville?Furthermore, if the zoning approval gets the green light current Glen Iris Golf Course 

Estate residents will be overlooking satellite dishes, fencing, metal roof tops, solar panels, 

streetlights etc, rather than 54.9ha of lush open green space golf course land, of which is 

currently habitat to the Federally Protected Carnaby’s and Forest Red-tailed black cockatoos, 

as well as Priority 4 Quenda and other wildlife/ birdlife. 

220 residences that adjoin the currently closed 18-hole championship Glen Iris Golf Course 

boundary, were expected since the mid 90’s to abide by restrictive covenants (registered on 

our Certificate of Titles), of which benefited the enjoyment of the Glen Iris Golf Course 

owners land. I.e., homes abutting the course could not having washing lines on display to the 

golfers, had to maintain non opaque fencing, couldn’t have sheds visible from the golf course 

land etc   

How is this at all fair City of Cockburn, WA Planning Commission, Ms Rita Saffiotti (WA 

Planning Minister)? 

As per Government of WA legislation guidelines re ‘Making good planning decisions’ in 

considering an application for development approval the local government is to have due 

regard to the following matters to the extent that, in the opinion of the local government, 

those matters are relevant to the development the subject of the application — the amenity 

of the locality including the following:  

• environmental impacts of the development;  

• the character of the locality;  

• social impacts of the development; 

The above are all important points that relate to the plight of current Glen Iris Golf Course 

Estate residents and golfers in the City of Cockburn and wider community. The above should 

also be considerations for ‘all authorities’ to seriously consider, as all points are certainly 

applicable. 

JRRA hopes that the CoC as required above places great emphasis on actually documenting 

those matters listed that are relevant to the proposed development. Sadly to date it has not 

done so – alarmingly a comprehensive statement/summary of Community 

views/expectations was absent from the CoC recommendation to its Council on 9/12/21 at 

the OCM. 

OTHER STATE PLANNING GUIDELINES FOR DEVELOPMENT OF GOLF COURSES: Why is it that 

other states of Australia have planning guidelines in place that have to be considered if any 

golf courses are proposed to be infilled in their state?  WA should embark upon setting up the 

framework for those development guidelines to be reviewed and appropriate ones 

established for this State. 

https://www.planning.vic.gov.au/policy-and-strategy/guidelines-for-golf-course-

redevelopment  

i.e. excerpt: The following questions should be addressed in establishing whether golf course 

land should be converted to another use:  
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• Does the land tenure allow for conversion?  

• Is the golf course surplus to golfing?  

• Are there economic alternatives to conversion?  

• Should the land remain as open space? 

We understand that the Glen Iris Golf Course land is privately owned, however it was a public 

golf course for the enjoyment of the Western Australian community for many decades. The 

New Owners purchased it full well knowing that it was zoned SU1 meaning: Golf Course 

Estate, Private Recreation, Hotel, Convention Centre and associated uses - means land used 

and designed for a golf course, integrated with residential development and associated 

commercial and community facilities. (Underlining emphasis). 

Without approval to change from ‘SU1’ to development, the Property Owner will have to 

work within what they purchased ‘SU1’ zoned land. The Proponent has the ability to do so. 

The WA State Government should have policies in place re golf courses and in particular 

strong legislation protecting golf courses in ‘golf course estates’.  

Legislation that binds that the course will be in place for perpetuity, if sold as integrated, i.e., 

a golf course amenity adjoining/ integrated with residential development.  

JRRA represents over 600 community members, these are largely people that purchased in 

the Glen Iris Golf Course Estate in good faith due to the presence of the Glen Iris Golf Course, 

some are the golfing community that live in the current estate, bottom line the golf course 

amenity was integral to the residents’ decisions to purchase into the ‘golf course estate’ 

subdivision. Many would not have purchased here without the key amenity feature. 

Taking away the very essence of why they purchased into the golf course estate will ruin the 

‘character of the area’, particularly with the planned loss of 750+ mature trees and seven 

picturesque golf course lakes (five of which have already been drained by the current 

Property Owner). It must be remembered that with the currently closed golf course, the 

Property Owner also closed the successful restaurant and bar facility of which was the 

community’s social hub. Also closed was the putting green and driving range facility etc. 

What has Eastcourt Property Group offered in return – next to nothing, certainly massive net 

loss.  

Photos below are demonstrative of how the Glen Iris Golf Course is ‘integrated with 

residential housing’ (773 homes total) - homes of which are not just neatly tucked up in one 

corner.  
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Golf is a sport that can be played at almost any age. It is good for overall physical and mental 

well-being. How many other sports can you still play in your eighties? Remembering that golf 

is great for social interaction, both on the course and on the 19th hole. 

The 54.9 ha golf course produces enough oxygen annually for 135,000 people. (University of 

Maryland, Environmental Science and Technology, October 2018, Golf benefits to the 

environment). 

The Glen Iris Golf Course has 1258 mature trees, of which Eastcourt are planning to cull 750+ 

(roughly 60%.) 

• How will this help Climate Change?  

• How will this help the heat island effect?  

• How will this help City of Cockburn’s urban forest canopy?  

• Importantly how will this help to mitigate the noise from the overhead light aircraft 

and helicopters from the nearby located Jandakot Airport inclusive of the noisy 

overhead circuit training? 

• How will the removal of 750+ mature trees help the wildlife and birdlife, including the 

threatened species that inhabit the golf course? 

The Banksia woodland of which the Glen Iris Golf Course has around 2ha of ‘quality’ banksia, 

is an ecological community that provides ecosystem services and contributes to the health 

and wellbeing of local residents. For example, the woodlands help cool temperatures in the 

surrounding region; store carbon; filter and maintain aquifers, including those supplying 

drinking water for Perth; mitigate local flooding, soil loss, and pollution; and provide amenity. 

(Excerpt from Australian Govt - Banksia Woodlands of the Swan Coastal Plain: a nationally 
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protected ecological community). Importantly the Glen Iris Golf Course is located on the 

Jandakot Water Mound. 

16.7. Jandakot Resident and Ratepayers Association (Inc) 

‘independent’ Survey vs Eastcourt Property Group’s ‘pre-

determined’ Survey. 

Towards the last quarter of 2020 Jandakot Residents and Ratepayers Association (Inc) 

(“JRRA”) commissioned an ‘independent’ Survey from its members.  

The Survey questions asked did not have ‘pre-determined’ responses - unlike Eastcourt 

Property Group’s earlier survey which only geared questions towards redevelopment of the 

Glen Iris Golf Course.   

For example, there were no options in Eastcourt’s survey that allowed for current residents to 

say they did not want residential infill of the 54.9ha green-lung golf course, and instead 

wanted the golf course retained and revitalised. 

In true clandestine fashion, on the back of each envelope containing the Survey from 

Eastcourt was an individual number (in very small print), done to identify where the resident 

lived as the person delivering the Survey also took note of the person’s address. Glen Iris 

residents were under the (mistaken) belief that this was an anonymous Survey. 

Similarly, the back of the actual Survey had the same identifying number as the envelope, 

which then clearly identified the homeowner’s address and provided crucial demographic and 

other important information for Eastcourt’s future planning purposes. 

  

It was also of concern that these Surveys had a return address to the Property Developer’s 

Project Manager, rather than to an independent survey company, meaning they could well 

bin any Surveys that did not include the result they were seeking.  

Many questions asked by Eastcourt appeared irrelevant i.e.: 
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In contrast JRRA’s Independent Survey results were refreshingly ‘independently’ analysed 

and at “arms-length” from any JRRA influence and were drawn from a significantly higher 

return rate of 40.8% of people surveyed when compared to the previous Survey conducted 

on behalf of Eastcourt that only received 25.4%.  

The results overwhelmingly confirmed that there is a HUGE opposition to the proposed 

residential infill development of the Glen Iris Golf Course and its fragile ecosystem. See 

Appendix J herein. 

16.8. What’s Changed? 

Good Golf Course management, coupled with good management of the existing Clubhouse 

Restaurant and Bar social amenity, will see a thriving golf course exist in the Community 

alongside a thriving environment of flora and fauna and a clubhouse that is a magnet for the 

ever-increasing number of people within the community who choose to call this part of our 

City of Cockburn/WA State home. 

“While the number of ratepayers increases, the City needs to build and maintain more high-

quality infrastructure and amenities for our residents and find additional resources to achieve 

this.” <Mayor Howlett, Perth Now 7 July 2022> 
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It is clear from the requisite requirements to be considered by the CoC that if some or part of 

City of Cockburn management do not support the original decisions around the Scheme No 2. 

Amendment No.64, amended 18 December 1991 and adopted 5 November 1991 that they/it 

must be transparently communicated to the community. JRRA is of the view that it is all of 

the ratepayers’ democratic right as Glen Iris Golf Course Estate residents who have vested 

their life savings, as well as the wider City of Cockburn community that utilised/ patronised 

the golf course amenity to be made aware of their reasons, which to date (despite having 

been sought) have not been provided by the CoC. 

Email 21 March 2021 addressed to the Mayor and Elected members, is as follows, and is still 

valid today as most of the points have not been addressed. 

At the City of Cockburn Ordinary Council’s meeting on the 11 March 2021, and a public 

question posed by a Glen Iris Golf Course Estate community member, in relation to the 

Council standing by the original City of Cockburn District Zoning Scheme No 2.Amendment 

No.64, amended 18 December 1991 and adopted 5 November 1991. 

The response from Daniel Arndt was that 

“The City of Cockburn may not honour their original decision rezoning decisions (adopted 5 

November 1991) as the circumstances around that decision have changed since circa 1991” 

Emphasis is on that “the circumstances have changed”. 

Eastcourt have failed entirely within its proposal to demonstrate in any way, shape or form 

that circumstances have changed. JRRA on the other hand as a minimum herein have 

demonstrated: 

•  the Community outrage,  

• the environmental destruction that will result and  

• has clearly demonstrated (by publicly available facts) that golf is viable  

• the viability of well maintained and managed golf courses 

JRRA’s  questions to the City of Cockburn are as follows: 

1. Do these ‘changed’ circumstances and/or criteria relating to the original evaluation of the 

zoning cover any of the following and, if so, what is the reason for the change? 

2. Any of the adopted criteria within the Structure Plan as adopted by City of Cockburn 5 

November 1991? 

3. The amenity – Environment, environmental impacts, the character of the locality; the 

social impacts of the development? 

4. Natural environment and water resources? 

5. Trees or other vegetation on the land? 
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6. The proposed means of access to and egress from the site? 

7. The volume of traffic? 

8. The impact of the development on the community as a whole? 

9. An integrated residential golf course estate? 

If none of the above circumstances and/or criteria has changed, what has changed since 5 

November 1991? 

Since 1991 a number of new criteria have been introduced locally, nationally and globally that 

appears to evidently support the retention of the ‘current’ scheme approval including: 

10. Light pollution impact from new developments (houses and vehicles) contributing to obesity, 

reduced sleep quality and impaired memory. 

11. Heat island effect impact from building materials, loss of trees and fauna, contributing to heat-

related deaths and heat-related illnesses such as general discomfort, respiratory difficulties, heat 

cramps, heat exhaustion 

12. Protection of wildlife and fauna (particularly the endangered Carnaby’s black cockatoos, 

vulnerable Red-tailed black cockatoos & Priority 4 Quenda.) 

13. Increased traffic, vehicle, truck, train & (Jandakot) airport pollution/noise. Glen Iris Golf Course 

Estate is surrounded in all directions by ever increasing trains, planes and automobiles, due to an 

increased Perth population. 

14. Mental Health impacts caused by the loss of amenity, increased traffic, death and destruction of 

wildlife. 

15. Loss of long-established amenity – trees, fauna, open spaces.  

16. Higher pressures on the Jandakot Groundwater Mound due to further residential infill and a drying 

Perth climate. 

17. Further reduction in green open space in Jandakot, that affects the local and wider community. 

18. Environmental pressures (recognised by COC Climate Change strategy 2020-2030) 

19. Environmental pressures (recognised by WALGA in a policy statement endorsed by State council 

both 2009 & 2018), inclusive of this statement on the WALGA website:

 

20. The State Govt of WA have now recognised the threat of a changing Perth Climate by 

implementing a new minister’s position of ‘Climate Action’ (announced 18.3.21) 
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21. An ever-growing City of Cockburn. Historical 1991 population figures reported as 50,217, fast track 

to 2021 estimated at over 120k. It is estimated that the City’s population will grow even further to 

over 150k of residents by 2028. All the more reason to retain an important green space ecological 

corridor, so that the City of Cockburn residents don’t become like parts of the eastern states 

squabbling over golf course land/ open green space. COVID-19, which is making the world sit up 

and listen intently to our broken relationship with nature (of which the 54.9ha Glen Iris Golf 

Course embodies the absolute positive aspects of nature/the environment.) 

22. Increased non-tailpipe vehicle emissions to Glen Iris Golf Course Estate affecting residents’ health. 

23. The JRRA(Inc) undertook a survey (in 2020) of how many residents wanted the golf course to 

change to housing – a MASSIVE 98% of people said NO!  Do you hear your ratepayers or are we 

just numbers on your ratepayer notices? 

24. City of Cockburn virgin bushland is being decimated at an almighty frightening rate – apparently 

seemingly soon to become a concrete/steel jungle? The City has experienced rapid clearing of 

vegetation due to the massive recent urban development, i.e. Treeby, Calleya, and Kara estates 

etc. The eastern corridor being built out rapidly.  More high-rise in Cockburn is planned. 

25. In a recent national survey on the state of vegetation cover in metropolitan Australia the City of 

Cockburn had a large difference in green cover over the past seven years, witnessed as a 17% 

decrease since 2013 and the City’s grassed area has dropped by 6.65% since 2016.  

26. The City of Cockburn has developed a comprehensive Urban Forrest Plan which aims to create a 

healthy, diverse and thriving forest that contributes to the health and wellbeing of the Cockburn 

community: 

a) The plan identifies six strategic objectives and targets, accompanied by 30 

actions.  Healthy and well-managed urban forests (i.e. what is already established 

over the years with mature trees and fragile ecosystem at the Glen Iris Golf Course 

Estate, some of which include nesting/roosting for the Carnaby’s black cockatoos etc) 

have been shown to provide a wide range of social, economic, and environmental 

benefits to urban communities including: 

i) Improving the health and wellbeing of residents 

ii) Enhancing biodiversity and providing ecological corridors (which is an extremely 

important point re the threatened black cockatoos) 

iii) Lowering maximum summer temperatures in urban areas 

iv) Reducing household energy costs (up to 8%) and 

v) Increasing amenity and property values (up to $17,000) 

vi) Reducing urban-heat-island-effect 

18. The City of Cockburn has commissioned new artwork for the Cockburn train station – a beautiful 

Carnaby cockatoo has been chosen. Yet it is anticipated that these black cockatoos will be extinct 
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within the Perth metro area in the foreseeable future. Residents of the Glen Iris Golf Course Estate 

would like to ask how can the Council highlight a bird that lives within its City boundaries yet allow 

for the absolute destruction of the same bird’s 65 year-old (or more) habitat? 

19. Greg Norman’s company is the consultant for the City of Cockburn and says if the 9 hole Par 3 

course in Coogee is not built (at a current estimated cost of $28m) within the next 3 – 4 years then 

it will become too environmentally sensitive and it will not be built on. There is already a 

conveniently placed golf course currently closed at Glen Iris Golf Course Estate. Glen Iris golf 

Course Estate residents say knock back zoning changes, instead with foresight Council purchase 

the land/ amenity and reopen it as a profitable enterprise/amenity and into the world class golf 

course that it once was! 

20. The City of Cockburn also says in its Sports Report of the Western Suburbs - Golf is second to 

running/jogging as the major sport undertaken by its residents. Yet it tragically has no open public 

golf course for its  120k of residents? Why not we ask? 

21. If the City of Cockburn is a so-called ‘friend of the environment’ as it purports to be on its website 

and Cockburn Soundings, it should be aware that it is underperforming drastically in its protection 

of both the Glen Iris Golf Course Estate protected and endangered flora and fauna, as well as the 

residents (who purchased homes at a premium prices immediately surrounding or near the golf 

course) and furthermore City of Cockburn are severely letting down the general environment as 

well as the wider community, if the change to zoning is given the green light.  Per your original 

approvals in the mid 1990’s the homes in Glen Iris were purposely integrated around the golf 

course, to maximise the golf course views. 

22. A study compiled by the (University of Maryland, Environmental Science and Technology, October 

2018, titled “Golf benefits to the environment” highlighted that “the average 18-hole golf course 

(80 acres or 32ha) produces enough oxygen annually to sustain 85,000 people.  Turf grass and 

vegetation also have the effect of reducing the heat of an area – CRITICAL IN URBAN 

ENVIRONMENTS.” Our Glen Iris Golf Course is approx. 55ha - extrapolated, this can annually 

produce enough oxygen for over 135,000 people annually. If the golf course land is rezoned how is 

the Council going to replace the lost oxygen? 

23. There is a lack of large restaurant/social amenities in the City of Cockburn, the nearby Gate and 

former CYO O’Connor are/were  often full to the brim and overflowing. The Community  have lost 

its much-treasured restaurant and bar at Glen Iris  for no realistic reason. 

Therefore, JRRA implores the CoCto take these (and other relevant points set out herein) into 

their evaluation of any zoning application put forward by Eastcourt Property Group. 

The Community (whom the CoC work in the collective interests of not just the profit interest 

of one landowner)  simply cannot let the fragile flora and fauna eco-system that has evolved 

and thrived for many decades within the golf course land to be decimated and lost forever. 

Protected species MUST be protected within the course protective boundary walls! The 
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Community MUST speak up for their protection as they cannot speak up for 

themselves.  Australia is a world leader in the extinction of endangered animals.  Certainly not 

something to be proud of. 

The City of Cockburn/WA planning authorities need to intelligently preserve this important 

ecological corridor, not just for this generation, but for the future generations!!! 

The City of Cockburn Council must be held accountable to stand firm on their original zoning 

decision that attracted the residents to live on and other Community members Statewide to 

enjoy this lovely part of this great State. The reasons why the land is zoned SU1 and the golf 

course has been there for 65 years have not changed - the only thing that has changed is that 

we now face the greed of one profit focused developer and its environmentally non-focused 

Project Manager who bought land with its current zoning and have collectively failed in their 

duty to provide any reason to change the current zoning. 

JRRA on the other hand have, on behalf of the Community (residents and Statewide) provided 

significant reasons to demonstrate that nothing has changed since the original Council zoning 

decision. 

There are no compelling or justifiable reasons put forward by the Proponent for the current 

zoning to change. The new land owner should work within the confines of what already 

existed when it bought the land. 

The results overwhelmingly confirmed that there is a HUGE 

opposition to the proposed residential infill development of the 

Glen Iris Golf Course and its fragile ecosystem. 
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REJECTION OF EASTCOURT PROPOSALS – SUBMISSION  REFERENCE 109/152 

7. The behaviours and values exhibited by the Property Developer and his/her 
Agents, and in the context of a determination of levels of trust and credibility 
which will or won’t exist in any future relationship between the Community and 
the Developer.. 

8. The Scheme Amendment documentation available to the community through 
City of Cockburn’s community consultation website. 

9. The proposed Structure Plan documentation available to the community 
through City of Cockburn’s community consultation website. 

