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Introduction to Metropolitan Region Scheme major amendments 
 
 
The Western Australian Planning Commission (WAPC) is responsible for keeping the 
Metropolitan Region Scheme (MRS) under review and initiating changes where they are 
seen as necessary. 
 
The MRS sets out the broad pattern of land use for the whole Perth metropolitan region. The 
MRS is constantly under review to best reflect regional planning and development needs. 
 
A proposal to change land use reservations and zones in the MRS is regulated by the 
Planning and Development Act 2005. That legislation provides for public submissions to be 
made on proposed amendments. 
 
For a substantial amendment, often referred to as a major amendment (made under section 
41 of the Act), the WAPC considers all the submissions lodged, and publishes its 
recommendations in a report on submissions. This report is presented to the Minister for 
Planning and to the Governor for approval. Both Houses of Parliament must then scrutinise 
the amendment before it can take legal effect. 
 
In the process of making a substantial amendment to the MRS, information is published as a 
public record under the following titles: 
 
Amendment report 
This document is available from the start of the public advertising period of the proposed 
amendment. It sets out the purpose and scope of the proposal, explains why the 
amendment is considered necessary, and informs people how they can comment through 
the submission process. 
 
Environmental review report 
The Environmental Protection Authority must consider the environmental impact of an 
amendment to the MRS before it can be advertised. Should it require formal assessment, an 
environmental review is undertaken and made available for information and comment at the 
same time as the amendment report. 
 
Report on submissions 
The planning rationale, determination of submissions and the recommendations of the 
WAPC for final approval of the amendment, with or without modification, is documented in 
this report. 
 
Submissions 
This document contains a reproduction of all written submissions received by the WAPC on 
the proposed amendment. 
 
Transcript of hearings 
A person who has made a written submission may also choose to appear before a hearings 
committee to express their views. The hearings proceedings are recorded and transcribed, 
and the transcripts of all hearings are reproduced in this volume. 
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Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment 1215/41 

Cardup Industrial Precinct 
 

Report on Submissions 
 
 
1 Introduction 

 
At its August 2011 meeting, the Western Australian Planning Commission (WAPC), resolved 
to proceed with this amendment to the Metropolitan Region Scheme (MRS) in accordance 
with the provisions of Section 41 of the Planning and Development Act 2005.  

 
 
2 The proposed amendment 
 
The amendment proposal was described in the previously published Amendment Report, 
and description of the proposal is repeated below.   
 
The purpose of the amendment is to transfer approximately 169 ha of Rural zoned land to 
the Industrial zone in the MRS, generally bounded by the South Western Highway, rail 
reservation, Norman Road and Cardup Siding Road. 
 
The proposed Industrial zoning will allow for primarily general / service industrial 
development of the land following a local scheme amendment, detailed structure planning 
and subdivision approval.   

 
 
3 Environmental Protection Authority Advice 
 
The proposed amendment was referred to the Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) for 
advice on whether environmental assessment would be required.  The EPA advised that the 
proposed amendment does not require formal assessment under Part IV of the 
Environmental Protection Act.  The EPA provided advice and recommendations on the 
following issues: wetlands, remnant vegetation and fauna, acid sulfate soils, management of 
water quality and quantity, contamination, impacts on sensitive landuses and Aboriginal and 
European heritage.  
 
A copy of the notice from the EPA was included in the previously published Amendment 
Report. 
 
4 Call for submissions 
 
The amendment was advertised for public submissions from 4 October 2011 to 20 January 2012. 
 
The amendment was made available for public inspection free of cost during ordinary 
business hours at: 
 

i) Western Australian Planning Commission, 140 William Street, Perth; 
 

ii) Cities of Perth, Fremantle, Armadale and the Shire of Serpentine-Jarrahdale; 
and 

 
iii) the State Reference Library, Northbridge. 
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During the public inspection period, notice of the amendment was published in the West 
Australian and the Sunday Times newspapers and relevant local newspaper/s circulating in 
the locality of the amendment. 

 
 

5 Submissions 
 

Twenty-one submissions (includes one late submission) were received on the amendment.  
An alphabetic index of all the persons and organisations lodging submissions is at Schedule 1.   
 
Five submissions supported the amendment, one submission objected to the amendment 
and 15 submissions contained neutral comments, non-objections or general comments on 
the amendment.   
 
The main issues raised in the submissions are discussed further in Section 7 below - "Main 
Issues Raised in Submissions".  A summary of each submission with WAPC comments and 
determinations is at Schedule 2.  A complete copy of all written submissions is contained in 
this publication. 
 
 
6 Hearings 
 
Section 46 of the Planning and Development Act 2005 provides that each person who 
makes a submission is to be offered the opportunity of being heard by a Committee formed 
by the WAPC for that purpose.  The Committee comprised: 
 

. Ms Elizabeth Taylor, Member of the Statutory Planning Committee. 
 
. Cr Henry Zelones, representative of the South-East Districts Planning Committee. 
 
. Dr Bruce Hamilton, as an independent member with environmental and waterways 

knowledge. 
 

All persons who made submissions were invited to present their submission to the Hearings 
Committee. 
 
One hearing of general comment was requested and this occurred on 28 March 2012.  The 
Hearings Committee also undertook a site inspection on 23 March 2012. 

 
 

7 Main issues raised in submissions 
 
7.1 Exclusion of Bush Forever Site 361 from Industrial Zone 

 
The proponent has requested that Bush Forever Site 361 be included within the amendment 
area (and Industrial zone) to better facilitate its protection through a Bush Forever 
Negotiated Planning Solution.  The protection and retention of the Bush Forever site could 
occur by rezoning the site to "Conservation" under the Local Planning Scheme and subject 
to a structure planning process.   
 
Modification of the amendment to incorporate Bush Forever Site 361 is not considered to 
warrant readvertising of the amendment as it is 'minor' in nature. 
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WAPC Response 
 
State Planning Policy 2.8 - Bushland Policy for the Perth Metropolitan Region (SPP 2.8) 
identifies five Bush Forever site implementation categories for all Bush Forever areas.  Bush 
Forever area 361 is identified as 'Rural Lands' implementation category which complements 
the current Rural zoning under the MRS and does not allow for a industrial, urban or urban 
deferred Bush Forever Negotiated Planning Solution (NPS). A rezoning of a Bush Forever 
area to Industrial under the MRS does not change the implementation category in SPP 2.8. 
 