10. Participation in three of four Community Engagement Workshops hosted and 
facilitated by the Developer’s agents and consultants. 

11. My personal engagement with members of the Public (local and across the 
wider WA community) in the course of sourcing signatures petitioning against 
progression of this Development. 

12. Engagements with office holders of City of Cockburn (COC), SAT, PLAWA and 
WAPC. 

Within the narrative I make reference to the views of not just myself but also members 
of  the local community, with whom I have had significant levels of prior engagement, 
and are aligned with my position on the matter of whether this Scheme Amendment 
proposal should be approved. I further point out that no-one I have engaged with, from 
within the local community, other than Contractors, Sub-contractors and local 
Business Owners with a direct or indirect financial interest, wished to see their amenity 
destroyed through the approval of this Scheme amendment.  To this point I believe I 
speak with authority on behalf of members of the Community, and feel compelled to 
do so on the basis that some Members of the local Community have articulated the 
Submissions process is a waste of time – a box ticking exercise, a charade – , that 
Decisions have already been made behind the scenes, and they are not going to enter 
a submission.  Based on the lack of support, and behaviours , actions and decisions 
exhibited by COC thus far I can understand and empathize with their position. 

This Document comprises the following Sub-sections: 
 

I Submission in response to the proposed Scheme Amendment 

II Submission in response to the proposed draft Structure Plan 

III Rebuttal of arguments (by Council and the Developer) in 
support of the proposed Scheme Amendment.   

IV Without prejudicing my preferred outcome defined in 
Subsection (I) – alternative Scheme Amendment concepts 
which would deliver win-win or “win-lower loss” outcomes for 
all Stakeholders. 

VI Closing comments 
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SUBSECTION I 

Submission in response to the proposed Scheme Amendment 

The proposed Scheme Amendment as presented is REJECTED in its entirety. 

I reject Items 1 through 5 as presented in the Public Notice.  I request there be no 
changes to the current zoning of these Lots and I request the Special Use designations 
remain. 

The proposal represents a loss and destruction of amenity to both me and other 
residents within Glen Iris Estate.   Universally acknowledged definitions of amenity 
are: 

“A desirable or useful feature of a place” 

“The pleasantness or attractiveness of a place” 

“Something considered to benefit a location, contribute to its enjoyment, and thereby 
increase its value” ….a definition pertinent to property and land-use planning. 

 

Below I present the compelling reasons, arguments and considerations that support 
my position, and the position of other Community Stakeholders, on this matter. 

 

1. Council based their original Decision to submit/initiate the original Developer’s 
Proposal to WAPC and EPA, on flawed information.  The Report from  
on which the Decision was arrived at, was incomplete and unbalanced in that it 
did not consider the optionality with respect to longer term strategic objectives 
and benefits of retaining the existing zoning arrangements (Ref. Ordinary 
Council Meeting Minutes and Attachments – Ref. OCM 9/12/2021 and 
2021/Minute NO 0230). The Report exclusively supported the Developer’s 
position and  did not articulate any arguments in support of the 
Community (and I had made him aware in prior tel. cons). 

2. The Scheme Amendment Proposal as advertised by COC is invalid. Further, to 
the matter in (1) above, I request City of Cockburn at the very least withdraw 
the Public Notices and recycle the Developer’s proposal - recompile the  

 Report/Recommendation with Terms of Reference pertinent to ensuring 
objective and balanced long term strategic outcomes, and that the Report be 
appropriately peer reviewed before tabling before Council. This will ensure that 
Council and WAPC make their decision to Initiate based on complete and 
accurate information.  

3. Pertinent to my participation in Community Engagement Workshops hosted 
and facilitated by the Developer’s Agents and Consultants, and with respect to 
the compilation of related documentation – I have been personally 
misrepresented by the Developer , through the citation of my name in the 
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context of community engagement and input into the Developer’s vision. Based 
on the consequential destruction of trust and credibility, I allege that the 
Developer is not a Fit-and-proper entity to be allowed to undertake Commercial 
activity in the City of Cockburn. Note also the critical mass of other Workshop 
participants with similar/shared experience, and the complaints to COC 
pertinent to the execution of the Community Engagement Workshops, and 
violations of Terms-of-Reference and Code-of-Conduct. 

4. Further to Item 3., the Developer’s agent and facilitators did not comply with 
their stated Terms of Reference and Code of Conduct during the execution of 
these Workshops.  The Developer has stated that the Proposal was based on 
Community Engagement – this is not the case and was acutely evident during 
the Workshops. Personally, I rejected (email on record) an invitation to attend 
the fourth workshop based on these recurring violations.  

5. Further to Items 3 and 4 the lack of trust and credibility leads the informed 
members of the local Community to believe that any assurances rendered by 
the Developer, with respect to the execution and final-form of the development, 
have no substance or credibility.  

6. The Developer has clear potential to generate ROCI in excess of $150m from 
the proposed development in its current form.  During the Community 
Engagement Workshops a number of alternative concepts were proposed 
under a “Win-Win” philosophy, which would have reduced this figure but still to 
a level of attractive return-on-investment …but made the Development more 
palatable to local Community Stakeholders.  The total rejection of these 
alternatives supports the position that the Developer is motivated solely by profit 
..and thus the Community has no confidence in the Developer’s values and 
integrity moving forward. 

7. Converse to Item 6.  I refer to the personal economic loss I have/will experience 
through reduction in my property value as a consequence of this Scheme 
amendment and the attendant loss of amenity. Based on the Sale of the 
neighbouring property (sold shortly before announcement of the Developer’s 
purchase of the land) and it’s recent sale price (into a market informed as to the 
destruction of amenity), and with calibration to Perth property value changes I 
can provide a defensible argument that my economic loss is in the region of 
$300,000 to $400,000. Note that the Developer has refused to entertain any 
discussion pertinent to compensation for economic loss sustained by 
Community stakeholders. 

8. I paid a premium on purchase of my property (in 2008) – with this premium 
attributable to the rural/open-space character and ambience of the land 
adjoining my property, and the recreational amenity afforded by the Golf 
Course.  The Developer has refused to entertain any discussion regarding 
compensation for my economic loss, and I understand that local and state 
governments will not be compensating me either (and inclusive of a percentage 
of Stamp Duty upon purchase). Whilst recognizing that the land may never 
revert to a golf course, I can reduce the magnitude of my economic loss through 
retention of the current zoning and attendant amenity (character and 
ambience). Retaining of the zoning will also leverage the likelihood of 
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reinstatement of the golf course recreational amenity and thus restoration of my 
property value  – which is something I will explore later in this document. 

9. The Scheme amendment will destroy the character and amenity of my local 
environment.   When rumours began to circulate re. the purchase of the Golf 
Course by a Property Developer (c.2017/18), I contacted City of Cockburn to 
communicate my concern..  The City of Cockburn Planning Officer advised me 
that any redevelopment of the Golf Course would represent a loss of amenity 
and would thus not be approved…and I did not need to concern myself.  I take 
this opportunity to remind Cockburn Council and other decision makers that this 
is another input into the ultimate judgement of their integrity and credibility. COC 
Decision makers are requested to protect the amenity as enjoyed by current 
homeowners by retaining the existing SU1 – Gold Course Zoning.  Real Estate 
agents and prospective property purchasers executing due diligence over the 
last 30 years would upon approaching council or Real Estate Agents equipped 
with inputs from Council, have been advised (as I was) that the zoning was SU1 
- Golf Course (ref. City of Cockburn Town Planning Scheme No. 3 Table 8 
Special Use Zones).  More specifically the Scheme Describes the Land as 
“Berrigan Drive, Jandakot, the Glen Iris Golf Course Estate”, and then further 
defines the actual special use as “..land use and designed for a golf course”. 
The expectation of the community is that Council will acknowledge the terms 
under which residents of Jandakot made their property-purchase decisions and 
not make decisions to destroy their amenity and their home valuations by 
changing Zone classifications in order to enrich property developers. Decision 
makers may want to reflect on their integrity and future legacy in arriving at a 
position. 

10. Converse to Item 9 above, the Developer has also exercised due diligence and 
purchased Land in the full knowledge and understanding of the content of the 
Scheme, and with the full knowledge and understanding of the significant risk 
that their proposal would be rejected.  Decision makers should evaluate the 
contrasting positions of the two stakeholder entities: Members of the 
Community placed their trust in the Democratic System, Security of Title and 
the documented terms of reference with respect to the classification of their, 
and adjacent land. Conversely the Developer has purchased land specifically 
zoned and purposed for use as a golf course with knowledge and intent to 
directly or indirectly, destroy community opposition, destroy community 
amenity, destroy home valuations  and repurpose the land for their personal 
enrichment through changing the classification of his land. 

11. I refer Decision Makers to City of Cockburn Town Planning Scheme No. 3.  The 
Document defines the “Aims of The Scheme” within S.1.6 and specifically 
highlights the relevance of amenity within the district and the importance of 
ensuring “…the quality of life enjoyed by its inhabitants is not jeopardised by 
…unacceptable development and the incompatible use of land”.  So let’s 
examine that. Clearly the proposed development is “unacceptable” – 
independent survey reveal almost 100% of Jandakot residents view the 
proposed development as unacceptable. To the concept of “incompatible use 
of land” – consider the SU1-Golf Course land (the primary area of contention 
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between the Proponent and the Community) and the specific terms of reference 
within  Cockburn Town Planning Scheme No. 3.  Per TPS No. 3 “Special Use 
Zone” exists “To provide for uses which have unique development 
(highlighted in bold font in the native document) requirements that cannot be 
easily accommodated by the objectives of any other zones included in the 
scheme”.  Thus it can be concluded the proposal also violates another key 
objective and principle of the Scheme – the Developer intends to remove a 
significant percentage of land designated Special Use within the district and 
thereby removing all optionality for purposing this land for unique 
developments, in perpetuity. I contend that the rezoning of this land is 
incompatible with the principles, objectives and specific requirements of the 
Scheme. Decsion Makers should consider whether they want to destroy 
something unique and irreplaceable – and substitute it with something that is 
evidently not.  Perth is currently flooded with housing developments – 
Developers evidently, already have considerably optionality and opportunity 
and there is no justification for Decision Makers to support this Scheme 
Amendment Proposal.  

12. There has been some discussion and argument by proponents of this 
development that the SU1 Land in question has little prospect of reverting to a 
Golf Course, and a rumour to the effect that in the almost certain event that the 
Developer’s proposal is rejected that the Developer intends to sit on the land 
indefinitely (an attritional strategy weaponizing the passage of time).  To this 
point I make the following recommendation to Decision Makers.  Intrinsic to the 
current scheme, the purpose of this Land is “Golf Course” and if the current 
Owner does not develop and operate the land as a Golf Course then the 
Developer is misusing the Land and is in violation of the Scheme.  The solution 
is very simple – Council introduce a “Special-SU1 Rate” whereby in this 
scenario if the SU1 is not being utilized for its intended purpose, or development 
to achieve the intended purpose has not commenced, then after a grace period 
of say 6 months , the Owner will be liable for payment of rates at a quantum of 
not less than 10% of the purchase value of the land per annum. According to 
JRRA there are parties who have expressed an interest in purchasing the land 
and with a view to reinstating the golf course amenity. The introduction of the 
Special-Rate will encourage the Developer to either comply with the Scheme 
or liquidate his holding. 

13. The Open space characteristic of this land is clearly relevant to the concept of 
amenity. “Tree Change” and “Sea Change” are common terms. The post 
COVID WFH paradigm has also resulted in people migrating to more rural 
landscapes – because they now have the choice. People buy second homes in 
Margaret River for the rural ambience.  Ironically a major equity holder of 
Eastcourt apparently has a large land-holding in the SW of WA with a Golf 
Course, and even more ironically Eastcourt (the Proponent) developed “The 
Cut” Golf Course Estate near Mandurah – offering real estate at premium prices 
based on proximity to a Golf Course. Eastcourt re definitely aware that there 
development will result in lost economic values for some stakeholders in the 
Glen Iris Golf Course Estate. I also note numerous media articles which 
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highlight the premium in land values conferred where properties are located 
adjacent to golf courses. People pay premium dollars for environments with 
these characteristics – FOR THE AMENITY.  People pay these incremental 
dollars and change their locations in order to arrive at the attendant  lifestyle 
and recreational enjoyment outcomes.  Evidently and obviously they do not do 
this to reduce their amenity…and the logical conclusion is that this development 
will unambiguously destroy amenity. City of Cockburn Town Planning Scheme 
No.3 S.3.2 Objectives of the Zones , SS 3.2.1 (K) specifically highlights and 
acknowledges the need to  “…retain the rural character and amenity of the 
locality”.  This is a characteristic unique to Jandakot (if benchmarked against 
Northern Suburbs) and the Community (evidenced by independent Surveys) 
rejects this attempt to destroy the characteristic. 

14. There is no strategic imperative from a local and State Government planning 
perspective, which motivates for the approval of this Scheme Amendment – in 
particular there are no drivers associated with TOD. The fact that TOD is 
currently salient in  supporting urban infill is an implicit acknowledgement that 
Perth’s vehicular-traffic-infrastructure is not keeping pace with current and 
future growth and urban sprawl. I understand this (TOD) has been an influential 
criterion in case-history-precedent decisions, and recognizes the Kwinana 
Freeway needs less traffic – and thus less adjacent (non-TOD) urban 
development 

15. I refer to numerous SAT and Government gazetted decision pertinent to loss of 
amenity and the fact that so many people have chosen to spend so much time 
and money defending their positions is an indication of the significance of the 
concept and the sensitivity of the community. 

16. Land adjacent to the Glen Iris Estate typically comprises hectare blocks – 
specifically I refer to Lakes Way and Glendale Crescent. The open-space/rural 
characteristic and amenity of the local/bordering land-holdings is currently 
consistent (i.e. both East and West of the Estate) – very low population density 
and open space.  The approval of the scheme amendment proposal would be 
a violation of the character of the local environs, and with significant negative 
impact on the residents of Glen Iris estate. 

17. The scope and characteristic of the original golf course land under current 
zoning classification represents a unique asset to the local and wider 
communities. Retention of the current SU zoning preserves the option to 
reinstate a Golf Course and thus address a fundamental gap within the City of 
Cockburn portfolio of recreational amenity facilities.  If rezoning is executed this 
optionality will be lost in perpetuity  

18. To Item 17., and recognizing that the Developer’s short and long term intention 
are unclear – let me state unambiguously that if a Golf Course is not reinstated 
in the short or long term that does not change my position – I still request that 
the Scheme Amendment Proposal be rejected, such that at least some 
component of my amenity is retained. 

19. To Item 18. I further comment that the current zoning is SU-1 Golf 
Course….thus retaining of the zoning will influence the developer to accept 
commercial reality and divest the land to a party prepared to reinstate a golf 
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course.  Retaining the zoning SU-1 Golf Course ensures this optionality to 
restore the amenity is retained and not lost in perpetuity. 

20. Cockburn is now one of very few Councils in greater Perth, without a golf 
course. A decision to retain the current zoning improves capacity and capability 
to address this glaring aberration.  

21. Cockburn’s vision for a Golf Course at Coogee is c. 10 years away – for an 
ageing demographic who will continue to place increasing demand on Perth 
golf courses this time frame does not represent a viable solution for the local 
golfing fraternity. 

22. The scope and character of this land together with current zoning should be 
retained for other strategic reasons.  Jandakot should not be allowed to evolve 
into a homogenous housing estate – the areas of land in question provide 
unique strategic optionality for the future, and this is supported by the principles 
of TPS3. COC/  I notice failed to articulate a single strategic alternative 
(to golf course or urban infill) for this land in his Report, recommending Initiation 
of the Scheme Amendment Proposal. I further note that not a single Councilor 
challenged the Report in this respect.  This can only be explained by hidden 
agendas. 

23. City of Cockburn’s Climate Change Strategy objectives include “Conserve 
biodiversity” and “Increase the Urban Forest”.  A decision/recommendation to 
rezone is a decision/recommendation which violates City of Cockburn’s Climate 
Change Strategy. 

24. Further to Item 23 – Perth risks evolving into Sydney – a dystopian rat race with 
intolerable traffic and toll-roads and urban desertification.  The State 
Government needs to develop a strategic vision for WA – underpinned by 
additional major centres/cities which complement  Perth.  This in turn will 
alleviate the ever/exponential increasing pressure on Perth’s limited 
infrastructure (esp. wrt traffic).  Instead of all the Perth-growth/development at 
all costs why not create a stimulatory economic Business-development zone 
regime at Bussleton or Bunbury and grow WA there? Look to the USA for 
guidance – correct me if I’m wrong but most American States have evolved to 
included multiple urban centres and to the benefit of their populations. 

25. Current traffic levels around Berrigan Drive and on the Kwinana Freeeway are 
already intolerable and have worsened significantly in the last few years due to 
uncontrolled growth. Local Press excerpt (20/5/2021) : “Traffic forecasts 
estimate 26,000 vehicles will use Jandakot Road each day by 2031, an 
increase of 11,000 on 2017 figures. By 2031 there is expected to be an extra 
20,000 to 30,000 people living in the nearby suburbs of Jandakot,, Treeby, 
Piara Waters, Harrisdale and Haynes”  (Note Jandakot Rd feeds into Berrigan 
Drive).  Exiting Glen Iris onto Berrigan has become a frustrating experience in 
peak hours in the last two years.   Where previously there were no traffic lights 
there are now several before the freeway can be accessed.. Hundreds of 
additional houses creating additional traffic movements is not what local 
residents want. Our situation is exacerbated by recent local housing 
developments and will worsen with introduction of the recently approved wave 
park, and 42% population growth in COC 2036.  Traffic Infrastructure cannot 
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cope with current loads so how can more residential development be justified 
– and recognizing the unique bottleneck characteristic of the Glen iris Golf 
Course Estate – Berrigan Drive- Jandakot Road- Kwinana Freeway interface. 

26. Traffic accidents at points of local entry/exit have increased in recent years.  
This is a function of both additional traffic movements and the frustration of 
drivers faced with delays. 

27. Bird’s triangle as applied to empirical accident data suggests that with the 
thousands of additional traffic movements proposed per day, and the 
bottlenecking described above (26.) a local fatality is forseeable and likely.  The 
scheme amendment proposal should be rejected for this reason alone. 

28. The Jandakot Glen Iris Estate is somewhat unique in that it is already in a very 
challenged environment.  Consider its very close proximity to the freeway, and 
three railway lines.  In addition it falls within and close to existing Jandakot 
Airport flight paths.  Local residents have to contend with the noise and vibration 
from these sources together with fine particulate (emanating from braking 
systems and tyres) from the freeway traffic.  This particulate is hazardous to 
human health and already exceeds WHO limits. Jandakot residents in recent 
years have seen these noise/pollution and vibration sources encroach ever 
closer and increase in intensity. Notwithstanding, it was tolerable because we 
had the amenity afforded by the open space, low housing density and a rural 
environment/ambience. The Scheme Amendment as proposed in this context 
is not tolerable to local residents however – it represents yet more noise and 
pollution, and the destruction of our open spaces and tree canopy which had to 
this point made the aforementioned negatives tolerable. 