SPP 2.8 supports a general presumption against future urban, industrial or resource 
development in areas not already subject to an existing planning or environmental 
commitment, approval or policy. The rezoning of a Bush Forever area from Rural to 
Industrial under the MRS is inconsistent with the policy objective of SPP 2.8 as industrial 
land uses are not compatible with bushland protection and/or provide for an improved 
environmental outcome.  
 
The Bush Forever Policy sets out guidelines for all site implementation categories including 
complementary mechanisms for the protection of bushland for Rural zoned lands these 
include: 

 
• Retaining land in private ownership or local government ownership with conservation 

management agreements through the Department of Environment and Conservation 
(DEC) or legally binding nature conservation covenants arranged through the DEC, 
National Trust of Australia or the Department of Agriculture and Food. Conservation 
management agreements such as Land for Wildlife, may be linked to incentives and 
grant programs. Nature conservation covenants can provide stewardships and tax 
incentives and money for fencing and other management measures. 

 
• Establishment of a suit of complementary 'off reserve' mechanisms for land such as 

formal and informal land management agreements, assistance, advice and financial 
incentives, existing Town Planning Schemes (TPS) provisions and controls. The TPS 
can enforce bushland protection and management measures in their provisions 
including fencing, bushfire management, access and hard edge interface.  

 
• Reservation of the Bush Forever area to Parks and Recreation under the MRS by the 

State Government, which would result in the acquisitions of the Bush Forever area 
either through compensation or as a result of ceding free of cost at the time of 
subdivision.   

 
The two vegetation complex's within Bush Forever area 361 are classified as Forrestfield 
and Guildford, of which both vegetation complex's are identified as under-represented on the 
Swan Coastal Plain Portion of the Perth Metropolitan Region, with 5% and 3% proposed for 
protection respectively.  The vegetation within Bush Forever area 361 also contains a 
Threatened Ecological Community (TEC). SPP 2.8 seeks to avoid unacceptable losses, 
which includes a presumption against clearing bushland, or other degrading activities, for 
vegetation complexes with less than 10% remaining on the Swan Coastal Plain portion of 
the Perth Metropolitan Region and for TEC's.  
 
The vegetation within Bush Forever area 361 is identified as potential Carnaby's Black 
Cockatoo feeding habitat which is listed as endangered under the federal Environment 
Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act). Cardno consultants have 
also mapped significant tree habitats for the Carnaby's Black Cockatoo.  The majority of the 
tree habitats are located outside Bush Forever area 361 within the land proposed to be 
rezoned to industrial. The clearing of potential Carnaby's Black Cockatoo habitat may trigger 
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the EPBC Act and a referral to the Commonwealth Department of Sustainability, 
Environment, Water, Population and Communities for assessment may be required.  
 
It is recommended all vegetation within Bush Forever area 361 and all significant tree 
habitats outside Bush Forever area 361 be protected from any direct or indirect impacts as a 
result from industrial development.  The Hearings Committee notes that vegetation mapping 
undertaken by the proponent indicates potential roosting / foraging sites for Carnaby's 
Cockatoos outside area 361. This will need to be taken into account in the subsequent 
planning stages in accordance with the requirements of the Environmental Protection and 
Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999.  
 
The WAPC also considers that the modification of the amendment to include additional land 
within the Industrial zone is a major modification, requiring re-assessment by the EPA and 
the Minister for Planning's consent to advertise prior to re-advertising of the amendment.  
Therefore, such a modification is not within the scope of this amendment.   
 
Submission dismissed 
 
7.2 Regional and Local Road Issues   
 
The proponent advises that the extension of Tonkin Highway will be an important part of the 
development of the site.  In the absence of the Tonkin Highway extension, in the short to 
medium term, the widening of the South Western Highway to a 4-lane road will be required.  
The construction of at least one primary access point from the amendment onto the South 
Western Highway and at least two lower order access points are required to optimise vehicle 
accessibility into and out of the site. 
 
Access to the South Western Highway will primarily be obtained via Cardup Siding Road.  
As Cardup Siding Road has only been constructed to a rural standard, an upgrade of 
Cardup Siding Road, including the intersection of Cardup Siding Road / South Western 
Highway will be required.  The intersection of Cardup Siding Road / Soldiers Road may also 
require signalisation due to the projected high traffic volumes and proximity to the existing 
rail crossing. 
 
The proponent advises that the construction of Robertson Road will be required in order to 
minimise the impact of local traffic on the South Western Highway.  The construction of 
Robertson Road as a local distributor will assist in providing north-south permeability 
between Mundijong Road and Cardup Siding Road.  A minimum of two T-intersections from 
the amendment area onto Robertson Road will be required to optimise vehicle accessibility 
into and out of the amendment area. 
 
Norman Road is likely to require some minor widening to accommodate the projected traffic 
volumes from the amendment.  Norman Road should remain open and be widened to 
provide efficient road linkages to the South Western Highway and Soldiers Road.  It is 
recognised that the resolution of environmental issues associated with access through Bush 
Forever site 350 will be required in order to achieve the above road widening and access 
requirements. 
 
WAPC Response 
 
The WAPC has noted the various regional and local road access requirements for the 
precinct.  In accordance with standard practice, road improvements occur at various stages 
when the need for such improvements are generated and are subject to Main Roads WA 
(MRWA) and local government approval and funding requirements.  There is also a need to 
take into consideration existing and future urban areas and the potential impact of industrial 
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development and associated traffic impacts, including north-south and east-west 
movements.  
 
In relation to the regional road network, MRWA has no objections to the amendment.  
MRWA has advised the developer that only one access will be permitted from the subject 
land to the South Western Highway.  The location of this access is still to be determined.  All 
other access will be from Cardup Siding and Norman Roads. 
 
MRWA advises that it may be some time before upgrading of the South Western Highway to 
a four lane dual carriageway occurs.  Therefore, a significant upgrade at the intersection of 
the South Western Highway / Cardup Siding Road may be required earlier due to the traffic 
impacts from the amendment.  All costs associated with the upgrade are to be funded by the 
developer. 
 
MRWA requests that the amendment be modified by the exclusion of land required for the 
South Western Highway / Cardup Siding Road intersection upgrade.  In accordance with 
MRWA's recommendation, the amendment has been modified by excluding the area 
identified for road widening at the intersection of the South West Highway / Cardup Siding 
Road.  A future MRS amendment will reserve this land (and the land to the north of the 
amendment) as Primary Regional Roads reservation. 
 
In relation to the local road network, the Shire of Serpentine-Jarrahdale has approved Local 
Planning Policy 44 – Cardup Business Park Planning Framework to guide the future 
planning and development of the site.  In this regard, the local planning policy states that a 
comprehensive traffic assessment is to be undertaken at the detailed structure planning 
stage.  This assessment will determine the local road network requirements for the subject 
land including Soldiers Road and will be advertised as part of the local structure plan. 
 
Submissions noted 
 

 
8 Modifications 
 
The amendment is to be modified by excluding that area at the intersection of South 
Western Highway / Cardup Siding Road as MRWA has identified this land for future road 
widening purposes.  Readvertising of the amendment is not required as the modification is 
minor in nature and no new components are being added to the amendment. 

 
 
9 Determinations  
 
The responses to all submissions are detailed in this report.  The submissions of objection 
are recommended to be dismissed.  Minor modification to the amendment is to be 
undertaken as discussed above.  

 
 

10 Coordination of region and local scheme amendments 
 
Section 126(3) of the Planning and Development Act 2005 allows for the concurrent 
amendment of a local planning scheme where land is to be transferred to the Urban zone in 
the MRS.  As no land is being zoned Urban under the MRS, section 126(3) is not applicable.  
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11 Conclusion and recommendation 
 
This report summarises the background to major Amendment No. 1215/41 and examines 
the various submissions made on it. 
 
The WAPC, after considering the submissions, is satisfied that the modified amendment as 
shown generally on Figure 1 in Schedule 4, and in detail on the MRS Amendment Plan listed 
in Appendix 2 should be approved and finalised. 
 
Having regard to the above, the WAPC recommends that the Minister for Planning presents 
the modified amendment to His Excellency the Governor for his consideration and approval 
and subsequently commend the amendment to both houses of Parliament.  
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Alphabetical Listing of Submissions 
 

MRS Amendment 1215/41 
 

Cardup Industrial Precinct 
 

 
 
Submission Number Name 

16 CLE (on behalf of Richard Nobel as agent for Cardup Invetments P/L) 
18 Colli, Peter (Redire Pty Ltd & Silvagold Corp Pty Ltd) 
4 Education, Department of 

17 Gangemi, Joe (G & G Corp) 
13 Hennessy, Ian 
12 Hogge, Patricia 
1 Indigenous Affairs, Department of 

15 Land Insights (on behalf of Austral Bricks) 
9 Main Roads Western Australia 
8 Mines and Petroleum, Department of 

10 O'Neil, Brain John 
2 Pawluk, Richard 

19 PRS Planning (on behalf of the landowners) 
11 Roberts Day (on behalf of Gold Fusion Pty Ltd) 
6 Serpentine-Jarrahdale, Shire of 

20 Transport, Department of 
7 Water Corporation 

14 Water, Department of 
3 Western Power 
5 Yorke, Jennifer 

 
Late Submissions Name 

 South West Aboriginal Land and Sea Council 
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Submission:     1 
 
Submitted by:    Department of Indigenous Affairs 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
COMMENT 
 
A search of the Register of Aboriginal Sites has been undertaken for the area and 
Department of Indigenous Affairs (DIA) confirms that there are no places currently mapped 
on the Register of Aboriginal Sites.  The Aboriginal Heritage Act (AHA) protects all Aboriginal 
sites in Western Australia whether they are known to the DIA or not.   
 
The proponent is reminded of section 15 of the AHA which requires the disclosure of places 
suspected to be Aboriginal Heritage sites to the Registrar of Aboriginal Sites.  Under the 
AHA the Aboriginal Cultural Material Committee (ACMC) has the ability to determine an 
Aboriginal Heritage site. 
 
The proponent will need to act with due diligence according to the nature of the activity 
undertaken and can involve one or all of the following consultation with relevant Aboriginal 
groups, search of the Register of Aboriginal Sites and the Aboriginal Heritage Inquiry 
System, a heritage survey and cultural heritage. 
 
The proponent is encouraged to liaise with the DIA early in the development of the site in 
order to help identify ways to minimise and avoid damage or disturbance of Aboriginal 
heritage sites and will assist to avoid delays in the subsequent planning stages. 
 
Planning Comment: 
 
Comments noted.  The proponent has been advised of the above comments from the DIA 
which relate to the subsequent detailed planning stages. 
 
Determination: 
 
Submission noted.  
  
 
Submission:     2, 5, 10, 12 & 16 
 
Submitted by: Richard Pawluck, Jennifer Yorke, Brian John 

O'Neil, Patricia Hodge & Chappell Lambert 
Everett 

 
Summary of Submission: 
 
SUPPORT 
 
The above submitters have supported the amendment as follows: 

 
• The amendment is strategically located between the Byford Urban Cell (to the north) and 

the Mundijong Whitby Urban Cell (to the south) and will capitalise on a growing 
employment and customer catchment. 
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• The amendment is consistent with a range of State Government strategic documents 
such as the draft Industrial Land Strategy and the Shire of Serpentine-Jarrahdale Plan 
for the Future.  The amendment facilities the inclusion of additional industrial land in the 
south-east corridor. 

 
• The amendment area is ideal for industrial development as it is cleared land and will 

provide jobs for nearby residents. 
 
Planning Comment:  
 
Support noted.   
 
Determination: 
 
Submissions noted.  
 
 
Submission:     3 
 
Submitted by:    Western Power 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
COMMENT 
 
Western Power raises no objections the amendment and advises that any changes to the 
existing power system is the responsibility of the developer/s. 
 
Planning Comment:  
 
Comment noted.   
 