29. Local surveys have been held facilitated by other parties, which reveal the vast 
majority of residents (close to 100%) do not want this development.  We trust 
Government decision makers will honour democratic principles and the basis 
of their roles and responsibilities as elected officers – and will ensure this 
Scheme Amendment Proposal is rejected. An independent survey 
commissioned by the local Resident’s Association revealed that 98% of 
residents wanted the existing zoning to remain. 

30. Numerous representations were made at Local Council Meetings by concerned 
Community Members passionately opposing this Development.  No one at 
these Council Meetings, representing the local Community, spoke in favour of 
the Development. 

31. The Developer has implicitly acknowledged the significant risk he faces in 
gaining Community Support which would enable him to progress with his 
proposed concept. This acknowledgement is reflected in the withholding of a 
significant payment tranche to the Seller of the land, pending approval of the 
Scheme Amendment proposal. The Developer has identified this risk scenario 
and managed it through pertinent financial modelling and contingency.  Thus 
the Developer does not incur any loss should the Scheme Amendment be 
rejected – conversely the Community will incur both significant financial loss, 
and loss of amenity should the Amendment Proposal be Approved. 

32. In the course of sourcing signatures for a petition (against the rezoning of the 
Golf Course Land) I had opportunity to engage with a wide spectrum of 
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members of the Western Australian community. Both local and wider WA 
community members willingly signed the petition.  The level of willingness 
increased as I explained the context.  A number of signatories rendered 
comments about Property Developers which were both derogatory and 
colourful. If not only the local community but also the wider WA community are 
against this then under our Democratic principles I see the Decision Makers 
have no option other than to accept that “nimbysm” is not in play, and to reject 
this proposal.  

33. I refer Decision Makers to the historical decision made surrounding the 
proposed creation off a Wave park at Melville (City of Melville “jurisdiction”), via 
conversion of land used for recreational purposes. Labour Minister Ben Wyatt 
fronted up to WA Media and announced that the development would not be 
proceeding because of objections by local residents. Said local residents did 
not want to lose their local amenity. The residents of Jandakot are not inferior 
to the residents of Melville and Applecross, and our majority democratic view 
deserves to be respected. The proposed Scheme Amendment proposal must 
therefore be rejected.  WA is an egalitarian society, and Jandakot residents 
request they receive the same level of respect and treatment as residents of 
other suburbs. 

34. I refer Decision Makers to the recent decision (Press Report 31/03/2022) 
surrounding rezoning of Melville park land (13 parks in total) from “Residential” 
to Public Open Space, by the Planning Minister Rita Saffioti. This Decision 
prompted by concerns from the Melville community that they had insufficient 
levels of protection with respect to the amenity afforded by this Park land. Local 
Community with the support of City of Melville Council engaged with the 
planning Minister and achieved an outcome whereby the Local Scheme 
Amendment was modified to reflect that this land be reserved as Public Open 
Space. Community members were motivated by concern that their precious 
local amenity may be lost to housing developments unless protected through 
rezoning. This supports the comment made at 34. Again….The residents of 
Jandakot are not inferior to the residents of Melville and our majority democratic 
view deserves to be respected. The proposed Scheme Amendment proposal 
must therefore be rejected.  WA is an egalitarian society .. Jandakot residents 
request they receive from Decision Makers the same level of respect and 
treatment as residents of other suburbs. 

35. I benchmark the rates payable by residents of Attadale and the Glen Iris Estate.  
Residents of this estate pay rates at significantly higher levels than their 
Attadale counterparts and despite property values and amenity of a lower level. 
Per media report on 23rd June 2022 average rates in the City of Melville are 
$1802 per annum. Jandakot rates are c. 30% higher, yet GRVs in Jandakot are 
lower than City of Melville,  Further to Items 23. I request that Decision Makers 
recognize this disparity and reject the  Scheme Amendment Proposal, such that 
the disparity is not further excacerbated. 

36. Further to Item 35. – City of Cockburn has significant revenue streams and 
supported by significant economies of scale and higher rates than those paid 
by residents in other suburbs, thus there is no COC financial imperative to 
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approve this Scheme Amendment Proposal based on creating “more cows for 
milking” within the City of Cockburn. 

37. To the issue of economic growth in WA and creation of employment.  There are 
no macro economic drivers that suggest this rezoning/redevelopment is 
required. The WA economy is in rude health and the envy of our neighbours in 
the Eastern States. GST revenues are high, and on 12 May 2022 Operating 
surplus projection was revised upwards, to $5.7 Billion. Unemployment level 
based on ABS data (July 2022) sits at only 3.5% - THE LOWEST LEVEL IN 
ALMOST 50 YEARS!. There is no economic imperative to approve this 
proposal. 

38. The tree canopies of Jandakot create micro-ecosystems and promote rainfall 
by cooling. Out of curiosity I look at BOM’s website ( 23rd July 2022) stated 
rainfall for the last 24 hours (to 9:00 am on 23/07/22) : Jandakot – 31.4 mm    
Perth -15.6 mm…..interesting. The Scheme amendment represents destruction 
of tree canopy and urban desertification/heating. The Developer’s stated intent 
to “plant trees” is meaningless. These trees will be planted as saplings and 
require 20 years to reach a level of maturity, and of course a significant 
proportion of the existing mature trees will be destroyed. 

39. Decision makers may wish to reflect on City of Nedland’s proposed initiatives 
to protect precious tree canopy by imposing fines on Property Developers who 
kill/remove trees. The takeaway is clear that the wider WA Community is also 
concerned with preservation of tree canopy. The Developer’s proposal is 
incompatible with this outcome. 

40. The proposal in a Greater Metropolitan context, and Community desire to 
preserve flora and fauna,  represents destruction of a unique and irreplaceable 
asset. Reject the Proposal. 

41. Adjacent to the rear of my property lives a community of Qendas, members of 
which I see regularly.  I understand they are a protected species, and here are 
other communities throughout the original golf course.   Creation of local roads 
(intrinsic to the rezoning and subsequent development) will result in destruction 
of these communities. If the Decision Makers value protected species – then 
they would logically reject the Proposal. 

42. Amendment as proposed will result in destruction of banksia trees local to the 
rear of my property.  These trees are a key habitat and food source for 
endangered Carnaby black cockatoos. If the Decision Makers value protected 
and endangered species – then they would logically reject the Proposal. 

43. The Scheme Amendment as proposed provides no certainty with respect to 
ensuring that ultimately an appropriately large buffer of land is created between 
the rear of my property and the boundary of any adjacent constructed 
footpath/cycleway/road, and with a view to preserving amenity and privacy eg. 
Through hectare size blocks with specific building envelopes, as exist currently 
adjacent to this residential estate (to the East) on Glendale Crescent and Lakes 
Way.  Thus I reject the Proposal. 

44. Crime is a function of Population density…the creation of these additional 
residences together with a network of cycleways and paths will create 
significant opportunity for undesirables. 
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45. I refer to an article in the local press – PerthNow dated Thursday August 12 
2021. Planning Minister Rita Saffioti stated “people need confidence to invest 
in WA”, in the context of development activity.  I would contend that this 
statement applies not just to developers but also home-buyers – who also seek 
protection and confidence when making investment decisions, and what is 
typically the largest investment decision of their life.  In the context of the GIGC 
Estate prospective purchasers were able to look at the Zoning as applicable to 
prospective properties and adjacent ones, prior to purchase, and make a 
decision.  In this case people made a decision (THE ADJACENT LAND WAS 
ZONED “SPECIAL USE – GOLF COURSE” ) with the understanding that they 
could be confident that Government would protect their investment (premium 
prices paid for increased amenity), by retaining the Zone classification. I would 
never have purchased my property if the adjacent land (behind my back fence) 
had been zoned R20/30/40. It remains to be seen whether my “confidence in 
investing in WA” is retained or destroyed.  The only reason I purchased my 
property was to enjoy the enjoyment and amenity afforded by the adjacent golf 
course- in terms of Open Space, Ambience, and, speaking as a Golfer, the 
recreational aspect.  Currently I no longer play golf – securing bookings at local 
golf courses on weekends is almost impossible and the closest public course 
is a 14 km drive away. 

46. A number of Stakeholder in the district are extremely concerned and/or angry 
at how events are proceeding and at the lack of support they are receiving from 
COC.  In the event of approval of the Developer’s Proposal the Community will 
explore avenues to contest and appeal. Significant support for a class-action 
exists.   Decision Makers should reflect on whether the thousands of hours and 
hundreds-of-thousands of dollars expended in class-actions and other appeals 
is a wise expenditure of time and resource , and with respect to all stakeholders. 

47.   Opportunity for appeals to SAT by affected persons in the context of Land 
Planning and Development are significantly constrained through the 
architecture of enabling legislation.  Historically the WA Government has taken 
an opposite view to their Victorian counterparts (who allow a wider spectrum of 
appeals against planning decisions) – and have articulated a position that WA 
Legislation does not require changing because of the considerable weighting 
attached to the views rendered by impacted Communities/Individuals following 
Advertising and through the Submissions process.  I take this opportunity to 
remind Decision Makers of this commitment they have made to the citizens of 
WA – and in the inconceivable case that the Proposal is Approved,  I look 
forward to their explanation to WA Media as to why they approved an 
unnecessary development, why they destroyed an irreplaceable asset/amenity 
in perpetuity, why they ignored petitions from Stakeholder within and outside 
the community, and why they ignored the views of a local community where 
close to 100% of residents objected.  

48. I ask Decision Makers to consider matters of culture and heritage, Golf is part 
of both the district and also of Australian sporting culture and heritage. A golf 
course in one form or another has existed on this land since at least the early 
1960’s.  Coherent with the current zoning this land was zoned “Private Clubs 
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and Institutions – Golf Club” when the COC adopted its first town planning 
scheme (District Planning Zoning Scheme No. 1) in 1974. A decision to approve 
the Developer’s Proposal is a decision to destroy this local cultural heritage and 
to deny current and future generations of West Australian adequate opportunity 
to play this wonderful sport.  I note the decisions by State Government to reject 
proposals for implementation of resource-projects at values in the order of 
billions of dollars based on the need to preserve local cultural heritage (eg. 
Aboriginal Rock-Art in the Burrup Peninsula).  Jandakot and WA residents 
request an equitable treatment from decision makers and that our unique and 
irreplaceable cultural-sporting-heritage be preserved.   We do not believe we 
should be treated with a lower level of respect than the communities of the 
North West of WA. 

49. COC have not executed process in a fair and reasonable manner, and failed in 
their duty to represent local residents. I refer to OCM 9/12/2021 in particular 
and my comments in Subsection III where I have rebutted arguments/reasons 
put forward by COC – in favour of Initiating the Scheme Amendment Proposal. 
I view COCs decision to Initiate as invalid based on failure to apply proper 
process. 

50. I raise the potential/possibility for improper relationships between officers of 
COC and the Developer – based on rumours circulating within the community. 
I have heard for example that (Strategic Planning Officer and 
Autthor of Report provided to Councilors with recommendation to Initiate the 
Scheme amendment) is the owner of a local business and stands to benefit 
financially should the scheme amendment proposal be approved). Anecdotally 
I have also heard that  specifically verbalized his desire for the 
development to proceed and to the benefit of his business interests. I 
emphasize that this is heresay ,and an allegation, however it stems from a 
reliable source.  I also note that  is no longer employed by COC and 
departed in mysterious circumstances.  Interestingly in a personal conversation 
I had with  he talked enthusiastically about the challenges posed in 
arriving at a finalized Structure Plan – this conversation occurred prior to 
Decision to initiate , and left me with a profound sense of disappointment that 
a Council Officer viewed the approval of the Scheme Amendment as a fait 
accompli – at a point in time when Community Submissions had not yet closed. 
COC Councilors have been invited, by Community residents, to declare their 
conflicts of interest via questions raised by the community at council meetings.  
The fact that Council Members have declined to declare any conflict of interest 
either in the negative or the affirmative, and in the context of a recent history of 
dysfunctionality, and in the context of Councilors lack of support for the 
Community thus far, naturally creates deep suspicion on the part of community 
members.  Should the Development Proposal be approved I intend to refer the 
matter of alleged improper relationships to the relevant Minister for 
investigation.  Also of relevance I refer decision makers to a media article dated 
October 7 2021 and pertinent to the City of South Perth.  Excerpts:  “Councillors 
and election candidates will have to publicly disclose financial donations from 
property developers in a bid to stamp out corruption in local government under 
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a proposal being investigated by a local council”, and, “..there were conflict of 
interest risks associated with councillors accepting donations from property 
developers and then voting on development applications from the same 
donors.”, and, “We have a perfect petri dish on which the bacteria of corruption 
will thrive …”.    

51. COC Strategic Vision espouses “Environmental Responsibility – Our Vision is 
to provide nature for generations to come”. I ask Decision Makers to “Walk the 
Talk”, demonstrate integrity and reject the Scheme Amendment Proposal. 

52. COC also talks about “Local Economy – a sustainable and diverse economy”.  
This housing development dos not create a sustainable and diverse economy. 
It will enrich developers who reside outside of the district and possibly provide 
a short-term-sugar-hit to some local contractors/subcontractors.  Compare and 
Contrast with Wembley Golf Course – sustainable and well managed and highly 
profitable.  I note that COC have to this point failed to acknowledge or recognize 
the strategic potential of the Glen Iris Golf Course, and synergetic with the other 
recreational amentity in the area (ARC, Ice Rink, Adventure World, Wave Park).  
Where is the Vision? – will tourists come to Perth to look at R40 housing 
developments?  No…but if they are offered a suite of recreational amentity 
options in one locality …will they not gravitate to that location…all that is 
needed  is the Golf Course and Hotel.  Singapore grasp this at the strategic 
level – look at Sentosa Island. I also note that COC advocates the concept of 
“tourism oriented infrastructure” (local media – Cockburn Soundings”) – I fail to 
see how yet another housing development could be construed as support for 
“tourism oriented infrastructure”, when viewed against the optionality of 
retaining the current Scheme which provisions for a world class Golf Course 
and hotel and with appeal to a huge demographic locally and internationally. 

 

 

 

SUBSECTION II 

Submission in response to the proposed Structure Plan 

The Structure Plan as presented is REJECTED in its entirety. The related Scheme 
Amendment Proposal is totally unacceptable and rejected in its entirety and thus 
renders any attendant Structure Plan redundant and unacceptable by default.  A 
Scheme Amendment which is acceptable to the Community, and based on Subsection 
IV (unlikely scenario) is required before any Structure Plan is presented. 

 

I provide the following reasoning in support of my Submission: 
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 I totally reject the Scheme Amendment upon which this Structure Plan is based.   
Please refer to the reasons I have provided in my Submission pertinent to 
rejection of the Scheme amendment (Subsection I of this Document). 

 Engagements with the Property Developer, in Public Consultation fora, were 
entered into in good faith with a view to arriving at a Scheme Amendment 
concept which would create win-win outcomes (for both local community and 
the Developer).  The Developer rejected the viable alternative concepts 
proposed and I also allege (with supporting evidence available) that the 
Developer was misleading and deceptive in the execution of community 
consultation/engagement, and attendant documentation of outcomes. In the 
light of my experience with this Developer I also conclude that any assurances 
provided attendant to any  Scheme or Structure Plan proposal presented are 
without credibility.  I further comment that other community members who 
participated in community engagement fora share this view ...and the 
community has no confidence or trust in any statements made by this 
Developer. 

 I have provided an alternative Concept for Scheme Amendment in my 
Submission pertinent to the Scheme Amendment proposal (PART IV of this 
Document). This alternative concept if implemented, whilst not my preferred 
outcome (No Rezoning and no changes to the current Scheme), would give rise 
to a Structure Plan that may be both acceptable to residents of the local 
community, and would enable the Developer to realize a significant return on 
their invested capital. 

 

The Advertisement of this Structure Plan without a prior finalized Scheme Amendment 
is suspiciously viewed (by informed Community members) as a cynical attempt by 
decision-makers (who possibly/allegedly have improper relationships with the 
Property Developer, and/or who allegedly may gain materially) to manipulate the Glen 
Iris Community residents into rendering comment on an unacceptable Structure Plan, 
thus giving the proposed Scheme Amendment concept some credibility, and thereby 
diluting the Community’s  efforts to reject or substantially modify the Scheme 
Amendment Proposal.  

 

Again, and for the record, I emphasise, I consider the COC Decision to initiate invalid 
(explained elsewhere in this submission). Inviting submissions from the Community 
without prior application of fair and proper process at the point of “Decision To Initiate” 
is also invalid.  
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Subsection III 

Rebuttal of the Developer’s and Decision Makers’ arguments in 
support of the proposed Scheme Amendment and/or Inititiation 
of the Proposed Amendment (Noteworthy, inexplicable and 
extraordinary is COC’s failure to document for the record, thus far, 
any argument against the proposed Scheme Amendment) 

 

1. Nimbyism! As identified in Subsection I ,the proposals represent significant loss 
of amenity and particularly for residents with properties bordering the original 
golf course, significant economic loss. The impacts on the local community are 
not trivial.  I also refer to close to 100% of the WA Community outside of COC  
rejecting the rezoning concept – evidenced by the petitions. Additionally the 
Developer was presented with viable alternatives for Scheme Amendments (ref 
Subsection IV) – which they refused to entertain as their optics were clouded 
by the profit imperative.. 

2. We need economic growth, jobs and houses. Ref. Subsection I – there are no 
compelling arguments and particularly in the context of the Glen Iris Estate, 
infrastructure limitations and the health of the WA economy. Local and State 
Planners can realize their goals through other options and with application of 
wisdom and vision, achieve overall greater benefit to both Glen Iris and wider-
WA community members. 

3. We will plant lots of trees.  Many mature trees will be lost.  A significant 
proportion of transplanted trees will die.  A number of saplings will be planted 
but these will require c. 20 years to attain maturity – so not a credible argument 
by the developer. 

4. The proposals were based on Community Input.  This is an extraordinarily 
misleading and deceptive statement.  I attended 3 of 4 Community Engagement 
Workshops and did not attend the Final Workshop through disgust at: how my 
inputs and concerns were ignored, and the frequent violations of the Workshop 
TOR and COC. The Developer and his/her Agents/Facilitators modus operandi 
was only to incorporate the small % of Community feedback which suited the 
Developer’s agenda (alignment with their preferred Scheme Amendment 
Proposal concept). An independent survey commissioned by the local 
Resident’s Association revealed that only 5% of residents felt that the 
Developer had demonstrated positive community engagement. 

5. Council will limit the POS as they do not wish to incur the cost of maintenance, 
et al. This is a primitive and one-dimensional view.  The Developer’s Planning 
Consultant (during Community Engagement Workshops) stated it was possible 
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to add areas of land, integral to those titles associated with the Scheme 
Amendment Proposal  to the Titles of residents with adjacent residence.  Thus, 
a win-win-acceptable outcome for all Stakeholders is clearly possible – the 
existing residents receive land which compensates them for their losses 
(amenity and economic), residents have a sufficient buffer relative to the new 
development, Council do not have to maintain this land, and the Developer can 
generate profits (albeit with a revised Development scope).  The additional 
benefit under this approach is the reduced quantity of dwellings and thus less 
traffic – thus residents not directly adjacent also achieve a tolerable outcome.  
Apparently, only the avarice of the Developer is impeding a thorough 
exploration of this optionality. 