Determination: 
 
Submission noted.  
 
 
Submission:     4 
 
Submitted by:    Department of Education 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
COMMENT 
 
The Department of Education has no objection to the amendment. 
 
Planning Comment: 
 
Comments noted.   
 
Determination: 
 
Submission noted. 
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Submission:     6 
 
Submitted by:    Shire of Serpentine-Jarrahdale 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
COMMENT 
 
In summary, the Shire of Serpentine-Jarrahdale has requested clarification regarding the 
EPA's advice as follows: 
 
1. Remnant Vegetation and Fauna  

Reference is made to Bush Forever site 350 being located within the amendment area 
and the proponents’ intention to rehabilitate Bush Forever sites.  However, no Bush 
Forever sites are located within the amendment area.   

 
2. Management of Water Quality and Quantity 

Reference is made to the EPA’s statement which supports the retention of Cardup Brook 
foreshore reserve.  No part of the amendment is located within 30 m of Cardup brook so 
the proponent can not commit to retain the foreshore reserve. 

 
Planning Comment: 
 
The Office of the Environmental Protection Authority (OEPA) acknowledges that Bush 
Forever sites 350 and 361 do not form part of the amendment area, and expects that 
management and protective measures for all the Bush Forever sites will be determined at 
the detailed local structure planning stage.  Protective measures should include but not be 
limited to: 
 
• Fencing; 
• Hard surfaces between the Bush Forever site and development such as roads or dual-

use paths; and 
• Management of declared weeds.  

 
All management measures should occur outside of the Bush Forever boundary.  
 
The OEPA advises that no foreshore reserve was proposed, the OEPA advised that future 
land uses should take into account the values of the wetland.  The OEPA acknowledges that 
whilst Cardup Brook is not within the amendment area the northern extent of the amendment 
area is within 30 m of the Brook, it is acknowledged that a road lies between the Brook and 
the amendment area, however, it is expected that proposed future land uses do not impact 
on the values of the wetland.  It is recommend that the proponent liaise with the OEPA 
regarding the above requirements. 
 
Determination: 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     7 
 
Submitted by:    Water Corporation 
 
Summary of Submission: 
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COMMENT 
 
The Water Corporation has provided the following comments: 
 
Water 
The Corporation advises that the central portion of the subject land falls outside any current 
planned water supply scheme and reticulated water supply is not immediately available and 
will require water supply planning to be undertaken.  If the area can be served, it is most 
likely that additional headworks infrastructure will need to be constructed.   
 
Wastewater 
The subject land falls within the Byford sewer district.  The permanent pump station that is 
planned does not exist.  A temporary pump station may be an option to serve the area and 
provision for an odour buffer will be required.  Consideration should be given to the location 
of the pump station and the discharge point. 
 
Urban Water Management 
Water strategy and management issues should be in accordance with the State Water 
Strategy 2003, State Water Plan 2007 and Better Urban Water Management. 
 
Proposed Development / General Comments 
Developers are encouraged to liaise with the Water Corporation as the implementation of 
Water Corporation planning of the provision of infrastructure is dependent on the timing of 
developments an may require funding of major works by the developer.  The Corporation 
also advises that the developer is expected to provide all water and sewerage reticulation 
and contribution for water and sewerage headworks may also be required. 
 
Planning Comment: 
 
Comments noted.  The proponent has been advised of the Water Corporations comments. 
 
Determination: 
 
Submission noted.  
 
 
Submission:     8  
 
Submitted by:    Department of Mines & Petroleum 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
COMMENT 
 
The Department of Mines & Petroleum raises no objections to the amendment.  It is noted 
that the industrial zoning would be compatible with the adjacent titanium-zircon resources. 
 
Planning Comment: 
 
Comments noted.   
 
Determination: 
 
Submission noted.  
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Submission:     9 
 
Submitted by:    Main Roads WA 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
COMMENT 
 
Main Roads WA (MRWA) has no objection to the amendment.  MRWA has advised the 
developer that only one access will be permitted from the subject land to the South Western 
Highway.  The location of this access is still to be determined.  All other access will be from 
Cardup Siding and Norman Roads. 
 
MRWA advises that it may be some time before the upgrading of South Western Highway to 
a four lane dual carriageway occurs.  Therefore, a significant upgrade at the intersection of 
South Western Highway / Cardup Siding Road may be required earlier due to the traffic 
impacts from the amendment.  All costs associated with the upgrade are to be funded by the 
developer. 
 
MRWA requests that the amendment be modified by the exclusion of land required for the 
South Western Highway / Cardup Siding Road intersection upgrade. 
 
Planning Comment:  
 
Comments noted.  Refer to Part 7 of the Report on Submissions. 
 
Determination: 
 
Submission upheld.  
 
 
Submission:     11 
 
Submitted by:    Roberts Day 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
COMMENT 
 
Roberts Day acts on behalf of Gold Fusion Pty Ltd and raises no objections to the 
amendment subject to compliance with relevant buffers and separation distances to 
residential development.  Gold Fusion Pty Ltd is progressing the Whiteby Local Structure 
Plan (to the south of the land) for primarily residential uses. 
 
It is noted that a range of uses are permitted within the proposed Industrial zone and the 
EPA has advised that proposed uses (and buffers) are to be in accordance with Guidance 
Statement No. 3 - Separation Distances between Industrial and Sensitive Land Uses.  It is 
also noted that further works will be undertaken regarding potential site contamination. 
 
In relation to vehicle access movements it is recommended that Gold Fusion Pty Ltd be 
included in the development of any strategy, particularly to the west of the site and 
management of traffic from Whiteby and Cardup.   
 
Planning Comment:  
 
Comments noted.   Refer to Part 7 of the Report on Submissions, 
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A range of uses are permitted within the Industrial zone and the EPA has advised that 
proposed uses (and buffers) are to be in accordance with Guidance Statement No. 3 - 
Separation Distances between Industrial and Sensitive Land Uses.  It is also acknowledged 
that further detail design of the precinct (including access arrangements) and permissibility 
of uses will occur in future planning stages, via structure planning and Town Planning 
Scheme amendments which are subject to public consultation. 
 
Determination: 
 
Submission noted.  
 
 
Submission:     13  
 
Submitted by:    Ian Hennessy 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
OBJECTION 
 
The submitter does not support the amendment as follows: 
 
1. Compliance with the Aboriginal Heritage Act should occur as part of the amendment 

and is concerned about the cultural sensitivities. 

2. The development of the site should not proceed until a road assessment is 
undertaken and considered by all residents.  Will heavy vehicles be banned from 
Soldiers Road? 

3. The proposed Industrial precinct is unnecessary for Byford's viability. 

4. Do not support the EPA assessment of the site as having completely degraded 
vegetation.  There is significant vegetation on site and there is a pair of Carnaby's 
Cockatoo's. 

5. The amendment will negatively impact on the amenity and lifestyle of the area having 
regard to traffic, noise, dust and the loss of open areas. 

 
Planning Comment:  
 
1. A search of the Register of Aboriginal Sites has been undertaken for the area and 

Department of Indigenous Affairs confirms that there are no places currently mapped 
on the Register of Aboriginal Sites.   

 
The proponent has confirmed that as a part of future local structure planning, it may be 
necessary to undertake an ethnographic and archaeological survey.  It is may also be 
necessary to obtain approval from the Minister for Indigenous Affairs under Section 18 
of the Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972. 
 
The WAPC has entered into a Memorandum of Understanding with the South West 
Aboriginal Land and Sea Council, and consultation occurs on all MRS amendments 
that are initiated.   
 

2. Refer to Part 7 of the Report on Submissions.  
 

OCM160.3-03-13



  

3. Economic studies were undertaken for the site which has demonstrated the need for 
employment generating land uses in the area.  The Economic and Employment Lands 
Strategy: non-heavy industrial has been approved by the WAPC and recognises the 
subject land as a "potential industrial area - medium term".  Therefore, the subject land 
is considered an important industrial area for the south-east corridor of the Perth 
metropolitan region. 

 
4. A flora and vegetation survey was undertaken by the applicant which demonstrates 

that the subject land has been predominately cleared, with any remaining vegetation 
being in a degraded to completely degraded condition.  The EPA has also considered 
the amendment and decided to not formally assess the amendment, but has provided 
advice on remnant vegetation and fauna. 

 
Any areas that are of significance and worthy of retention will be considered in the 
subsequent structure planning stage and protected in accordance with environmental 
legislation.  It is noted that Bush Forever Sites 350 and 361 do not form part of the 
amendment. 

 
5. The industrial development of the site is not expected to adversely impact on the 

amenity of the locality given it will need to be in accordance with existing regulatory 
approval requirements. 
 

Determination: 
 
Submission dismissed.  
 
 
Submission:     14 
 
Submitted by:    Department of Water 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
COMMENT 
 
The Department of Water (DoW) raises no objections to the amendment.  It is noted that the 
DoP has referred to the hierarchy of water management plans in accordance with Better 
Urban Water Management. 
 
The DoW has advised that the land is located within the Stakehill Groundwater Area which is 
proclaimed under the Rights in Water and Irrigation Act 1914.  Any groundwater abstraction 
other than domestic and/or stock water is subject to licensing by the DoW.  The proponent is 
requested to liaise with the DoW as a high proportion o groundwater in the Karnup East 
Groundwater Sub Area is already allocated, so there may be limited resources available. 
 
Planning Comment:  
 
Comments noted.  The proponent has been advised of the DoW's comments.  The WAPC 
has also noted that the subsequent Local Water Management Strategy should have regard 
to the broader sub-regional water management planning initiatives being undertaken for the 
south-east corridor of the Perth metropolitan region. 
 
Determination: 
 
Submission noted.  
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Submission:     15 
 
Submitted by:    Michael Talforth 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
COMMENT 
 
Land Insights acts on behalf of Austral Bricks and raises no objections to the amendment.  
The submitter advises that extractive industry applications have been lodged for land 
adjacent to the amendment and seeks to ensure that the development of the land does not 
negatively impact on Austral Bricks operations (e.g. buffers). 
 
Planning Comment:  
 
Comments noted.  A range of uses are permitted within the proposed Industrial zone and the 
EPA has advised that proposed uses (and buffers) are to be in accordance with Guidance 
Statement No. 3 - Separation Distances between Industrial and Sensitive Land Uses.  It is 
also acknowledged that further detail design of the precinct and permissibility of uses will 
occur in future planning stages, via structure planning and Town Planning Scheme 
amendments that are subject to public consultation. 
 
Determination: 
 
Submission noted.  
 
 
Submission:     17 
 
Submitted by:    Joe Gangemi 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
COMMENT 
 
The submitter supports the amendment but is concerned about its progression in the 
absence of a finalised Sub-Regional Strategy.  The submitter is the owner of land in Byford 
and Mundijong and advises that the strategic location of these landholdings can contribute to 
the development of the locality. 
 
The strategic planning of the Cardup Industrial Precinct and the Mundijong–Whitby District 
Structure Plan (DSP) area is illogical.  The submitter is committed to the strategic transport 
corridor at the South Western Highway / future Tonkin Highway intersection. 
 
The DSP has been finalised and development of land and infrastructure within the DSP area 
should recognise the submitters’ landholdings as suitable for urban, highway 
commercial/mixed business or industrial development.   
 
The amendment promotes employment generation but fails to recognise the development of 
public transport as the preferred choice of travel to strategic centres.  It is clear that the 
ultimate goal of the draft Public Transport Plan is to make Perth a less car dependent city by 
increasing public transportation trips and reducing cars trips to strategic centres.   
 
The South Western Highway / future Tonkin Highway intersection represents a significant 
entry to the Mundijong district for visitors from the south and the wheatbelt.   The submitter 
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requests that the DoP and the Shire of Serpentine-Jarrahdale initiate a separate MRS 
amendment for their land. 
 
Planning Comment:  
 
Comments noted.  Refer to Part 7 of the Report on Submissions. 
 