6. There was a higher than average level of Community Engagement by the 
Developer and in addition COC directed that an independently facilitated 
community forum be held “….to discuss all of the aspects of the proposal…”.  
Ref. my statements in Subsection I – the Developer’s engagement workshops 
were a charade and a cynical political initiative on the part of the Developer. 
Numerous complaints were made to Council re. the Developer’s modus 
operandi – yet Council articulated that there “..was a higher than average level 
of Community by the Developer”…if COC were being fair to the Community 
they would have stated “..COC also received numerous complaints relating to 
values and behaviours exhibited by the Developer in the execution Community 
engagement..”. So, another of example of COC supporting the Developer at the 
expense of the Community. The COC Forum added little value – and did not 
deliver on its terms of reference.  Thirty minutes afforded for Q&A to discuss 
issues of enormous scale and complexity begs the question as to whether this 
was also a cynical political initiative. 

7. COC at a Council Meeting (09/12/21) determined that they would proceed to 
initiate the Developer’s Scheme Amendment Proposal and referred the 
Documentation to WAPC and EPA for review.  For the record and pertinent to 
decision making I contend this Decision was flawed and should be revisited 
based on the biased nature of the Report prepared for Council’s Decision by 
COC Strategic Planning. I include my rebuttals here as Council members are 
presumably still operating under the mistaken belief that information provided 
to them was adequate, accurate and balanced The Report was authored by an 

, and I object to the Report and the attendant decision by Council to 
initiate, as follows: 
 

 The Report in its character supports the change to the Scheme and the 
Developer’s Proposal and the Developer’s arguments.  The Report conversely 
does not however represent the views and interests of the community (either 
locally or in the wider strategic context).  The Report is rejected because it is 
both biased and fails to address the strategic requirements and objectives of 
COC. 

 COC Councillors have failed in their duties under the Local Government Act. 
On examining the Report it would have been clear that the Report was biased 
and not sufficiently broad in its scope .  Councilors failed to recycle the Report 
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and with clear Terms of Reference in order to address its inadequacy.  In failing 
to do this Councilors are in violation of the Local Government Act  S.2.10 (The 
Role of Councilors) (a) A Councilor represents the interests of electors, 
ratepayers and residents of the district. 

  is allegedly a local Business Owner (hearsay) and required to disclose 
his interests (potentially an increased revenue stream to his Business from 
increased local population density).  If it is the case he did not disclose his 
interests then the Report is invalid and COC should revert the Planning process 
to the commencement of Phase 1 and a new report should be compiled upon 
which Council would determine whether to Initiate.  If  did disclose his 
interests, evidently Council did not direct that a new Report be compiled and 
authored by a Planning Officer with no vested interests in a positive outcome 
for the Developer.  Notwithstanding, the Report is clearly not fit for purpose 
anyway and thus the Planning Process should revert to the beginning of Phase 
1 , a new report compiled and Council make a new Decision as to whether to 
intiate, Furthermore my expectation would be that if Councilors are representing 
the residents of the district and the principles of the current scheme they would 
make a decision “NOT TO INITIATE”. It would then be left as I understand for 
the Developer to appeal that Decision with SAT and with Council safeguarding 
the current zoning in alignment with the Local Government Act, TPS3 and COC 
Community, Sport and Recreation Facilities Plan (CSRFP). Conversely it 
appears that local residents have no recourse to SAT.  I express my 
disappointment that COC has not recognized that residents have very little 
power and authority in terms of appeal to SAT, and their decision was highly 
favourable to the Developer.  I appeal  to the  Ministry, as the ultimate Decision 
Executive, to recognize the power imbalance and support the residents of COC 
– evidently our local councilors don’t support us. 

 Council Minutes following tabling of  recommendation to Amend the 
Scheme, state the following reason in support of their decision to initiate : “An 
independently facilitated community forum would offer residents and the 
proponent the opportunity to question, discuss, evaluate and fully understand 
the implications and potential outcomes of this complex amendment and the 
proposed structure plan”. Well, 30 minutes was offered to residents for Q&A, to 
arrive at this outcome …and not surprisingly the forum did not offer residents 
the necessary opportunity to “fully understand”. Thus this conditional element 
of the decision to initiate was not satisfied and I consider the Decision to be 
invalid. 

 Council Minutes following tabling of  recommendation to Amend the 
Scheme, state the following reason in support of their decision “ It is a simple 
fact that no matter how much any of us would like to be able to retain the golf 
course at Glen Iris , it is not within our power as a Council”.  A cynical and 
misleading statement indeed. No…it is not  simple fact ..and don’t treat people 
in your community as being “simple”. The SU1 land in question CURRENTLY 
IS PURPOSED FOR A GOLF COURSE – evidenced by the zoning in the Town 
Scheme.  The Developer has purchased the SU1 Land in the full knowledge it 
is purposed for a Golf Course.  Council had the option at this point in the 
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process to advise the developer that their proposal was rejected and the SU1 
– Golf Course designation would remain.  At this point commercial imperatives 
apply and if leveraged by an appropriate rates-tariff , or SU-1 use-it-or-lose-it-
policy the Developer would be influenced/forced to divest the land.  Analogously 
in the resource sector if Operators do not develop their tenements, then the 
Government forces them to divest.  COC have demonstrated absolutely no 
interest or commitment in exploring options, supporting their residents and 
influencing the Developer to arrive at a logical, natural conclusion. 

 Council Minutes following tabling of  recommendation to Amend the 
Scheme, state the following reason in support of their decsion: “The Land is 
privately owned and there is no legal mechanism under which a compulsory 
purchase could be forced.  As such, it is incumbent upon all of us to look for the 
best possible outcome for all concerned…” .  This comment either politically 
cynical or disturbingly primitive and one-dimensional.  As per my point above, 
numerous mechanisms exist by which Council can influence the Developer, 
and potentially through introduction of new legislation (eg. SU1 Land to be used 
for purpose within x months), to influence the Developer to Divest.  New 
legislation is probably not even necessary – do Council believe that the 
Developer is going to tie-up all that Capital indefinitely, whilst recurringly paying 
millions of dollars in rates. No – the Developer will divest.  I find it inexcusable 
that Council did not discuss/explore any of this optionality and play-out the likely 
foreseeable scenarios.  As to the comment from Council re. best outcome for 
all concerned the Community has already spoken on this.  Independently 
facilitated surveys indicate that close to 100% the Community wish the SU1 
Land purpose (through zoning) to be retained as a Golf Course. Or perhaps 
COC is seeking “the best possible outcome” for the Developer.  COC’s logic 
here is flawed – the Developer willfully ignored the current zoning and would in 
the execution of their due diligence, have been told by COC strategic planning 
(as I was in c. 2018) that a Scheme Amendment would not proceed based on 
the loss of amenity to the local Community. The community are comfortable 
and confident with retention of the zoning with no development and no 
immediate reinstatement of the Golf Course. We will watch the developer burn 
millions of dollars, recurringly, annually, in Opportunity-Cost-of-Capital and 
Council Rates…knowing that ultimately commercial reality will prevail. Of 
course future purchasers will be more financially astute (and competent) than 
Eastcourt – recognizing that if they buy land explicitly purposed for a golf course 
under a prevailing planning scheme (TPS No. 3), underpinned by COC 
Community, Sport and Recreation Facilities Plan, and with COC Strategic 
Planning Office providing advice that any Scheme Amendment would be highly 
unlikely to proceed…then they will, in order to generate an adequate return on 
their (calibrated) investment, need to develop and operate a golf course.  

 Council Minutes following tabling of  recommendation to Amend the 
Scheme, state the following reason in support of their decision :”Residential 
development is actually permitted under the current zoning”. I contend this is a 
political fig leaf – devised by council to disguise their agenda,  The reality is a 
relatively small portion of land is currently zoned R40 – but this is irrelevant to 
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the  predominantly SU1 Zoned Land currently purposed as a golf course and 
which with Council’s support can be retained as a golf course. Cynical 
statement by Council to present this as a reason for proceeding to Initiate. 

 Council Minutes following tabling of  recommendation to Amend the 
Scheme, state the following reason in support of their decision to : “For the SU1 
Zoned Land, Eastcourt could prepare a structure plan with no statutory referral 
to the EPA”.  No, if Eastcourt wish to realize their vision, Eastcourt can’t.  More 
white noise. 

 Council Minutes following tabling of  recommendation to Amend the 
Scheme, state the following reason in support of their decision: “If it was 
developed in a piecemeal manner, the land could actually be moonscaped”. 
Another misleading statement – Council do not allow developments which 
resemble moonscapes. Note also that the local community are willing to see 
the land revert to WA bush (awaiting triggering of commercial reality as per 
above) as a preferable alternative to Eastcourt’s vision – inexplicable that 
Council did not at least articulate that this scenario had been considered. 
Furthermore for reasons pertinent to Open Space and traffic density I would 
prefer a moonscape to the proposed two thousand people Eastcourt wish to 
deposit in my backyard and on my local roads..   

 In summary Council offered 6 key Reasons in support of their Decision to adopt 
the recommendations of  . As per my rebuttals above it is concluded 
that none of these reasons are valid. I give this Council Decision zero out of ten 
and question their motivation and agenda and lack of support for their 
community. 

 In his report  invokes Victorian Legislation/Guidelines in support of 
“conversion of Golf Courses to Other Purposes”, and with a view to giving 
credibility to the concept.  This is breathtakingly cynical – COC selectively 
cherry picking pieces of legislation from outside of WA in order to serve its 
agenda.  Within the Victorian jurisdiction members of the community have the 
right to appeal planning and development decisions through their equivalent of 
SAT.  In WA members of the Community do not have this right.  So evidently 
here we are talking about comparison of an Apple with a Lemon…unless of 
course WA Government are planning on changing Terms Of Reference  with 
respect to SAT appeals in the WA jurisdiction and this legislation will be in place 
in the next two weeks…I think not.   The Council decision to initiate is rejected 
on the basis it is predicated on Victorian Legislation (in fact a guideline) – and 
is legally inadmissible in WA. I also note how Local and State Government 
entities are very quick to reject arguments by community members on the basis 
that “this is not allowed by WA Legislation”, and yet these same entities can 
invoke Victorian guidelines to try and confer credibility to their flawed decision 
making.  Please note COC that Victorian legislation and Victorian Guidelines 
do not apply in WA and you may wish to improve the capacity and/or capability 
of your legal department. Note also COC that a guideline is not a law unless 
underpinned by an act or a regulation. 

 COC claims the former Golf Course would need significant capital expenditure 
if it were to reopen as a viable proposition . No data was presented by Council 
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to support this assertion. It would require some CAPEX but that would be 
calibrated to a Business Plan and forecast profits (I note that other Golf Courses 
in Perth are profitable). Furthermore this is not COC capital – it would come 
from the private sector.  Another questionable statement by COC in the context 
of supporting their decision making. 

 COC states “Eastcourt have repeatedly advised that they have no intention of 
instating the former golf course use, or on selling the land to a third party for 
this purpose”.  This is totally irrelevant – Glen Iris community will be happy to 
see the land revert to natural bush as a preference to rezoning and residential 
development.  Eastcourt are trying to threaten/blackmail the community into 
submission. Eastcourt will however have to confront commercial reality at some 
point and either reinstate the golf course or divest to someone who will. On the 
theme of bias – interesting how COC emphasise what Eastcourt have 
repeatedly advised….however they treat district residents with contempt in 
terms of not stating for the record what the “residents repeatedly 
advise/communicate”. 

 COC states that PLAWA (Parks and Leisure Australia, WA) Guidelines of 
Community Infrastructure (2020) discourages the creation of additional golf 
courses in Perth.  The same document (2012 version) advocates one golf 
course per 30,000 population.  I note COC current population at 110,000 and 
projected to grow to 170,000 in 2036.  Thus according to the 2012 guidance we 
should now have 3 Golf Courses and be planning for 5.  The 2020 version does 
not discourage the creation of additional golf courses it actually states no more 
golf courses are required based on whether or not populations in catchments 
have access to a golf course.  Here another cynical-selective use of information. 
The WA guidelines do not advocate destruction of golf courses and the 
guidelines have not analysed the impact of destroying particular golf courses.  
Furthermore having access to a golf course does not in any way reflect whether 
use of the golf course is achievable through competition by people in accessing 
this limited resource.  Furthermore PLAWA executive advises that their analysis 
is very high level and does not explore specific levels of utilization and 
requirements of particular catchments – they simply invoke a simple benchmark 
based on whether residents can access a course (within 10km of a City 
boundary). PLAWA document is primitive and one-dimensional – the 
benchmark of adequate amenity is “do you have a golf course within 10 km of 
the City boundary” – the actual amentity may be “You get in your car and drive 
more than 20km and can’t play golf because the course is fully utilized”.  
Additionally COC cynically manipulates the data pertinent to the distances 
residents  need to travel to access a course. For the 4 Public courses closest 
to COC, distances relative to the COC boundary are quoted as 3km, 6km, 8km, 
and 8km.  The reality for GI Estate residents who purchased locally in order to 
play golf locally their travel distances are  18km, 18km, 22 km and 14km.  So I 
reject the political spin imparted by COC – the reality is, Golfers in Jandakot 
and surrounds now have to travel long distance to access golf courses which 
are almost fully utilized at weekends and thus the current amenity is close to 
zero. 
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 In arriving at their decision COC made no reference to their own Document 
(City of Cockburn – Community, Sport and Recreation Facilities Plan  (CSRFP) 
2018 - 2033) – amazingly they considered it more appropriate to selectively use 
information extracted from a Victorian guideline. So lets examine what the COC 
document says.  In the context of the significant growth within COC (current 
and projected over the next 10 – 20 years) COC states “This level of growth 
presents the City with a variety of challenges to ensure the increasing need of 
the community are met in the provision of community, sport and recreation 
facilities and reserves”.  “ The current population is currently estimated at 
118,100 people in 2018 and expected to grow to 167,751 in 2036”.  “..the City 
requires a high degree of confidence that the Community’s sport and recreation 
needs can be met”. So in the light of these demographics, and the significant 
challenges COC’s response is to ignore any optionality for preserving and 
curating land which will support recreational amenity, and proceed to press the 
destruct button – inexplicable. The document also articulates the challenge in 
financing community facility requirements – so again , inexplicable, the SU1 
Land in question is purposed for a golf course and would be owned and 
operated by the private sector with no strain on,  or risk  to City finances.  More 
analysis , excerpt from CSRFP – CSRFP will aim to “..ensure that the right mix 
of facilities are provided to reflect the demand which an actual sport will have 
in to the future”.  So, knowing that golf is Australia’s No.1 Participation sport for 
males and No 2 for both genders in aggregate , and played in high measure by 
both genders and across an enormous age-range demographic , and knowing 
that COC will increase by 42% from 2018 to 2036, and knowing that COC 
currently does not have an operational golf course , COC state that “ ..it is 
appropriate that alternate land uses ..now be considered”, AND WITH NOT 
EVEN A MENTION OF THEIR CSRFP   Inexplicable. 

 Now I can go on and on…but how much do you need?   Decision Makers by 
now will have arrived at a conclusion that (i) Council’s decision to Initiate was 
flawed and (ii) there is no other option than to reject the Developer’s proposal.  
Any additional input is unnecessary – if you have not arrived at the correct 
decision by now  you never will. 

 

 

Subsection IV 

Without prejudicing my preferred outcome defined in Subsection (I) 
– alternative Scheme Amendment concepts which would 
deliver win-win or “win-lower loss” outcomes. 

 

Alternative Concepts are presented here to provide some contingent optionality in the 
event that City of Cockburn and the Ministry determine that the view of the majority 
count for nothing in a Democratic Society, and they attach importance to further 
enriching multi-millionaire property developers at the expense of irreplaceable 
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amenity, and the home-values of hard-working WA taxpayers…..and that a Scheme 
Amendment (albeit in a modified form) will proceed . I cannot envision how Decision 
Makers could land on this position, and in this event I question the integrity and 
credibility of these Decision Makers in their capacity as government office holders.  

However, and in order to demonstrate that I have tried to keep an open mind: 

 

 

ALTERNATIVE CONCEPT A 

 For those Residents who are significantly materially impacted (their titled land 
bordering the golf course), and have objected to the Development - Add a % of 
the Developer’s land to the Titles of these existing adjacent residents’ 
landholdings. This land to be transferred as compensation for amenity and 
material economic loss. This land to extend 50 m from the rear fences of 
existing residences in order to provide the requisite interface buffer to the new 
development.  Through the described engineering of titles COC would not incur 
any costs in maintaining this land. 

 No more than 100 dwellings to be permitted in aggregate with respect to the 
SU1 components, in order to limit traffic levels to tolerable levels. 

 Sports Oval to be included under POS.. 

 

 

ALTERNATIVE CONCEPT B 

 

 Scheme Amendment to be based on hectare blocks for the SU1 
components…which aligns with residential-zoning densities of Titles to the East 
of Glen Iris Estate.  Building Envelopes to ensure a 50m setback to the rear 
fence of existing residences.   

 

 

ALTERNATIVE CONCEPT C 

 

 Scheme Amendment Proposal as current, to be executed for the land south of 
Berrigan Drive only. 

 Scheme Amendment Proposal to be modified for the land north of Berrigan – 
and based on Alternative Concepts A and/or B above….or alternatively 
(preferred) the zoning north of Berrigan to be retained to confer future 
optionality/possibility of creating a 9 hole Golf Course. 
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Subsection V 

Closing comments 

 

I appeal to the decision makers in Council, WAPC and State Government – to reject 
both this Structure Plan and the related Scheme Amendment, and retain the Zoning 
pertinent to the current Scheme.  I understand we live in a democracy and both local 
and state governments are the elected representatives of the people. Furthermore 
powerful and compelling arguments and facts are presented within this document 
which support the overwhelming view of the Community. Thus if Council and Ministry 
value democratic principles and decision makers understand their roles and 
responsibilities as elected officers I am fully confident they have no other option than 
to reject the Scheme Amendment Proposal. I also take this opportunity to highlight 
that with respect to petitions against this development – my personal experience when 
engaging with members of the Public, in sourcing numerous (>100) signatures, 
revealed: 

 99% of people willingly signed once they understood the context. 
 The majority of signatures I sourced were from people outside of Jandakot. 
 Comments reflecting a very negative attitude/perception to Property 

Development at the expense of Open Space. 
 

Based on the information presented in the Submission the three obvious 
outcomes are: 

1. Reject all of the Developer’s Proposals. 
2. COC to reassess their original Decision to Initiate and declare that 

Decision invalid due to failure to follow proper process and 
(possibly/allegedly) undeclared conflicts of interest. 

3. COC to influence (suggested tools within the body of this document) the 
Developer to operate the Land in accordance with its current zoning (Golf 
Course) and TPS 3, or divest it. 

I also encourage decision makers (and primarily the Ministry, as COC seem intent on 
supporting the Developer’s position at all costs) to reflect on: 

 
 Consider your legacy to both current and future generations.  Property 

Developers will always find opportunities, but the land subject to this 
redevelopment proposal is unique and irreplaceable in its scope and 
character, and capacity to afford future recreational and general amenity.  
Please retain the zoning - to provide optionality and amenity in perpetuity – 
and for all Western Australians. 
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 The absence of any clear requirement for this Scheme Amendment to 
proceed and evidenced by the weak reasoning and deceptive information 
put forward by COC in attempting to support their Decision to Initiate. 

 The Lorax – my kids loved this movie – they watched it recently and said 
..”..hey this is like the golf course…”. Sometimes a child’s view can bring 
some clarity – perceptions unclouded by politics, cynicism and hidden 
agendas. Indeed the movie has a lot of resonance with the Golf Course and 
its destiny. Watch it, and ask, what Character you most closely identify with 
and on what side of history do you want to find yourself…. 
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WHO CARES #2 -WATER AND AIR - "GLEN IRIS GOLF COURSE ESTATE" 

Eastcourt's Project Manager, Acumen Development Solutions, announced on 10 March 2021 on the 
"haveyoursayglenirisestate" website 'The highly experienced environmental consultants to ensure 
best practice' said ''The geotechnical investigations revealed soil conditions consistent with the 
expected profiles in this part of Perth, with deep sandy layers that have high infiltration rates for 

· water."

Well done Eastcourt! - it is called the Jandakot Groundwater Mound. It contributes 9 gigalitres

(320 million cubic feet) annually to Perth's municipal supply of drinking water.

There are concerns for the increasing illicit drug content in Perth water, the quality of recycled water,
plus climate change says less rainfall and more CO2 so is it prudent for Eastcourt to cover 54.9ha of

Perth rain catchment area with +/-800 homes, roads, concrete and pathways. This will ensure "the
high infiltration rate is minimal for rainwater".

Watercorp tool shows the water table is less than four metres in the southern part of the golf course.
''The superficial aquiver at Jandakot is extremely vulnerable to contamination from inappropriate land
use because of the direct recharge that occurs from rainfall across the whole control area and the
shallow depth to the water table." <Jandakot Underground Water Pollution Control Area Drinking

Water Source Review.water.wa.gov.au>.

With a high water table, what about pollution from hundreds of homes: water bores, pool chlorine,
pesticides, garden products, lawn care, car washing detergents, even illicit drugs, etc permeating
through the reported "deep sandy layers that have high infiltration rates for water'' - as quoted by
Eastcourt's advisors.

REMEMBER, THIS IS PERTH'S DRINKING WATER -ASK THE WATER CORP! 

What about oxygen? 

''The average 18-hole golf course (80 acres or 32ha) produces enough oxygen annually to sustain 

85,000 people. Turf grass and vegetation also have the effect of reducing the heat of an area -

CRITICAL IN URBAN ENVIRONMENTS." 
(University of Maryland, Environmental Science and Technology, October 2018, 

Golf benefits to the environment) 

Glen Iris Golf Course is 54.9ha - extrapolated, this can annually produce enough oxygen 

for over 135,000 people. 

Climate change says we are getting less rain and more CO2. 

It would appear that the Government and City of Cockburn Council cannot protect our future assets -
it is private land! 

Mike Smith B.Sc. (Geology, Zoology, Botany} 

University of Wales, Cardiff 

(Glen Iris Golf Course Estate resident} 

22 March 2021 

WHO CARES? 
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WHO CARES #3 - PERTH DRINKING WATER- GLEN IRIS GOLF COURSE ESTATE 

Eastcourt plans to convert the Glen Iris Golf Course Estate by adding an additional +/-800 on 

the Jandakot Groundwater Mound which supplies the whole of Perth with drinking water. 

Climate change is predicted to reduce rainfall and increase carbon dioxide (CO2). 

Glen Iris golf course is 54.9ha of open grassland which can produce oxygen (02) and provide 

a huge rain catchment area for the Jandakot aquifer. 

Why cover it with hundreds of homes. roads. footpaths and covered areas? 

Groundwater levels across the Jandakot Groundwater Mound have generally declined over 

the last 30 years. This is due to a combination of: 

• The Jandakot Groundwater Mound receives more rainfall than the Gnangara Mound;

• Abstract pressure on the Jandakot Groundwater Mound is less than on the Gnangara

Mound;

• Large parts of the Jandakot Groundwater Mound are now urbanised which has

increased recharge <Government of Western Australia Dept of

Water. water. wa.gov.au>

Groundwater recharge commonly increases because of: 

1. Leakage from water distribution systems, sewer lines, detention ponds and storm

drains;

2. Over irrigation of lawns, gardens and parks;

3. Artificial recharge;

4. Reduced evapotransportation infiltration through impervious cover.

The Minister for Water, Hon Dave Kelly states "that Cockburn is one of the places on the plant 

most affected by climate charige. As Perth has become hotter and drier our groundwater has 

been significantly reduced. Since 1975, Perth's average rainfall has declined by 15% due to 

climate change, which means there is less water soaking into our aquifers." 

Eastcourt will destroy a rainwater catchment area golf course of 54.9ha which also can 

annually produce oxygen for 135,000 people. 

WHO CARES? 

Mike Smith 

Glen Iris resident 
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WHO CARES #3 (continued)- PERTH DRINKING WATER- "GLEN IRIS GOLF COURSE ESTATE" 

Eastcourt Property Group plans to increase the Glen Iris Golf Course Estate by adding an additional 

+/- 800 homes on the Jandakot Groundwater Mound which supplies Perth with drinking water. 

Climate change is predicted to reduce rainfall and increase carbon dioxide (CO2). 

Glen Iris golf course is 54.9ha of open grassland and trees which can produce oxygen (02) and provide 

a huge rain catchment area for the Jandakot drinking water aquifer which supplies Perth. 

Why lose this environmental jewel with infill of hundreds of homes, roads, footpaths and covered 

areas? 

Groundwater levels across the Jandakot Groundwater Mound have generally declined over the last 30 

years but at a slower rate than seen across the Gnangara Mound. This is due to a combination of: 

• The Jandakot Groundwater Mound receives more rainfall than the Gnangara Mound.
• Abstraction pressure on the Jandakot Groundwater Mound is less than on the Gnangara

Mound.
• Large parts of the Jandakot Groundwater Mound are now urbanised (see Fig 1) which has

increased recharge. <Government of Western Australia Dept of Water. water. wa.gov.au>

Groundwater recharge commonly increases because of: 
1. Leakage from water distribution systems, sewer lines, detention ponds and storm drains.

2. Over irrigation of lawns, gardens and parks.

3. Artificial recharge.

4. Reduced evapotransportation infiltration through impervious cover.

The Minister for Water, Hon Dave Kelly states "that Cockburn is one of the places on the planet most 

affected by climate change. As Perth has become hotter and drier. our groundwater has been 

significantly reduced. Since 1975. Perth's average rainfall has declined by 15% due to climate change. 

which means there is less water soaking into our aquifers." 

Eastcourt's proposed new housing development will destroy a rainwater catchment area - the golf 

course of 54.9ha which can also annually produce oxygen for 135,000 people. 

Is the Government and the City of Cockburn Council going to protect our essential assets? - it is 
Eastcourt's private land I 

WHO CARES? 

Mike Smith B.Sc. (Geology, Zoology, Botany) 
University of Wales, Cardiff 

(Glen Iris Golf Course Estate resident) 

24 March 2021 
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WHO CARES #4- QUENDA RELOCATION - "GLEN IRIS GOLF COURSE ESTATE" 

Eastcourt's Project Manager, Acumen Development Solutions, recently announced on the 

"haveyoursayglenirisestate" website (Fauna and Flora Information Sheet dated 10 March 

2021): 'The highly experienced consultants from Emerge Associates, plus other sources, 

including Native Arc, RSPCA, City of Cockburn, Department of Fisheries, Dept of Biodiversity, 

Conservation .and Attractions, Dept of Water and Environmental Regulations "Relocating 

quenda is a standard process often undertaken for development in WA and this option will 

be explored by Emerge." 

HOWEVER - Independent, knowledgeable, competent academics differ! 

The Govt of WA, Dept of Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions, Fauna Notes states: 

"THE RELOCATION OF QUENDA TO OTHER SITES IS NOT AN APPROPRIATE OR 

RECOMMENDED OPTION." 

From the same source: "Quendas released into new areas may have to compete with other 

wildlife for resources and increases their chance of being killed by vehicles, cats, foxes and 

dogs in their new environment." 

Eastcourt further announced "as part of our ongoing management and monitoring of the site, 

we are also gaining input from other sources, including Dept of Biodiversity, Conservation and 

Attractions." 

What 'input is being gained' from the DBCA especially as - according to Acumen - "this is a 

standard process often undertaken for development." Additionally, the DBCA has already 

publicly stated "that the relocation of quenda to other sites is not an appropriate or 

recommended option." In fact, should the DBCA be providing any input when application for 

rezoning will be submitted to this Department? 

"Quendas are not territorial but actively avoid each other and are generally quite shy" 

<Broughton and Dickman 1991>. Thus, large areas are required for the ideal relocation of 

quendas. 

Were there any quendas at Wellard where Eastcourt built the 800 home "Providence Estate"? 

Did any survive and where were they relocated? 

Are the Government departments and the City of Cockburn Council going to protect our 

future assets?- it is private land! 

Mike Smith B.Sc. (Geology, Zoology, Botany) 

University of Wales, Cardiff 

(Glen Iris Golf Course Estate resident) 

29 March 2021 

WHO CARES? 

.. ./2 
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WHO CARES #7 - EXTINCTION OF CARNABY'S BLACK COCKATOOS - "GLEN IRIS GOLF COURSE ESTATE" 

Eastcourt's Glen Iris Project Team, Acumen, advise that they have "highly experienced environmental 

consultants carefully monitoring and guiding the environmental management of the site." (Glen Iris) 

These Project completion advisors are reported as recommending draining the ponds (to prevent drownings 

and mosquito control) which has removed essential water bodies from Federally -protected Carnaby's black 

cockatoos knowing water is required close to their roosting sites, shutting off water to intermediary fauna 

species in the ecosystem, stating that "our environmental experts have confirmed quenda do not need 

supplementary water" - does not reflect apparent competent fauna advisement from qualified academics as 

supposedly provided. 

Information from the highly experienced environmental advisor's further states: "It is anticipated that a 

substantial portion of breeding, foraging and roosting habitat will be retained as part of the future development, 

thereby limiting the impacts on the Carnaby's black cockatoos." 

It is further anticipated that the proposed infill of 800 homes, roads and infrastructure, complete with several 

thousand more residents, families with young children, dogs, cats, cars and over 6,000 (conservative) traffic 

movements per day, fewer mature trees and no lakes will possibly not "impact on the Carnaby's black 

cockatoos?" However, residents of Glen Iris are not highly experienced consultants. 

Eastcourt developed the Providence Estate at Wellard, again around 800 homes, with many of the featured 

fauna attractions promised as 'concept' plans at Glen Iris. 

There does not appear to be any records of any relocated quendas or even visible small flocks of protected 

Carnaby's black cockatoos roosting in tall mature trees next to ponds as noted by Acumen's concept 

environmentalists. 

There is, however, a fitting tribute to the animals which are all liable for extinction, Federally-protected 

Schedule 1 Carnaby's black cockatoos and Priority 4 Quendas (brown bandicoot) - see picture - so that future 

generations can see pictures as opposed to the real thing. It is understood that the City of Cockburn will also be 

erecting a memorial to the Carnaby's at the Cockburn Train Station. 
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WHO CARES #9 - EASTCOURT'S CONCEPT PLAN - "GLEN IRIS GOLF COURSE ESTATE" 

CONCEPT definition: "AN IDEA OR INVENTION TO HELP SELL OR PUBLICISE A COMMUNllY" 

The sales pitch "will have consideration (maybe?) for the Community input from the Precinct Reference Group and other 

discussions (unknown?) with community members (less than 0.1%) along with input from expert consultants." (Development 

Advisors) 

The language of Eastcourt's Project Team comprises events and actions which should happen and could occur if possibilities 

existed for utopia and happenings within the developer's concept which will not eventuate! - or other fantasies! 

For example: 

Consideration refers to eight hours of regulated input from a Precinct Reference Group of less than two dozen people, being 

0.1% of the Estate's residents given a free speech 'Code of Conduct': 

• Maintaining confidentiality as required.
• Refraining from taking photographs or video, or electronically recording the proceedings in any way.

Similarly, the 'environmental advice' has not benefltted the so-called protected animals whether furred or feathered. 

The verbiage sales pitch continues with boundless uncertainties: 

• "It is anticipated" - may or may not happen.
• "The Concept Plan will have consideration" - passing thought only.

• "Our team is considering the site in its entirety- for an equitable balance" - may not happen; could be all houses like

Eastcourt's Providence Estate in Wellard.
• "The solution may include a combination of options such as public open space and widened road reserves with retained

trees" - may not as well, without options.
• "There is no guarantee of any specific distance or set back until the final planning designs'' - absolute truth at lastl -

maximum houses, maximum profit for Eastcourt.

• Etc, etc, etc! !!

Remember, the 'Concept plan' for Glen Iris at its conception approximately 30 years' ago and the then Prodev Sales brochure 

pitch which promised: (Developer's concept) 

"A luxury complex for the whole family to enjoy. Complimenting the world class golf course, the club has been designed to 

incorporate a wide range of sporting and recreational facilities: Pool, tennis court, gymnasium and sauna, lounge, sprig bar, 

bistro and restaurant •.. " The only facility we saw was the bistro and restaurant (because it was a high profit earner) -the other 

facilities never eventuated I So much for all the original developer's promises!! and concept plan. 

Compare that with Eastcourt's current dreamtime: 

"Eastcourt, has purchased the site of the Glen Iris Golf Course in Jandakot with the aim of redeveloping the 54.9ha into a quality 

residential community. The vision is for a residential development that delivers premium housing options while retaining 

mature trees and creating leafy streetscapes and park/ands to be enjoyed by the whole community." 

... "planning a vibrant new residential heart for Glen Iris in Jandakot." 

Eastcourt's concept, infill of 800 new homes, will result in maximum houses, cars, buses, roads, noise, dust, streetlights at 

night, pollution, fewer birds, no quenda, environmental impact on the Jandakot Water Mound which supplies Perth's water, 

plus reduced quality of life for everyone. (see Eastcourt's 'Concept' Estate in Wellard) 

NO CONCEPT- FACT! FACT! FACT! 

Mike Smith B.Sc. (Geology, Zoology, Botany) 

University of Wales, Cardiff 

(Glen Iris Golf Course Estate resident) 
19April 2021 

WHO CARES? 
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WHO CARES #12- EASTCOURT'S CLIMATE CHANGE PLANS 

Community Newsletter-Edition 1-August 2020-Eastcourt's dreaming vision sheet stated "If you added together all 

the open space we have the potential to include, it could be around five times the size of Optus Stadium" ... "opportunity 

to look at creating a vibrant neighbourhood hub with a small upmarket grocery outlet." 

Time passed and we had the poorly attended Acumen's talkfest where constructive resident comments were ignored 

as "we must move on!" 

Then, in April 2021 we received the Eastcourt Concept Plan - "concept" - an idea or invention to help sell or publicize 

a commodity. Consequently, the Optus stadium spaces has resulted in a peripheral pedestrian/cycle track painted green 

to conform with environmental requirements and climate change policies. This will maximize encircled building layout 

and the requirement to give non-public land any meaningful size or varied use. The peripheral green track will allow 
cyclists, walkers, joggers, doggy people, prams, skateboards, wheelchairs, all to mingle and enjoy Eastcourt's 

concession. The created "vibrant neighbourhood" can visit Eastcourt's neighbourhood hub which now (Edition 4 -

October 2021} includes an IGA which closed down five years' ago (due to being non-viable} together with many non

service shops located adjacent to a huge( ... to be expanded ... } air-conditioned shopping complex with useable carparks. 

The latest Newsletter-October 2021 - does not mention the wandering ducks, the absent so-called Federally protected 

Carnaby's Cockatoo and the Forest Red-tailed Black Cockatoo, or 60 species of birds now absent due to the draining of 

the lakes. 

Permission to drain the lakes was NOT obtained from the Department of Biodiversity Conservation and Attractions as 

was publicly stated on Eastcourt's "haveyoursayglenirisestate" website as it is private land under Eastcourt's "Code of 

Conduct." The reticulation has been destroyed, cutting off water to the near surface lateral roots of our diverse climate 

change warriors-the mature trees. They have not developed deep tap roots and will further suffer this summer. 

Eastcourt promised "one street tree per new home plus thousands more in the parks and open space". Reality now 

(Edition 4) 1,000 trees to be planted in new parks (or on perimeter cycle track}. Eastcourt encourages us by using "native 

plant species to create habitat for local fauna in open spaces". Their environmental efforts so far have driven away 

Federally protected birds even though they know they need water near trees for roosting. They erected a memorial to 

the quendas and cockatoos at Wellard because there are none left! 

Further rambling on "water sensitive urban design to support ecological health" with one narrow road around Glen Iris, 

11,500 daily traffic movements (Acumen's figures - based on an additional 550 new homes: more if greater infill} 

increased automotive pollution, all in topographical low fog prone catchment area of Jandakot. 

All of the "sensitive Eastcourt urban design" with its open spaces, dream parks and areas "designed to be special" will 
need lots of fertilizer, pesticides, herbicides, water and money to maintain - after Eastcourt has "cashed in" and 

disappeared! - not to mention drainage through the soil which could affect the Jandakot Groundwater Mound. 

Edition 4 rambles on "streets and homesites planned to provide best practice solar access" and at night residents can 

have best practice street lighting to shine into all windows of the existing golf course facing homes! 

"Research suggests that artificial light at night can negatively affect human health, increasing risks for obesity, 

depression, sleep disorder, diabetes, breast cancer and more" -(source??} The Circadium Rhythm and Melatonin 

require adherence. 

Glen Iris is currently "mindfully sustainable" which will be destroyed by infill, health issues, traffic problems, increase in 

crime and loss of many native animals due to unsuitable environment, dogs and especially cats at night. 

Wake up Eastcourt -you are intending to destroy 54.9ha of green open space amid the urban Cockburn sprawl and 

increasing traffic with all its hazards if you plan to cut down 700 of the 1,200 mature trees plus others lost to water 

problems. You plan to replace the current efficient working trees with saplings, similar to those at your Providence 

Estate in Wellard, and the memorials to endangered species, lost. 

Eastcourt's concept for infill, removal of vegetation, increased pollution, more congestion, loss of habitat for 
endangered species, loss or urban green open space. 

Ignorance of the effects of climate change and quality of life for Cockburn and its future. 
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****** 

PS Where are all the schools for all the young families Eastcourt hopes to attract to Glen Iris and how will all the new 

employment workers beat the traffic? 

Mike Smith 

(Concerned resident - Glen Iris Golf Course Estate) 

23 October 2021 

WHO CARES? 
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WHO CARES? 

City of Cockburn at Glen Iris Jandakot currently has a golf course which has existed since 1965, 

nurtured in its early development and later operation by a passionate couple who made it 

into a popular golf course and public amenity. They (Bill and Iris Wilson) passed away and the 

quality of the course deteriorated plus the popular, highly profitable restaurant and bar was 

closed long before the "Covid-19 plague" so the golfers went to greener pastures. The owners 
(the Wilson children) then closed the golf course as a developer had bought the 54.9ha golf 

course. 