The Economic and Employment Lands Strategy: non-heavy industrial and draft Outer 
Metropolitan Perth and Peel Sub-Regional Strategy identify the amendment for industrial 
development purposes and have been adopted by the WAPC for advertising and/or final 
approval.  There is no need to defer this amendment as the Economic and Employment 
Lands Strategy: non-heavy industrial has been finalised, and identifies the subject land for 
industrial development in the medium term.  Therefore the amendment remains a core 
industrial area for the south-east corridor of the Perth metropolitan region and is supported. 
 
The rezoning of the subject land has been supported by a number of studies undertaken by 
the Shire of Serpentine-Jarrahdale (i.e. Local Planning Policy No. 44 - Cardup Business 
Park Planning Framework) and the proponent which have been used to assess the merits of 
the amendment. 
 
It is noted that the draft Public Transport for Perth in 2031 indicates that if any rail link 
extension would occur in this locality, it would be within the abutting railway corridor rather 
than any extension.  The subject land is located adjacent to this railway corridor and could 
benefit from the potential public transport (rail) extension in future. 
 
In relation to the request to initiate a separate MRS amendment.  It is the proponents’ 
responsibility to submit an MRS amendment request to the WAPC with appropriate 
justification (via technical assessments).  However, prior to rezoning any additional Industrial 
or Urban land, the WAPC will be guided by documents such as the Economic and 
Employment Lands Strategy: non-heavy industrial and the draft Metropolitan Perth and Peel 
Sub-Regional Strategy. 
 
Determination: 
 
Submission dismissed.  
 
 
Submission:     18  
 
Submitted by:    Peter Colli 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
COMMENT 
 
The submitter supports the amendment as it is in close proximity to future residential areas 
which will need to be serviced by a future employment centre, and there will be a shortfall of 
industrial land in the future unless the amendment is approved. 
 
Concerned that Bush Forever Site 361 has been excluded from the amendment.  Keen to 
ensure that the arguments associated with the inclusion of the Bush Forever Site 361 within 
the amendment do not delay the amendment. 
 
Concerned about the timing of the extension of Tonkin Highway, and requests that the State 
Government ensures that the extension of Tonkin Highway is undertaken as soon as 
possible. 
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It will be important to ensure that Robertson Road is constructed between Cardup Siding 
Road to the north and Norman Road to the south to provide good traffic movement for the 
future industrial area.  It is also important to ensure that Norman Road is retained and 
widened to ensure that the land has good access to the surrounding road network. 
 
Planning Comment:  
 
Comments noted.  Refer to Part 7 of the Report on Submissions.  
 
Determination: 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     19 
 
Submitted by:    RPS Planning 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
COMMENT 
 
RPS Planning on behalf of the landowners supports the amendment and provides the 
following advice:  
 
Bush Forever Considerations 
 
It is important that WAPC include Bush Forever Site 361 within the Industrial zone to 
facilitate its protection through a Negotiated Planning Solution.  Exclusion of this site from 
the amendment will restrict its potential long-term conservation. 
 
The protection and retention of remnant native vegetation within the Bush Forever site can 
be achieved through rezoning the land to Industrial, thereby supporting the Shire of 
Serpentine-Jarrahdale’s preference for the entire area to be addressed during the 
subsequent structure planning process.  Protection of the conservation values in perpetuity 
can be achieved by mechanisms such as a restrictive covenant on lot titles and rezoning the 
land as "Conservation" under TPS 2. 
 
Modification of the amendment to incorporate Bush Forever Site 361 does not require 
readvertising of the amendment. 
 
Traffic Planning Considerations 
 
Tonkin Highway / South Western Highway / Cardup Siding Road 
 
A significant issue to affect the development of the site is the extension of Tonkin Highway.  
Based on existing and future road usage, access to Tonkin Highway would be best provided 
via Orton Road.  The extension of Tonkin Highway from Thomas Road to either Orton Road 
in the interim or ultimately to Mundijong Road is the most required regional road upgrade.  
The absence of this transport link would constrain development within the site and would 
potentially result in significant impacts on traffic flow on South Western Highway.   
 
In the absence of the Tonkin Highway extension in the short to medium term, the widening of 
South Western Highway to a 4-lane road will become critical.  Projections suggest that 
unless Tonkin Highway is extended, upgrade works to the South Western Highway will be 
required within a 6-year timeframe.  The construction of at least one primary access point 
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from the amendment onto South Western Highway, and at least two lower order access 
points (either left-in/left-out or left-in/right-in/left-out) will be required to optimise vehicle 
accessibility into and out of the amendment area. 
 
Access to the South Western Highway from the amendment will be primarily from Cardup 
Siding Road.  As Cardup Siding Road has only been constructed to a rural standard, an 
upgrade of Cardup Siding Road, including the intersection of Cardup Siding Road / South 
Western Highway will be required.  The intersection of Cardup Siding Road / Soldiers Road 
and may also require signalisation due to the projected high traffic volumes and proximity to 
the existing rail crossing. 
 
Robertson Road / Norman Road 
 
The construction of Robertson Road will be required in order to minimise the impact of local 
traffic on the South Western Highway.  The construction of Robertson Road as a local 
distributor will assist in providing north-south permeability between Mundijong Road and 
Cardup Siding Road.  A minimum of two T-intersections from the amendment area onto 
Robertson Road will be required to optimise vehicle accessibility into and out of the 
amendment area. 
 
Norman Road is likely to require some minor widening to accommodate the projected traffic 
volumes from the amendment area.  To ensure that the southern portion of the amendment 
area is provided with a satisfactory level of vehicle access, it is essential that Norman Road 
remains open and is widened to provide efficient road linkages to both the South Western 
Highway and Soldiers Road. 
 
Construction of a T-intersection between Robertson Road and the South Western Highway 
(from the amendment area) onto Norman Road will be required to optimise vehicle 
accessibility into and out of the amendment area.  It is recognised that the resolution of 
environmental issues associated with access through the existing Bush Forever site 350 will 
be required in order to achieve the above widening and access arrangements. 
 
This submission was supported by a Hearing. 
 
Planning Comment:  
 
Comments noted.  Refer to Part 7 of the Report on Submissions. 
 