This 54.9ha green open space thus now stands out as an area of Cockburn which must not 
remain green because it is an area that can be utilized commercially rather than wasting it for 

public use or even expanding the extensive wildlife habitat that has thrived within its 

protected sanctuary wall for over 25 years making it into a protected species sanctuary. Urban 

infill is supposedly the answer and our politicians (all of them) realise that there are no 

expensive train lines or stations to build at Glen Iris, no new roads, drains, freeway extensions 

to the bush with even the chance of changing the voting demography especially in a marginal 

seat, who cares wins! 

The developer is happy because the development costs are reduced and margins are 
increased by the millions. Huge sums of money are involved in developments, say, purchase 

price around $28 million with, say, over $175 million gross return. 

There are, of course, many discussions to be held to ensure success as so much money is 

involved and any possible loss must be addressed and due attention paid, thus the deal is 
"done" and the project can enter the application for development phase. 

A few residents protest regarding reduced house prices due to the infill, loss of views, loss of 

amenity, more noise, more barbecue smoke, more cars, being sold a unique lifestyle with 

'quality of life', they furthermore complain about premium prices paid to live in a golf course 

country club estate as advertised in multiple Glen Iris Golf Course/ Country Club glossy 
brochures etc - all emotional issues - so the application proceeds. They should be looking into 

dilapidation reports and who pays what when the work compaction cracks their concrete pool 

or their house gets structural damage - their insurer will not care as it's a "known 

occurrence". 

The Sitting member and the Federal member duly front the enraged mob with cries of "to the 

guillotine, vivre the peoples' rights: "they listen carefully because it is again all emotion and 

does not require any response action which will delay "due process". 

The developer allows the golf course to decay and revert to bush so that the residents can 
complain about the fire risk and dust plus the local council says that as it is private land they 

cannot interfere even to protect the many endangered animals and plants they know exist. 

The developer gleefully installs the firebreaks and, in the process, starts to clear the protected 

banksias as you can buy the necessary credits at the 'enviromart' plus the endangered 

Carnaby's black cockatoos have flown away due to all the activity and loss of food and water, 
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as the developer had purposely shut down the pumps and pipes when they purchased the 
golf course. 

Does the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) apply -
what about the Banksias? 

So, the developer clears the old golf course and few said anything- who cares! 

The finest firebreak to fit inside any boundary is installed and, even then, the other naysayer

residents are not happy because the animals that wanted to speak could not, who cares! The 
developer continues to clear his land unsupervised, flouting the existing environmental 
regulations, ticking the regulation boxes, undertakes "we care" consultation/meetings with 
"have your say"sessions because the developer does not have to listen and the political 
process grinds on "exceedingly fine and unhindered" in legal terms - with care. 

Increased traffic from the planned infill development plus the existing residential traffic will 
equate to many thousands of cars all sitting waiting to enter the freeway at peak times via 
traffic light-controlled exit roads. Fog blankets Jandakot in the winter months due to the 
depressed topography and, with contaminants, becomes smog which seriously affects health; 
also new research shows increased air contamination from auto brake shoes exacerbated by 
increased traffic density - "who cares" they said - it was a great infill design with beautiful 
homes, sapling lined streets and manicured parkland around the sales office. 
The developer is doing what he does best- with care. 

Politicians are happy as all the laws are addressed because someone else should care. The 
politicians say what should be said at the time: for example, Premier Mark McGowan said at 
the developers' lunch fest - 28 August 2020: 

"We will fight the NIMBY's and density critics and naysayers." 

His government was "ambitious when it comes to development, housing or planning". 

"I am a supporter of density, I'm not afraid to say it." 

"We need to fight off the naysayers and the critics, the people who oppose good density and 

want no change whatsoever, especially if it's near where they live." 

Interestingly· previously the Premier had said on the channel 9 news 10 July 2020 in response 
to endangered and protected animals killed in Africa: 

"I'm pretty annoyed to be honest with you. This is one of those things I hold dear. The 

preservation and conservation of endangered species is one of the things that are core to my 

belief system." (What about the animals at Glen Iris. Jandakot. Western Australia?) 

Additionally, his leader, Mr Anthony Albanese on Marrickville Golf Course 16 September 2020 
says; "the health crises in which we are now living has only reiterated the need for community

spirit, ,open green spaces, and affordable leisure activities". 
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Maybe he is on the other side of the pandemic fence, a borderline case. The Liberal Party and 

Greens Party wants to care but nobody cares to listen. 

The developer is doing what he does best, the politicians are happy, the residents are usually 

complacent, generally doing nothing, and all the laws are ignored because someone else 

should care. We must not listen to the four-legged "naysayers" because they do not 

understand the value of quality infill development or the benefits it will bring and it is a case 

of "to be or not to be; that is the question. (W. Shakespeare) because "Australia is a world 

leader in the extinction of species." -who cares! 

YOU might think this is a load of environmental crap as the title indicates - but who cares? 

EVERYONE SHOULD CARE as the City of Cockburn needs to stand strong and say 'NO' to infill 

of the Glen Iris Golf Course Flora and Fauna "Sanctuary", vote to retain this ever so important 

green space corridor, as the role of Council is an especially important one - preserving our 

'quality of life' . 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

''The average 18-hole golf course {80 acres or 32ha) produces enough oxygen annually to 

sustain 85,000 people. Turf grass and vegetation also have the effect of reducing the heat 

of an area - CRITICAL IN URBAN ENVIRONMENTS." 
(University of Maryland, Environmental Science and Technology, October 2018, 

Golf benefits to the environment) 

Glen Iris Golf Course is 54.9ha - extrapolated, this can annually 

produce enough oxygen for over 135,000 people . 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Mike Smith 

Glen Iris Resident 

m7js@icloud.com 

0403 574 815 
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Based on the aforementioned, I would hope the Cockburn Council  
would now all be behind us in opposing this proposed development. 
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1 A bit of background:   

During Dec 2019 and Mar 2019, we visited 100+ “Open Houses” and 
settled on our forever home situated on  in Jandakot – 
a suburb we’ve always wanted to stay in. 

 
At no stage were we informed of the development by either of the two 
agents used by the seller.   We learnt the shocking news shortly after 
moving in during April 2019.  We were aware of the roadworks but had no 
idea just how close it would come to our homes.  
 
A pre-inspection report was done prior to the widening of the Kwinana 
Freeway and I am still trying to sort the damage from that construction. 
 
What was our dream home for retirement (allowing adequate space for my 
wheelchair usage, etc.) has now turned into a home in the middle of a 
construction zone, with no one giving any regard for the impact of noise, 
constant night works, terrible vibrations, etc.   We are NOT against 
development of our infrastructure.  We simply want to live out our last 
years in peace, which is why we moved into an established, older, and leafy 
community.  (Both my husband and I are disabled, and I am my husband’s 
carer as well).  We both had successful corporate careers before we 
became ill and had to adapt to a lot in a short space of time.   
 
Post the Kwinana Freeway Widening we now have a backyard that is lit like 
Optus Stadium every night, necessitating block-out rollers and curtains and 
still the grandkids aren’t keen on sleeping over due to the noise in the 
rooms closest to the freeway.  The noise management is pathetic to say 
the very least and the high walls on the opposite side of the freeway is 
bouncing all the noise back to us.   
 
Prior to the widening we hardly heard the train, let alone any other traffic.  
Since the widening it sound like the train is driving down the front of our 
house, namely ON .  All the neighbours are upset, and 
a number have sold.  We do not have this option.  Our lifestyle has been 
disrupted and changed irrevocably, and this is BEFORE a developer is trying 
to turn a lovely golf course into another development within a 
development! 
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2 Current loss to date PRIOR to the proposed development 
2.1 Quality of life 
2.2 Sanity 
2.3 Serenity 
2.4 Normality 

It’s not normal to be surrounded by all this noise constantly 
2.5 ‘Home’ no longer feels like home 
2.6 Darkness – or the lack thereof! 
 

Save to say when we moved in this was our dream home, our LAST, 
FOREVER HOME since we are both disabled, and the NDIS has already 
refurbished our ensuite to be wheelchair-accessible for myself.  When we 
moved in we were so excited, loved living here as it was a dream come true 
and very conveniently close to hospitals, specialists, etc.  I foresaw how we 
would “walk”around the golf course (me with my mobility scooter), etc.   
 
This was short-lived when they expanded the Kwinana Freeway, which is 
now a few metres from our fence, provided inadequate noise mitigation, 
decimated a whole lot of trees at the end of our street which made an 
irrevocable impact on the noise levels.  As more trees were removed, the 
noise became incessant and the vibrations terrible!!  We must still address 
all the damage done to our house. As stated, now when the train goes past 
it sounds like it is going past ON , as opposed to on the 
train line.  All the neighbours share this complaint and a number have since 
sold.  We do not have the option to sell our house and although I 
approached the Council for assistance with the road works, I was told I had 
to address it to Main Roads.  I would have thought our Council could assist 
its ratepayers but unfortunately, I very quickly got reasons why something 
seems to be OUTSIDE their purview as opposed to INSIDE of it. I was given 
the impression of ‘not our problem’. 
 
What are we left with post the roadworks (and not even taking the 
railway and additional works into account): 
• Horrible view from my kitchen window.  I used to always open the 

blinds, now I must look onto trucks going down the onramp to the 
freeway, the support beams for the electrical cables for the trains, etc.  
Just a horrible sight.  My kitchen blinds stay closed now. 

• Noise is still a factor – especially when big trucks gear down on the 
onramp and their brakes come into play 
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• The train sounds like it is directly outside our home frontage 
• At times we need to turn the volume up on the TV just to be able to 

follow a program due to the noise 
• We now have ‘Optus Stadium’ lighting in our backyard.  The lights light 

up our entire backyard right up to the side gates – one is never able to 
just have darkness outside anymore.  I had to install block out blinds 
and curtains but still my kids would prefer the grandchildren not stay 
over as their rooms are closest to the freeway and the noise is an issue.  
(This one hit me the hardest).   

• Our lifestyles were forever changed, and no one seems to care about it 
at all!! 

• It has impacted our mental health as well – happy to elaborate further if 
requested to do so. 

 
 

NOW for our submission on the infill of Glen Iris: 
 
Both my husband and I vehemently oppose this proposed development.   
 

3 Potential concerns and reason for opposing the development 
 

3.1 Traffic impact 
Traffic is already an issue as we have limited entry and exit points into 
the estate, and they are all busy roads.   

 
Infilling with another 550+ homes will increase traffic immensely.  Refer 
point 3.3. 
 

3.2 Group Housing 
On the Southern Side they plan 4 additional GH’s (Group Housing).  This 
is of significant concern, as we already have Group Housing here.  
Adding 4 GH’s would probably mean it would be pretty compact and 
not only is parking a problem, but the average house dweller often has 
more than one car and as these units normally only allow one car per 
person, it leaves the extra cars often taking up visitors parking, leaving 
visitors to park on the street.  I can attest to this as we live opposite 
one of the current townhouse developments on .  
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The Lakes Boulevard already has a problem with being a relatively 
narrow road and often cars are parked on the verge. This is the current 
status quo.  Now add all these new dwellings, and I personally foresee a 
major problem.  I have an even bigger concern with the children, as 
well as the older and/or disabled people using the footpath.  This is an 
accident waiting to happen!   
 
I used to go with my husband and our dog when they went for a walk, 
with me using my mobility scooter and/or my rollator that turns into a 
wheelchair.  I often got stuck with people parking on the verge and I 
couldn’t get past them as my mobility scooter cannot drive over the 
kerb.  I was stuck and had to turn around and negotiate the same route 
back.  We used to go up to Imlah Court as I could use my mobility 
scooter, then onto Prinsep and all the way to Berrigan and back to our 
house.  We had to stop this as well as there are always cars parked on 
the footpath in Prinsep Road and the road is too busy to get past.  This 
is extremely frustrating.  Now add a development into the mix and it 
will be even worse! 

 
3.3 Impact on our road specifically –  

The developers already expressed an intent to change The Lakes 
Boulevard into a left in, left out intersection only, with an anticipated 
increased in vehicles from 400 per day to 2000 per day (appendix 9 
Figure 7.1).   
 
“As stated in the online documentation, during 2017 the City of Cockburn 
constructed two cul-de-sacs at the intersection of Imlah Court and The Lakes 
Boulevard to improve the local amenity and discourage heavy vehicle traffic that 
was using Imlah Court and The Lakes Boulevard as a shortcut to the Kwinana 
Freeway to by-pass the Prinsep Road / Berrigan Drive.” 
 
I can guarantee you, should this development continue, the new 
‘Southern Estate Development’ residents will quickly turn our street 
into a rat run to easily access the freeway and to avoid the set of lights 
the developers are planning.  The additional traffic will result in chaos.  
I respectfully do not believe our road was designed to accommodate 
this.   

 
This also impacts one of the reasons we got this house, namely easy 
access to hospitals, specialist, etc.  If this change was to go ahead in 
terms of the road, it means we don’t have easy access anymore and 

Version: 1, Version Date: 02/11/2022
Document Set ID: 11276596



Submission #109/152 & 110/226           Confidential  7 

whilst we can get out (in-between all the other traffic), coming back 
means we must use the traffic light and effectively drive past our house 
only to get back to our house through the new development.     The 
same goes for ambulances and any other emergency personnel. 
 
My biggest concern is getting out should a fire come through.  We’ve 
previously had to evacuate numerous times for fires elsewhere.  
Allowing the proposed changes will effectively put us in a very 
precarious situation and I would like to see that the relevant authorities 
have proper input into this before it becomes a disaster!  Apart from 
the entry/exit points, the traffic will increase down all our entry/exit 
roads, causing people to use rat runs to the freeway and this would 
become a danger zone!  It does not make sense on ANY level, except if 
you’re a developer wanting to make money and move on!   

 
3.4 Group Housing 

On the Southern side the developers have earmarked 4 areas for Group 
Housing (GH).   
• If you look at the size of the Southern Development against the rest, 

it seems like most of the Group Housing has been placed in the 
smaller section, namely the southern side.   

• Touched on the impact on traffic 
• Touched on the problem of parking issues 
• Most importantly, there is a huge expectation that ‘younger’ 

families will move here, but there is NO provision for either a 
primary or a secondary school.  From my understanding, my current 
neighbours already have a problem finding schools for their kids to 
attend, now the developer wants to add 550+ homes with no 
schooling, oval, etc?  This defies logic! Add to this the fact that there 
is no public transport and the traffic chaos will be crazy!   

• I cannot for a moment imagine that this type of GH would ‘blend in’ 
with the current homes in the estate.   

• As stated previously, this can very quickly become a death trap in 
the case of fire or other emergencies. 

• Where will the children play safely? Most importantly, how will they 
get there?  We need to protect the children! 

• As stated previously, I am disabled and am not able to accompany 
my husbands on walks anymore, due to the fact that the verge often 
has cars parked on them.  It does not help reporting them either.  
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Just another thing that’s been taken from me!  Now you want to 
increase the problem?! 

• Do we need the infill? I believe the City of Cockburn has reached 
residential infill targets and there is no need for additional housing! 

 
3.5 Noise increase 

Unfortunately, we are in a prime position to relay the impact of noise 
on health and wellbeing!  As stated, we lived through the widening of 
the Kwinana Freeway and whilst not against this, I do believe more 
could have been done to minimize noise.  When we moved in we 
hardly noticed the trains, the traffic was relatively silent and not 
something to be concerned with.  Move ahead to 2022 and we now live 
directly adjacent (as in metres) to the onramp to the Kwinana Freeway, 
having lived through years of noise, vibrations, night works, only to 
now live in a house that is lit up like Optus Stadium every night.  I do 
not even need a flashlight to go out as the lights light everything up to 
our side fence.  Our house has suffered significantly and due to health 
issues I am still trying to sort this out.  We hear EVERY train going past, 
especially in our main bedroom that front ONTO .  
For this reason, we hardly have visitors or grandchildren staying over as 
it is too noisy.  We’ve put up block out blinds and curtains, but this 
does not help with the noise and to date we have not received any 
assistance although our lifestyles have been turned upside down!  The 
noise walls on the other side of the freeway are much higher, meaning 
all noise is bounced back to us.  To add insult to injury, all the trees at 
the bottom perimeter of the road has been removed and this had a 
very significant impact on noise. 

 
I understand the need for the waterpark and again, I am not against 
that.  But I am against destroying a lovely golf course, our wonderful 
nature and wildlife and just in filling it with another development 
within a development!  This is ludicrous!  In fact, a golf course could be 
a very good addition to the waterpark, especially since the trees alone 
provide oxygen for thousands of people BUT MOST IMPORTANTLY act 
as a buffer against the noise! 

 
Removing 750 mature trees, infilling with the development, resulting in 
thousands more residents will exponentially increase the noise for all, 
not just for us, as well as have a detrimental impact on our 
environment, everyone’s health and mental wellbeing. 
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3.6 Acoustic Assessment 

The Structure Plan states: 
“Road Noise 
Concept Planning proposes residential and commercial development in proximity to 
Berrigan Drive and the Kwinana Freeway.  Therefore, noise levels for the future road 
traffic are such, that at some of the lot facades, the noise could exceed the 55db(A) 
noise targets.  Therefore, amelioration in the form of Quiet House Design is 
required.  These area have been identified in the Acoustic Assessment and general 
“deemed to satisfy packages” as per the SPP 5.4 guidelines applied.  Detailed design 
for these requirements can be applied at subdivision staging once further 
information is available.” 
 
Great for the new homes, but what about the existing homes, such as 
us?  

 
The Structure Plan also states: 
“The Acoustic Assessment identifies two areas which exceed the 55 db(A) noise 
target based on the future Kwinana Freeway traffic flows, however this is marginal 
and not at a sufficient level to require acoustic amelioration within the site.  
Notwithstanding, as noise levels exceed the noise target, the residential lots in this 
area would require Notifications on Title, advising of the potential noise impact.” 

 
As one of those people in the ‘marginal’ section, I can attest to the fact 
that the constant noise can ruin your life completely!  Worst of all, no 
one seems to care!  People are not important, just money!!! 
 
As you are aware we have the Jandakot Airport to contend with and it 
is getting busier, which means it will hit us from all angles! Yes, we 
were aware of the airport, but do not further compound it with 
another development, ruining nature! 
 
All I can say is after adding the Aventuur park and the infill, I reckon I 
may just lose my mind and you may have to commit me, with me 
becoming a burden on the government. 

 
3.7 Rates and Taxes 

I can only see this increasing to accommodate all the additional 
infrastructure, as well as watering the saplings, since the developer is 
allowed to remove 750+ mature trees and plant ~1000 saplings.  This 
makes NO SENSE whatsoever!!  Why can the developer not be tasked 
to change their plans to retain mature trees and build around them to 
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some degree?  In our native country, South Africa, we were NEVER 
allowed to remove mature trees and had to plan around it, 
encompassing it into the plans in some way or another.  Removing it 
incurred a VERY HEFTY fine! 

 
3.8 Environmental impact 

Apart from losing the federally Carnaby’s and Red-tailed black 
cockatoos, along with 60 recorded bird species driven away by  
Eastcourt draining the lakes, we are told we are ALSO losing 750+ 
mature trees.  When will it stop?!  I know the Council states it is private 
land and they cannot get involved, but why is a species protected if not 
even a Council is willing to assist and/or engage the relevant parties to 
assist its’ ratepayers?!  What about their duty of care to the 
environment, the promises made to their ratepayers?  Just refer the 
first two pages of this document! 
 
What does it help to erect a memorial at Cockburn Station, only to 
remind us of the decimation of our wildlife and environment not only 
at this proposed development, but other developments by the same 
developer?!  Also refer the following point. 

 
3.9 Current building issues impacting development 

We are all aware of what is transpiring in the current building market, 
The structure plan states:  
“The proposed retention of approximately 500 existing mature trees and the 
planting of some 1000 new trees across the site will also assist in managing the 
interface with the existing residential development, and maintaining the character 
of the area.” 

 
The above just spells danger to me!  The moment ‘approximately’ is 
used, in my mind we can end up with only 300 or 400 trees!  Who will 
be managing this?  How will they ‘maintain the character of the area’ 
when they are already planning on removing 750+ mature trees?!  
Maybe in 40 years when the saplings have grown bigger, but they will 
destroy the character of the area the moment they remove the mature 
trees!  What happened to PROTECTING OUR ENVIRONMENT?!  Yes, 
we heard it is private land, but what is the use of having ‘protected 
species’ if no one, bar the residents, will protect them? This Council 
and this State has a duty of care to protect our environment.   
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When we lived in the Kwinana Council rangers would be sent out to 
owners with 5+ acres if they noticed (via their regular air footage) that 
quad bikes were driven through the bush on private land!  How is it 
different for our Council?  SOMEONE must take ownership?!  
 
We need these trees!  Nature needs these trees!  We will end up on a 
heat island should infill occur and this will be disastrous for the 
environment and the community, and is not in line with our 
Environmental and Protection Guidelines. 
 
As the ultimate decision maker,  I urge you Minister Saffioti, protect 
our environment, our mature trees and the only golf course in 
Cockburn!  We don’t need an estate within an Estate!  You could use 
this to WA’s advantage and along with the Aventuur Development, 
this can be turned into something that attracts tourists to our lovely 
area!  You could leave a legacy and defy the developers!  To my 
knowledge the Jandakot Residents and Ratepayers Association has 
some suggestions. 

  
3.10 Current building issues impacting development 

We are all aware of what is transpiring in the current building market, 
existing builders are way behind, and a number has been declared 
bankrupt.  Everything points to the fact that this could blow out by 
years?!  If it is approved, will it be managed by giving each plot owner a 
timeline within which to complete their building?  This is a major 
concern at present!  You cannot expect the residents to live in 
uncertainty and withing a building site for several years – not when one 
bought into an existing residence?! 

 
3.11 Mobile coverage  

The Structure Plan states: 
5.12.5.1 MOBILE PHONE COVERAGE 
“Mobile phone coverage in the vicinity of the site is provided by Telstra, Optus and 
Vodaphone.  Based on the coverage maps from these providers there does not 
appear to be any issues with coverage or capacity in the development area.   
 
Notwithstanding, JSDi contact the Mobile Black Spot Program Team (managed by 
the Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and 
Communications) in February 2022, to seek information relating to the proposed 
development.  As at the date of this report no specific feedback has been received.” 

 

Version: 1, Version Date: 02/11/2022
Document Set ID: 11276596



Submission #109/152 & 110/226           Confidential  12 

From personal experience I can attest to the fact that it’s not only the 
newer developments such as Treeby struggling with reception, but we 
have the same issue here in Jandakot.  I have such bad reception I often 
need to walk outside just to have a conversation (not easy when you 
are mobility impaired) and once you get outside, you have the freeway 
noise and construction to contend with!  I’ve tried several providers 
and though this would be sorted when I joined Telstra.  Well, after 
numerous complaints, Telstra went so far as to tell me to rather move 
onto a different provider as they have to meet their SLA’s with this 
provider using their network, and therefore their own customers 
cannot enjoy the coverage promised.  We are struggling with reception 
as it is, now the developer wants to add 550+ houses!  Very soon we 
may also not be able to contact emergency services, doctors, family, 
etc.  For me this is very important due to my ongoing health issues 
(incurable) and being my husband’s carer.  I suggest you get more input 
from the current Jandakot residents!  We have a problem here!  I am 
on my fourth service provider. 

 
3.12 Infrastructure 

I personally do not believe the infrastructure is suitable to service the 
area should the infill take place.  When we moved in, we often had 
water issues and this has eventually been fixed.  Currently the water 
pressure is bad again.   If we are already experiencing these issues, 
what would it be like with another 550+ homes?!  How can we be 
assured that services will be able to cope with the infill? 

 
3.13 Amenities 

Where to start?! 
 
Appendix 13 suggest a small supermarket, along with 5 to 10 shops 
comprising 2500m2, relying on 32% immediate spending by the 
residents of Glen Iris/Jandakot and 5% total catchment area.   
Jandakot had an IGA that closed.   We are just down the road to 
Cockburn Gateway Shopping Centre and other shopping centres.  I just 
don’t see this working and to add insult to injury, this further increases 
the traffic and enough has been said about the anticipated traffic 
congestion. 
 
No provision has been made for either a primary school or a secondary 
school.  Most parents pop into shopping centres on the way back from 
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school, which means they are more likely to stop off at a well-known 
shopping centre, making it easier to negotiate traffic on the way home. 

 
The fact that no schooling has been provided for is of huge concern, 
since they are hoping to attract younger families, yet current resident 
already has a problem with schooling, now the developers want to 
compound the problem with another 550+ homes.  This defies logic. 

 
Where will the children play safely? Most importantly, how will they 
get there?  We need to protect the children! 
 
As stated previously, I am disabled and am not able to accompany my 
husbands on walks anymore, since the verge often has cars parked on 
them.  It does not help reporting them either.  Just another thing that’s 
been taken from me!  Now you want to compound the problem?! 

 
3.14 Staging 

“5.12.6 STAGING 
Staging of the Structure Plan area is anticipated to commence from the general 
intersection of Hartwell Parade and Dean Road, progressively extending to the 
north and south from this point. The development is likely to be undertaken over 17 
stages of approximately 30 to 40 lots each.  
 
It is anticipated full build out will be complete within approximately 5 years of 
Stucture Plan and subdivision approval, depending on sales rates. Refer Fig 16 – 
indicative Staging Plan.” 

 
According to the Structure Plan infill is staged and anticipated to be 
completed “within approximately” 5 years!    
 
When I see ‘approximately’ I immediately think more like 7+ years.  Do 
we therefore have to contend with several more years of construction, 
whilst simultaneously living through the Aventuur development?  How 
much more can we tolerate?  As stated, this is our forever home, we 
simply do not have the luxury to up and move.  However, I cannot 
vouch for our mental health having to tolerate more noise, vibrations, 
dust, disruption, etc.  This is a serious concern taking my husband’s 
diagnosis into account. We though we moved into an established 
community avoiding all of this!  So much for that! 
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3.15 Pre-inspection reports 
Will we be provided with a pre-inspection report as well as a post 
inspection report?  And will we have to wait five or whatever amount 
of years before we can claim for damages? We’ve seen the damage the 
freeway widening did to our property, and still trying to sort this!  

 
3.16 Lack of public transport (buses) 

The fact we do not have public transport on the southern side means 
our only means of travelling is by using our cars.  This would be true for 
all the people in the ‘new development’. This also means all parents 
need to drive their kids to school, resulting in additional traffic.  Is 
Transperth planning bus routes for the southern section?    As far as I 
am aware there are no plans for this. 

 
3.17 Parking 

The Structure Plan states: 
 “Embayment carparking is proposed adjacent to the larger areas of open space and 
along certain streets.  The car bays will cater for local visitors and a variety of social 
events and informal activities”. 
 
With all due respect this is as open and vague as I’ve ever heard!  This 
could mean one car bay or 5, it is not clear where either.  It seems very 
selective.  Without further clarity it is difficult to provide an informed 
opinion.  I would prefer to see a lot of embayment parking to avoid 
people parking in the street. 

 
3.18 Prinsep Park Concept 

Having an Oval and a Waterpark in very close proximity to the existing 
Southern houses leads me to believe it is simply more noise to contend 
with.  The trees that could have acted as a barries have been removed.  
Again, we will have to contend with more noise, more construction, 
increased traffic all whilst living in a ‘cement estate’ on a heat island?!.  

 
3.19 220 Homeowners surrounding the Golf Course 

I can only imagine how these owners feel?!  They bought into a Golf 
Course Development, paid a premium, to be left in this horrible 
position overlooking the decimation caused by the developer over a 
period of time, with no assistance from anyone!  I honestly don’t want 
them to contend with what we had to contend with in regard to 
construction, etc.  I really believe the Jandakot residents have been let 
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down by not only the Council, but Environmental Protection and other 
bodies they approached for assistance.   

 
3.20 To the Decision Makers 

As a ratepayer I feel let down by the Cockburn Council.  Every meeting I 
attended I found legalese were used to answer/rather shut people up.  
The blatant lack of follow-through was very demoralising.  The moment 
we brought the wildlife and the impact of what the developer is doing 
to the attention of the CoC, I believe they should have done more to 
protect our environment.    It’s not as if they were unaware – they were 
informed by the residents.  I for one was very despondent post the 
“Virtual Information Session” since it felt extremely impersonal and not 
everyone got a chance to ask questions.  It was not interactive at all.  
Everything was hurried and it felt like it was simply another “tick in a 
box”. I do believe this could have been held in person. 
 
Speaking for myself, having had to contend health issues since August 
last year followed by a recent operation, it was extremely difficult to 
work through a whole lot of technical documentation when I am not 
performing at capacity.  I reckon it is a LOT of information that a lot of 
people are not able to work through.   
 
Please step in and look at the bigger picture!  Please refuse the 
rezoning and retain the current zoning!    

 
On Tuesday July 19, 2022  Sky News published the following (with 
coverage on our News Stations): 

 
Tanya Plibersek announces Environmental Protection Agency following 'shocking' 
report into Australia's ecosystems 
 
Tanya Plibersek has announced a new agency to track and enforce Australia’s 
environmental goals after a damning report which “tells a story of crisis” was 
released. 
 
Tanya Plibersek has unveiled the government's new Environmental Protection 
Agency in the wake of a “shocking” five-year report which found the nation’s 
ecosystems are at risk of collapse. 
 
Later in the afternoon, she outlined “three essential goals” that would guide her 
and the Labor government during its first term of in power. 
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“They (Australians) just need a government that cares as much as they do. Which 
is why in this term of government I will be guided by three essential goals,” she 
told the National Press Club on Tuesday. 
 
“To protect, to restore and to manage Australia's environment. We need to 
protect our environment and heritage for the future. 
 
“We need to restore environments that have already been damaged and we need 
to actively manage our landscapes, oceans and waterways, and the critical places 
that we have vowed to protect so they don't become run down through neglect. 
That's our agenda.” 
 
Ms Plibersek said clear environmental standards with explicit targets need to be set 
so that proper protection can be achieved. 
 
“This will require a fundamental reform of our national environmental laws and 
empowering a new Environmental Protection Agency to enforce them,” she said. 
 
“We need trust and transparency. Decisions need to be built on good data, to show 
the public how we're tracking in real time. 
 
“Data that can be shared so we don't keep collecting the same information again 
and again but instead we build over time a useful, usable, picture of our 
environment.” 
 
The review also found an increase in animal and plant species being listed as 
threatened (202 in total) and fears there will be an increase in coming years after 
the devastating 2019-2020 Australian bushfires that killed one billion to three 
billion animals. 
 
Australia's temperature has also warmed since the 1950s "by a means of 1.4C on 
land and 1.1C in the oceans" and marine heatwaves had led to mass coral bleaching 
events in the Great Barrier Reef in 2016, 2017 and 2020. 
Ref:  https://www.skynews.com.au/australia-news/politics/tanya-plibersek-
announces-environmental-protection-agency-following-shocking-report-into-
australias-ecosystems/news-story/40b5f2154ce3a48754f2e83424a81165 
 
 
        Please turn over  
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4 FOR THE ATTENTION OF MIN RITA SAFFIOTI 

Please step up as a leader and preserve the Glen Iris Golf Course Black 
Cockatoos’ habitat! Stop allowing the private landowners to decimate the 
two Federally protected species of threatened black cockatoos!  

 
I urge Min Saffioti, as Minister for Planning in WA and, as the final 
decision maker, to put a stop to this!  Retain the zoning.  Use this to the 
advantage of the broader WA and create a tourist attraction whilst 
maintaining our natural habitat. 
 
At least, before you decide, we cordially invite you to come and visit us.  
You are welcome to stay over in our King Size guest bedroom with your 
own en-suite.  Come and stay in our suburb, visit with a few of the 
concerned ratepayers before making your decision?  Use this opportunity 
to put WA on the map for the right reasons! 

 
During Aug 2018 when Cockburn was named WA's most accessible 
community, Mayor Howlett stated: 
“Our environment plays a big part in whether a community is a welcoming one or can 
provide an improved quality of life for people of all ages and abilities, and that 
includes physical, digital and social environments.” 
https://www.cockburn.wa.gov.au/About-Cockburn/News/Latest-News/Cockburn-
named-WA-s-most-accessible-community 
 
If this development goes ahead, the above is no longer true.  Our 
environment is being decimated, we are stuck in our houses not able to go 
anywhere and the disabled can no longer use the footpaths as people park 
across it due to the lack of parking.   

 
I trust common sense will prevail! 

 
 
 

Thank you for your time reading through my submission. 
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Golf courses in Victoria

Golf courses are a major land use and important to 
Victoria’s culture and liveability. Golf course land 
typically has a number of special characteristics 
including:

• being large tracts of land – often located in 
built-up urban environments;

• containing a number of environmental and 
biodiversity values;

• are large areas of open space;

• contributing to stormwater management;

• are managed either for the benefit of club 
members or the community;

• often limiting vehicle or sustainable movement 
due to the scale of the courses; and

• often containing heritage values.

Golf in Victoria is in transition as it responds to 
changing demographic and participation trends. 
Overall, traditional golf club membership is in decline 
and clubs are facing changing leisure patterns and 
increasing operating costs. Some golf clubs have 
been forced to merge or close. This trend has drawn 
interest in the redevelopment and repurposing of 
golf course land for other uses. Ensuring that these 
significant land holdings are appropriately 
developed to ensure positive social, economic and 
environmental outcomes is a primary concern of 
these guidelines.

The purpose of these guidelines is to provide 
guidance on preparing a proposal to redevelop a 
golf course to ensure a net community benefit and 
a quality outcome is delivered

About this guideline

Definitions

In these guidelines: 

• golf course includes land used for maintenance, 
clubhouse and other facilities associated with a 
golf course

• redevelopment of a golf course means the use or 
development of all or part of a golf course for 
another use (for example, a residential use).

These guidelines should be used for developing a proposal to be either assessed through a planning scheme 
amendment process and/or a planning permit application.

These guidelines are intended as a resource for:

• proponents considering redevelopment of a golf course in Victoria,

• responsible authorities and stakeholders who provide advice and consider the appropriateness of the 
redevelopment of a golf course in any given location,

• any party interested in understanding the process for redeveloping a golf course in Victoria.
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Application

These guidelines apply to: 

• the preparation of an amendment to enable the 
redevelopment of a golf course. 

• the preparation of an application for a permit, or 
an application to amend a permit, for the 
redevelopment of a golf course.

Golf courses subject to these guidelines include:

• freehold golf course land;

• golf course land owned by the Victorian 
Government or local government where the land 
ownership would permit conversion from an 
open space use;

• metropolitan or regional golf course land;

• the full or partial redevelopment of golf course 
land; and

• golf course land inside or outside a settlement 
boundary, including the Urban Growth 
Boundary.

Golf Course Redevelopment Standing 
Advisory Committee

The Golf Course Redevelopment Standing Advisory 
Committee (GCRSAC) was established by the 
Minister for Planning under section 151 of the 
Planning and Environment Act 1987 (the Act) to 
provide advice on proposals for the redevelopment 
of golf courses. 

The Minister may refer the following matters to the 
GCRSAC for advice:

• An application for the redevelopment of a golf 
course that the Minister has called in under 
section 97B, or has been referred under section 
97C, of the Act.

• A request to prepare an amendment to a 
planning scheme to enable the redevelopment 
of a golf course.

• An application or request for authorisation 
under sections 8A or 9 of the Act to prepare an 
amendment to enable the redevelopment of a 
golf course.

• A proceeding related to an application for the 
redevelopment of golf course land that the 
Minister has called-in under clause 59 of 
Schedule 1 of the Victorian Civil and 
Administrative Tribunal Act 1998.

Proposals seeking to rezone golf course land 
should be consistent with state and local policy 
objectives for particular locations. Any change 
to a defi ned settlement boundary or the Urban 
Growth Boundary raises policy issues not 
addressed in these guidelines. The process 
outlined in these guidelines does not supersede 
state and local policy objectives.
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Legislation

The Planning and Environment Act 1987 (the Act) establishes the framework for planning the use, 
development and protection of land within Victoria and is implemented through the Planning Policy 
Framework (PPF), Local Planning Policy Framework, Victoria Planning Provisions (VPPs) and local government 
planning schemes.

State Planning Policy

These guidelines have been prepared in accordance with the purpose of the Planning Policy Framework 
(PPF) as outlined in the Victoria Planning Provisions at Clause 71.02 ‘Operation of the Planning Policy 
Framework’ which seeks to ‘ensure that the objectives of planning in Victoria (as set out in section 4 of the 
Act) are fostered through appropriate land use and development planning policies and practices that 
integrate relevant environmental, social and economic factors in the interests of net community benefit and 
sustainable development’.

The following state policies are considered relevant to golf course redevelopment proposals in Victoria

Legislative and planning policy context

• Clause 11 Settlement - These policies seek to 
ensure sustainable growth and development of 
Victoria and respond to the needs of existing 
and future communities through provision of 
zoned and serviced land for housing, 
employment, recreation and open space, 
commercial and community facilities and 
infrastructure. In particular:

o  Clause 11.01-1S Settlement broadly seeks to 
deliver networks of high-quality integrated 
settlements that have a strong identity and 
sense of place and are sustainable by 
responding to population growth and 
changing environments, support resilient 
communities, balance strategic objectives to 
achieve improved land use and development 
outcomes, preserve and protect features of 
rural land and natural resources, provide 
appropriately located supplies of residential, 
commercial and industrial land and improve 
transport network connections.

o  Clause 11.03-6S Regional and local places 
seeks to ensure integrated place-based 
planning by providing specific direction for the 
planning of sites, places, neighbourhoods and 
towns and consider the distinctive 
characteristics and needs of regional and 
local places in planning for future land use 
and development.

• Clause 12 Environmental and landscape values 
– These policies seek to ensure planning helps 
protect the health of ecological systems and the 
biodiversity they support and conserve areas 
with identified environmental and landscape 
values. In particular:

o  Clause 12.01-1S Protection of biodiversity 
seeks to protect and conserve Victoria’s 
biodiversity by ensuring that planning takes 

into account the impacts of land use and 
development on Victoria’s biodiversity, 
including consideration of cumulative 
impacts, habitat fragmentation and the 
spread of pest plants, animals and pathogens 
into natural ecosystems.

o  Clause 12.03-1S River corridors, waterways, 
lakes and wetlands seeks to protect and 
enhance river corridors, waterways, lakes and 
wetlands by ensuring that development is 
sensitively designed and sited in order to 
respond to and respect the significant 
environmental, conservation, cultural, 
aesthetic, open space, recreation and tourism 
assets of water bodies and wetlands. Growth 
in established settlements must only be 
facilitated where water and wastewater can 
be managed.

o  Clause 12.05-1S Environmentally sensitive 
areas seeks to protect and conserve 
environmentally sensitive areas with 
significant recreational value from 
development that would diminish their 
environmental conservation or recreational 
values.

o  Clause 12.05-2S Landscapes seeks to 
protect and enhance significant landscapes 
and open spaces that contribute to character, 
identity and sustainable environments by 
ensuring development does not detract from 
the natural qualities of significant landscape 
areas.