Determination: 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     20 
 
Submitted by:    Department of Transport 
Summary of Submission: 
 
COMMENTS 
 
The Department of Transport (DoT) has liaised with the Public Transport Authority (PTA) 
and MRWA, and provides the following information: 
 
• Transport implications require further investigation at development stage with respect 

of access requirements for PRR roads and over the rail line. 
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• Further consultation with the PTA at the development stage regarding the impact of 
additional traffic at level crossings. 

• No development is permitted within land reserved as PRR in the MRS. 
 
Planning Comment:  
 
Comments noted.  The proponent has been advised of the DoT's comments. 
 
Determination: 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     21 (Late) 
 
Submitted by:    South West Aboriginal Land and Sea Council 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
COMMENTS 
 
The South West Aboriginal Land and Sea Council (SWALSC) advises that the amendment 
was tabled before the Gnaala Karla Booja working party and named applicants.  SWALSC 
advises that a heritage survey is to be conducted over the amendment area prior to the 
finalisation of the amendment. 
 
Planning Comment:  
 
Comments noted.  It is important to clarify the MRS amendment process and when the 
appropriate time is to undertake a heritage survey and consider the effect of development on 
sacred sites.  The zoning of land under the MRS has no effect on the land or possible sacred 
sites.  Although indigenous related studies of the site can occur at just about any time during 
an MRS amendment, it is during the preparation of a detailed structure plan where specific 
consideration is given as to whether identified sites should have some form of protection from 
development (i.e. inclusion of a sacred site in an open space area, interpretive signage etc).   
 
What sites are required to be protected from specific development proposals is decided by 
way of Section 18 of the Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972 and detailed heritage 
archaeological / ethnographic studies by the proponent at the subsequent structure planning 
stage. 
 
Determination: 
 
Submission noted.  
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The amendment figure as modified 
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Cardup Industrial Precinct 
 

Proposed Major Amendment 
 

Amendment 1215/41 
 

as advertised 
 

3.2396/1 
 
 
 
 

 
Detail Plan 
 
 
3.2399/1 - Cardup     Industrial 
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Cardup Industrial Precinct 
 

Proposed Major Amendment 
 

Amendment 1215/41 
 

as modified 
 

3.2396/2 
 
 
 
 

 
Detail Plan 
 
 
3.2399/2 - Cardup     Industrial 
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28.03.2012 1 Pederson, Harbeck, Sklarski 

Ms Barbara Pederson, Mr Adam Harbeck and Mr Rob Sklarski 
representing various landowners 

 
 
MS TAYLOR:   Good morning. 
 
MS PEDERSEN:   Good morning. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   How are you, Barbara. 
 
MS PEDERSEN:   I'm well.   
 
MS TAYLOR:   Have a seat. 
 
MS PEDERSEN:   Thank you. 
 
DR HAMILTON:   Hello, Barbara.  I was going to give you a kiss, but it might not be 
possible. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   Elizabeth Taylor; you must be Adam. 
 
MR HARBECK:   Adam Harbeck.  Yes. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   Hello.  Hello, Rob, nice to see you again. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Hello, Elizabeth, you, too. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   How are you? 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Yes, I'm very good. 
 
CR ZELONES:   Barbara.  Hi Adam. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   I think you all know Anthony. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Yes.  
 
MR HARBECK:   Bruce, good day.  How is it going? 
 
DR HAMILTON:   Yes, good. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   We have two ladies, Tracey and Helen from Bush - - - 
 
MS PEDERSEN:   Hello, Helen.  How are you going? 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   And you are? 
 
MS SCROOP:   Tracey. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Tracey?  Pleased to meet you. 
 
MS PEDERSEN:   Hi, Tracey.  I spoke to you the other day. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   All right.  Well, welcome.  We didn't know about the extra person, so we'll 
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28.03.2012 2 Pederson, Harbeck, Sklarski 

have to check a microphone.  That's okay.  I'm sure you have got a big loud voice.  Welcome 
to the hearings and you've met all the committee members and, of course, we've received 
your submission.  Very good.  From your submission and some of the others, we visited the 
site as well as a team. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Okay. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   And we've spent quite a bit of time down there just to familiarise ourselves 
with the issues that have come up through the submissions that we have received.  Now, we 
are being recorded today, as is normal.  That goes up to the government and what we're 
here today is about listening to what else you have to say extra that you have - - - 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Excellent. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   Well, you know the rules, Rob.   
 
MR SKLARSKI:   I do. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   You've been here before.  We're going to just go through the issues that 
you've presented to us. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Thank you. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   If we could have a bit of time asking questions. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   I've brought a plan that I thought I'd just put up just as an easy - - - 
 
MS TAYLOR:   Yes, sure.  Yes.  That's fine. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:    - - - like when we want to point at things - - - 
 
MS TAYLOR:   Yes. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:    - - - I've found in the past it's easier when you've got a plan there. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   Yes.  No, that's good; a good idea.  We have all the maps here but - - - 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Yes, sure. 
 
MS TAYLOR:    - - - you know, we've gone through those maps as well and there were 
questions that we had to take back to the team on those maps, so it would be good to hear 
from you as well what - if the issues match up, so it's really good to know. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   No problem. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   If I can hand over to you. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Sure. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   Are you all wanting to speak or is it just - - - 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   We're doing a structured presentation where I'll do - - - 
 
MS TAYLOR:   Okay. 
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MR SKLARSKI:    - - - a bit of an introduction and then I'll hand over and we were sort of 
anticipating there would be some level of interactivity in relation to the discussions.  A lot of 
the things that I'm going to stay at the start are just basically opening statements to give 
some context to what - you know, the key issues that we want to talk about and then as we 
start going through those key issues, hopefully, we get some interaction and some questions 
that are asked. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   Yes.  We went through this and a few questions came out of your 
submission that we would probably like to discuss. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Sure.  No worries. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   Well, I'll hand over to you. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Okay.  Thanks for having us along.  As you know, RPS or RPS Koltasz 
Smith were the proponents involved in initiating the MRS amendment.  The landowners - we 
represent the majority of the landowners.  There are only two landowners within the actual 
amendment area that we don't represent and they're just minor landholdings, so essentially 
we have a group of all the landowners together who we act for, who will have common goals 
to see the entirety of the amendment area being zoned to industrial. 
 