• Clause 13 Environmental risks and amenity 
– These policies outline planning should 
strengthen the resilience and safety of 
communities, aim to avoid or minimise natural 
and human-made environmental hazards, 
environmental degradation and amenity 
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confl icts, ensure development and risk 
mitigation does not detrimentally interfere with 
important natural processes and should prepare 
for and respond to the impacts of climate 
change. In particular:

o  Clause 13.01-1S Natural hazards and climate 
change seeks to minimise the impacts of 
natural hazards and adapt to the impacts of 
climate change by considering the risks 
associated with climate change in planning 
and management decision making, directing 
population growth and development to low 
risk locations and ensuring siting and design 
of development minimises risk to life, property, 
the natural environment and community 
infrastructure from natural hazards.

o  Clause 13.02-1S Bushfi re seeks to strengthen 
the resilience of settlements and communities 
to bushfi re through risk-based planning that 
prioritises the protection of human life.

o  Clause 13.03-1S Floodplain management 
seeks to protect life, property and community 
infrastructure from fl ood hazard, the natural 
fl ood carrying capacity of waterways, the 
fl ood storage function of fl oodplains and 
waterways and fl oodplain areas of 
environmental signifi cance or importance by 
avoiding inappropriately located use and 
development.

• Clause 15 Built environment and heritage 
– These policies recognise the role planning 
plays in delivering land use and development 
outcomes that responds appropriately to its 
surrounding landscape and character, valued 
built form and cultural context in order to deliver 
liveable and sustainable cities, towns and 
neighbourhoods. In particular:

o  Clause 15.01-1S Urban design seeks to 
ensure urban environments are safe, healthy, 
functional and enjoyable and contribute to a 
sense of place by requiring development 
responds to its context, contributes to 
community and cultural life by improving the 
quality of living and working environments, 
ensures the interface between public and 
private realm protects and enhances safety, 
supports access to transport and provides 
landscaping that supports the amenity, 
attractiveness and safety of the public realm.

o  Clause 15.01.-2S Building design seeks to 
ensure building design outcomes contribute 
positively to the local context and enhance 
the public realm.

o  Clause 15.01-3S Subdivision design seeks to 
ensure the design of subdivisions achieve safe, 
attractive, accessible, diverse and sustainable 
neighbourhoods in new residential areas and 
in the redevelopment of existing areas.

o  Clause 15.01-4S Healthy neighbourhoods
seeks to ensure neighbourhoods foster 
healthy and active living and community 
wellbeing through good design.

• Clause 16 Housing – These policies recognise 
planning should provide for housing diversity 
and effi cient provision of supporting 
infrastructure, ensure long-term sustainability of 
new housing and provide land for affordable 
housing. In particular:

o  Clause 16.01-1S Integrated housing seeks to 
promote a housing market that meets 
community needs by increasing the supply of 
housing in existing urban areas, ensuring an 
appropriate quantity, quality and type of 
housing is provided, ensure housing 
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developments are integrated with 
infrastructure and services and high quality 
social housing is delivered.

o  Clause 16.01-2S Location of residential 
development seeks to ensure new housing in 
designated locations offer good access to 
jobs, services and transport by increasing the 
proportion of new housing in designated 
location in urban areas and reduce the share 
of new housing in greenfield and dispersed 
development areas, encourage higher density 
housing development, ensure an adequate 
supply of redevelopment opportunities within 
established urban areas and facilitate 
residential development that is cost effective 
in infrastructure provision and use, energy 
efficient, water efficient and encourages 
public transport use.

• Clause 17 Economic development – These 
policies recognise planning plays an important 
role in provide for a strong and innovative 
economy and contributes to the economic 
wellbeing of the state and foster economic 
growth.

• Clause 18 Transport – These policies promote an 
integrated and sustainable transport system 
that is safe and provides access to social and 
economic activities, facilitates economic 
prosperity, contributes to environmental 
sustainability and coordinates reliable 
movements of people and goods.

• Clause 19 Infrastructure – These policies 
promote the development of social and physical 
infrastructure that should be provided in an 
efficient, equitable, accessible and timely 
manner, recognising social needs for a range of 
accessible community resources. In particular:

o  Clause 19.02-6S Open space seeks to 
establish, manage and improve a diverse and 
integrated network of public open space that 
meets the needs of the community.
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When preparing an amendment to a planning scheme or application for the 
redevelopment of a golf course, the following steps should be followed in accordance with 
Figure 1.

1. Consider whether the land should be redeveloped.

2. Identify the strategic direction for the site.

3. Determine what assessments and approvals are required.

4. Document site values, constraints and opportunities.

5. Engage the community.

6. Develop a land use concept that delivers net community benefi t.

7. Deliver a quality outcome

Guidelines

Figure 1: Indicative assessment pathway
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Step 1: Consider whether the land should be 
redeveloped

The following questions should be addressed in 
establishing whether golf course land should be 
converted to another use:

• Does the land tenure allow for conversion?

• Is the golf course surplus to golfing?

• Are there economic alternatives to conversion?

• Should the land remain as open space?

Proponents should confirm the ownership of the land 
and that it is available for conversion and document 
any title or legal restrictions on its future 
development.

To assess whether the golf course is surplus to the 
needs of golfing, a proponent will need to identify:

• Whether the course has been identified in a 
regional golf facility plan as a course that should 
remain or is a candidate for conversion to 
another use.  If there is no relevant golf facility 
plan, consider:

- the demand for golf courses in the region 
and whether the course is located in an area 
currently under-supplied or over-supplied with 
golf courses

- whether there is capacity for the golf course 
to be improved to incorporate contemporary 
design standards and facilities.

• Whether the proposal delivers improved golf 
facilities consistent with Victoria’s Golf Tourism 
Strategy and any relevant golf facility plan.

The proponent should commission independent 
economic advice on:

• whether golf is likely to remain viable at the 
course taking into account:

- the course facilities and layout

- the club patronage and financial status

• the broader economic implications of the 
proposal.

Golf course land, particularly in metropolitan areas, 
presents a rare opportunity for governments to 
purchase a significant land parcel for community or 
public use. Where golf course land has been 
determined as being surplus to the needs of golfing, 
the land should be offered at first instance for 
acquisition to the Commonwealth and Victorian 

governments and local governments.

This involves three considerations as outlined below:

• State-owned public golf course land will be 
offered under the Victorian Government 
Landholdings Policy and Guidelines (2017). All 
other golf course land owners should be 
encouraged to make genuine effort to 
investigate whether any government authorities 
are interested in acquiring the land by engaging 
with local and/or state government.

• Local government planning authorities should 
assess redevelopment proposals in accordance 
with strategic planning for the local area, 
including identification of future public land 
requirements.

• Local government planning authorities should 
identify the public land requirements generated 
by the proposed urban development made 
allowable as a result of the golf course land 
conversion.

Step 2: Identify the strategic direction for the 
site

Establishing the strategic direction for the site is a 
key step to developing a concept for the site. Any 
concept for the site should begin with the question: 
what does policy say is the best use for this site?

The strategic direction for a proposal should 
consider, the following: 

• The level of access to transport and activity 
centres.

• The local open space network or wildlife network.

• Whether the proposed conversion is consistent 
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with relevant policies and strategies including:

- the Planning Policy Framework in the 
Victoria Planning Provisions or relevant planning 
scheme

-  Metropolitan Planning Strategy

- any metropolitan open space strategy or 
regional open space strategy

- the Yarra Strategic Plan, if adjacent to the 
Yarra River

- any relevant waterway, catchment, or 
flooding strategy

- any approved council open space strategy

- any approved council housing strategy.

• Whether proposal has the potential to contribute 
to broader strategic priorities, such as:

- Active Victoria Framework

- Water for Victoria Water Plan

- Any regional Integrated Water Management 
Plan or the achievement of water sensitive urban 
design principles

- Victorian 30-Year Infrastructure Strategy

- Protecting Victoria’s Environment – 
Biodiversity 2037.

Step 3: Determine what other assessment and 
approvals are required

All other applicable assessment and approvals for 
the proposal based on the relevant legislation should 
be identified. Consider all relevant legislation, 
including:

• Aboriginal Heritage Act 2006

• Environment Effects Act 1978

• Commonwealth Environment Protection and 
Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999

• Heritage Act 2017

Determine:

• who are the relevant decision makers

• the level of effort and rigour required to 
document the site values and constraints

• the program for the preparation of 
documentation and engagement.

Step 4: Document site values, constraints and 
opportunities 

The values, constraints and opportunities at the golf 
course land must be clearly documented. The values, 
constraints and opportunities will be identified by 
the proponent, relying on technical studies and 
feedback from community engagement.

The following matters should be considered, as 
relevant, when identifying the values and constraints 
of a site:

• the environmental values of the site, including 
biodiversity values, habitat connectivity and the 
strategic biodiversity significance or role of the 
site in the local or regional ecosystem, including 
the relevant bioregion

• the community values of the site, including 
community facilities providing for active or 
passive recreational pursuits, the catchment of 
the community using the site, whether the site is 
accessible to the public

• the open space values of the site, including 
whether the site is accessible to the public, or if it 
has broader landscape values through the 
provision of tree coverage and green areas

• any environmental hazards including hazards 
that are mitigated by the way the golf course 
land is currently managed, such as flooding or 
bushfire hazard

• the cultural heritage values of the site, including 
aboriginal heritage values and other cultural 
heritage values

• any contamination, including any known or likely 
sources of contamination that may exist due to 
historical uses or through the management of 
the golf course land

• the site’s integration with existing infrastructure, 
such as transport networks (public transport, 
road, pedestrian and bicycle routes), stormwater 
infrastructure, electricity transmission links

• the site’s relationship to nearby residential 
areas, rural or green wedge areas including its 
interface with residential development. 

The opportunities for the site should consider:

• integration with existing open space networks 
and recreational facilities
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• restoration of environmental values, including 
protection of biodiversity, native vegetation, 
water ways, water bodies and wetlands

• opportunities to increase resilience to climate 
change and natural hazards, including a design 
response that may increase the community’s 
resilience to bushfire and flooding events and 
sea level rise

• additional community facilities

• educational and health facilities

• a range of dwelling types including affordable 
housing

• tourism facilities

• introduction of environmentally sustainable 
measures and design features, such as the 
generation of renewable energy, water sensitive 
urban design, wastewater reuse, and waste 
reduction.

Step 5: Engage the community

Develop a comprehensive community consultation 
program and commence consultation before 
preparing detailed designs.

The purpose of this consultation is to:

• assist the community to understand the need for 
the golf course land conversion

• allow the community to provide input to 
identification of site values and constraints

• allow the community to contribute to 
identification of opportunities and ideas for the 
golf course land conversion

• foster open channels of communication between 
the proponents and the community.

Step 6: Provide a land use concept that 
delivers net community benefit

Proposal to convert golf course land must provide a 
net community benefit and a high level of 
sustainability.

As well as an overall community benefit the proposal 
should:

• deliver a net increase in public open space

• deliver improved environmental values

• deliver a net community benefit for the 
community surrounding any redeveloped 
course.

The following factors should be considered to 
determine if, the proposal provides a net community 
benefit and environmental benefit:

• whether a proposal:

- contributes to achieving state or local 
government policy objectives and strategies

- delivers improved golf facilities and whether 
these are accessible to the public

- provides additional public open space, 
sporting or recreational facilities or makes 
financial contributions to improve or develop 
regional or local sporting facilities and open 
space

- protects and enhances the wider open 
space network and ecological connectivity

- rehabilitates degraded land or mitigates 
existing environmental risks

- contributes to local housing priorities such 
as the provision of affordable or social housing, 
sheltered housing or crisis accommodation

- delivers connected walking and biking paths 
and general improvements to pedestrian and 
cycling connectivity

- delivers social or community infrastructure 
such as libraries, medical or education facilities

• the impacts on local transport and traffic 
networks

• any proposed commercial uses, and whether 
any potentially out of centre commercial uses 
are proposed

• how the proposal will integrate with surrounding 
land uses, infrastructure and services

• whether the proposal incorporates climate 
change adaptation measures for communities 
and the environment.

Other factors may also be relevant considerations 
depending on the circumstances of the golf course 
land and the proposal.

Proponents are encouraged to liaise closely with the 
planning authority in an iterative and negotiated 
process to arrive at a final position regarding the net 
community benefit of the proposal.
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Step 7: Deliver a quality outcome

Any proposal to convert golf course land must 
deliver a high quality outcome.

To ensure net community benefit, the redevelopment 
of golf course land should achieve the following:

• at least 20 per cent of the land area to be 
developed is set aside as publicly accessible 
useable open space that contributes to an 
integrated open space network. This land may 
be encumbered by easements, reservations, 
heritage, vegetation or other conditions and 
make provision for land to be used for passive or 
active recreation

• enhance and protect state, regional and locally 
significant environmental assets and biodiversity 
corridors

• landscaping that delivers an appropriate 
amount of tree canopy cover (excluding active 
sporting areas) to mitigate urban heat effects 
and is at least equivalent to, or greater than the 
surrounding area

• active transport links are provided into the 
surrounding area and must be provided on the 
golf course land proposed for redevelopment. 

The strategic response

The Planning Policy Framework (PPF) outlines 
objectives for land use and development in Victoria. 
For the redevelopment of golf course land, the 
strategic response must ensure it delivers on these 
objectives as well as addressing, where relevant, 
matters set out in this section.

The strategic response should address the 
recommendations of reports which identify the

• environmental

• ecological

• arboricultural

• landscape

• viewshed

• archaeological

• historical and cultural values and features of the 
site

• transport impacts with transport management 
proposals

The strategic response should include a site analysis 
and design response demonstrating a response to 

site opportunities and constraints, with particular 
regard to:

• the physical constraints of the site.

• public open space requirements.

• the interface with adjoining uses and 
developments.

• identified heritage assets.

as well as any adopted policy or code for residential 
development and subdivision.

Housing

Where a redevelopment proposal seeks to include 
housing development, the strategic response should 
encourage the provision of affordable housing, and 
show or make provision for:

• a range of dwelling types to cater for a variety of 
housing needs.

• management of amenity impacts to ensure the 
reasonable amenity of future residents of the 
site.

Built form

The strategic response should include Urban design 
guidelines for the land including but not limited to:

• building envelopes, massing, heights and 
setbacks.

• treatment of car parking areas and orientation 
of garages.

• building orientation and location, car parking 
areas, public roads, vehicle access locations, 
pedestrian and bike paths and areas and 
locations of private and public open space.

• the preferred design and interface treatments to 
public open spaces within and adjacent to the 
land.

• development setbacks from internal streets.

• treatments to achieve reasonable amenity to 
public urban spaces, streetscapes and 
pedestrian and bicycle paths including 
overshadowing and wind tunnelling effects.
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Open space

The strategic response should show or make 
provision for the following matters, as appropriate:

• open space integrated into the site which 
includes not less than 20 per cent of the 
developable area of the site as publicly 
accessible useable open space that contributes 
to an integrated open space network. This land 
may be encumbered by easements. 
reservations, heritage, vegetation or other 
conditions and make provision for land to be 
used for passive or active recreation.

• existing trees identified in an Arboricultural 
report to be retained.

• a landscaping concept plan including a 
maintenance program.

Circulation and movement

The strategic response should address matters 
raised in any Transport Management Plan prepared 
by an appropriately qualified expert addressing the 
following matters, as appropriate:

• the impact of the development on the arterial 
and local road network.

• mitigation works required on the road network.

• funding responsibilities.

• connections to adjoining land.

• road hierarchy.

• cross sections.

• proposed transport management devices.

• bicycle network.

• public transport routes.

• pedestrian links.

The strategic response should make provision for the 
internal road and path network for pedestrians, 
bicycles and vehicles to create a high level of 
permeability through the site by considering:

• the primary access and egress from the land for 
vehicles from Gumnut Highway to the standards 
of the relevant road authority.

• future pedestrian links into the site to connect 
nearby open space.

• links to public transport services.

Environmental Management

The strategic response should address the 
requirements of any Environmental Assessment of 
the land, including the following matters as 
appropriate:

• A flora and fauna survey, which identifies 
existing vegetation or habitat of international, 
national, state, regional or local significance 
required to be protected and enhanced in 
adjacent waterways or the subject site.

Natural hazards

The strategic response should address the 
requirements of any Natural Hazard Assessment of 
the land, addressing the following matters as 
appropriate:

• a bushfire risk assessment that identifies the 
bushfire risk at the landscape and site scale and 
identifies appropriate bushfire mitigation 
measures.

• flood risk assessment that identifies the risk of 
flooding, predicted impacts of sea level rise and 
identified appropriate mitigation measures.

• geotechnical hazard assessment.

Social Impact

The strategic response should address the 
requirements of any Social Impact Assessment 
Report which considers the following as appropriate:

• An assessment of the adequacy of existing 
social and community infrastructure to serve the 
land.

• Any additional social and community 
infrastructure to be provided as part of the 
redevelopment.

• Any community infrastructure contribution to be 
made in connection with the development.

Heritage and Archaeological Survey

The strategic response should address the 
requirements of any Heritage and Archaeological 
Survey and show or make provision for the following 
matters as appropriate:

• cultural heritage including places and objects.

• any buildings to be retained under any 
conservation controls.
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Subdivision

The strategic response should show the following:

• indicative lot layout, roads and pedestrian 
connections and public open space.

• any proposed staging of development including 
staging of infrastructure and open space 
delivery.

Planning mechanisms

An appropriate planning control should be used to 
guide the development of the land to ensure a 
quality outcome is delivered in line with the 
objectives outlined in these guidelines.

Circumstances relating to each golf course site vary. 
There are several planning tools that can be used to 
ensure the development of the land achieves net 
community benefit and the requirements of the 
guidelines.

There is existing guidance about the use of planning 
tools that should be considered when applying a 
planning controls to the land, including for 
requirements relating to open space and 
infrastructure contributions.

Potential planning controls available to a planning 
authority include:

• a Development Plan Overlay (DPO),

• an Incorporated Plan Overlay (IPO),

• a Precinct Structure Plan (PSP),

• a Section 96A combined planning scheme 
amendment and permit application process.
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7. Traffic issues-with the development of the Industrial area around the Jandakot Airport and the Cockburn

Industrial area, traffic has already become an issue. The Lakes Boulevard was closed off at lmlah Court to

protect the residential area from speeding traffic and the danger to residents. With a new set of traffic lights

and a road through the development of the back nine of the golf course, prediction that industrial traffic

(ALCO & Western Power) will again speed through these areas to exit or enter at the lights.

We are totally opposed to the re-development of the Glen Iris Golf Course and we continually see trees being 

removed from Cockburn City Council precinct and not replaced. 'Climate Change issues'. 
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