The shire has undertaken some - had commissioned a study back in 2005, the 
WorleyParsons study, which identified a need for industrial land and identified Cardup as 
being potentially suitable for doing that.  Cardup has since been reflected in the various state 
government studies, such as Directions 2031, the Outer Metropolitan Perth and Peel Sub-
regional Strategy, the Industrial Land Strategy, et cetera.  The council is extremely 
supportive and they are almost desperate to see this land zoned to industrial and essentially 
we have a common theme here that everybody supports it and we feel that the planning 
merits, whilst they never speak for themselves, it could be argued that they do speak for 
themselves in some respects with regard to this amendment. 
 
The amendment area falls within two catchments, as you can see - in close proximity, I 
should say, to two catchments.  The Byford structure plan was adopted some time ago and 
Byford obviously (indistinct) has already occurred.  Mundijong Whitby area is covered by a 
district structure plan which was recently adopted and plans are on foot to commence 
development in that area, so we've got two cells of urban development, both north and 
south; Cardup, which falls centrally serviced by the South Western Highway obviously and 
has a number of existing roads, primarily Norman Road, Cardup Siding Road, Soldiers Road 
- that's the land area and we intend to utilise - or we hope - intend to utilise those roads 
heading forward into the next stage of planning. 
 
The amendment, as I explained, is in the epicentre of two growing residential catchments 
and is well served by surrounding road works and servicing infrastructure with the ability 
where servicing the infrastructure will be extended ultimately to service those two cells, for 
want of a better word.  You'll have the passage of servicing running through the area, 
thereby being able to piggyback on. 
 
As I said, employment is the key focus with this amendment.  The employment generated 
potentially is very significant.  Obviously, we've got the residential areas, both north and 
south, which will generate demand for goods and services and have their own, I guess, 
knock-on effect in terms of the demand for that land to be there to preside for retail 
opportunities and direct servicing opportunities, both in goods and services for that land.  So 
you've got land in close proximity and obviously the key is trying to encourage fewer vehicle 
trips and the like and having an employment generating centre in close proximity to growing 
residential catchments obviously makes good commonsense. 
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As far as the arguments to support the rezoning from purely a counter planning perspective, 
I detect, without being too presumptuous, that there's a significant body of support at the 
state government level for this, particularly given the fact that the land has been identified in 
the Industrial Land Strategy - and as I mentioned earlier, the local government is extremely 
keen to see this area being rezoned and the sooner the better from their perspective and 
from our client's perspective obviously. 
 
These regional scheme amendments are never cut and dry.  They're never simple.  There's 
always a few issues that, you know, affect the scheme amendment or need to be considered 
as part of the scheme amendment and in this context, the two key issues which are 
prominent which we were aiming to discuss were Bush Forever and traffic - by traffic I mean 
the surrounding road networks, including Tonkin Highway, which is currently not constructed 
to serve the area but will be constructed some time in the future. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   Yes.  We've made a note of that. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   That's a very significant issue, but I'll leave that til later.  The key issue 
which Barbara and Adam are going to be discussing is fairly detailed. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   I'm sorry about that. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   That's okay; will be the Bush Forever site.  Now, when we submitted this 
MRS amendment, we submitted it to include the entire land area bound by Cardup Siding to 
the north, South Western Highway, Norman Road, Soldiers Road and the railway 
reserve.  We feel it is important that the entirety of that land area be included in the industrial 
zoning.  In fact, it's imperative for cleaning purposes that that be the case. 
 
Now, it's part of our negotiations to initiate the MRS amendment.  We found out towards the 
end of the process just prior to advertising taking place that - for various reasons, most of 
which are unknown to us - the Commission is determined to advertise the MRS amendment 
by excluding the Bush Forever site.  The Bush Forever site is covered by a State Planning 
Policy, which is the highest level of planning policy available to the WA Planning 
Commission and is also reflected in the MRS amendment - in the MRS. 
 
We were surprised and disappointed and we feel that the decision to exclude the Bush 
Forever site from the amendment area is erroneous and for good planning reasons, which 
will be elaborated upon by my colleagues, and I might just introduce them now; obviously 
you've met Barbara and Adam.  As part of this exercise to initiate the MRS amendment and 
to undertake the relevant studies, the landowners have commissioned Cardno - various 
business units within Cardno - to undertake the necessary level of studies, including traffic, 
environmental, water, et cetera. 
 
As part of the MRS amendment prior to submitting the MRS amendment - I stand corrected, 
if it was level 2, flora and veg; or level 1, but I believe it was a level 2 - a flora and vegetation 
survey was undertaken in the area and that included the Bush Forever site, most 
importantly.  There's a large body of knowledge and understanding of what's actually 
occurring within the Bush Forever site and within the greater MRS amendment area by 
Cardno, who have had their own botanists and other people with environmental expertise 
assess that, even to the extent that the landowner that's directly affected by the Bush 
Forever site has actually engaged Cardno beyond the scope that the greater landowner 
group have engaged Cardno to do further and more detailed assessments of the Bush 
Forever site. 
 
I'll hand over to Barbara and Adam to elaborate on their findings and explain the framework 
that they are aiming to see this Bush Forever site fit the - - - 
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MS TAYLOR:   Could I just - Adam, just for the tape can I just say where you're from and 
what your position is? 
 
MR HARBECK:   I'm from Cardno.  I'm assisting Barbara today.  I'm an environmental 
consultant. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   Okay.  Thank you.  Barbara? 
 
MS PEDERSEN:   Thank you.  As Rob has outlined, Cardno has been engaged for some 
time to bring to the process of structure planning and MRS amendments and understanding 
of the environmental values and we've prepared a spring flora and vegetation survey and 
wetland assessment in 2009 and that was then considered.  The outcomes of that were part 
of the consideration of the draft - the preliminary concept plan which I think was provided to 
you along with the MRS amendment document. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   Yes, we've got a copy of that. 
 
MS PEDERSEN:   So that concept plan has actually reflected how the future management of 
the environmental assets can be considered as the industrial land is designed and goes 
through the various stages of environmental and planning approvals.  In terms of the areas 
excluded - I suppose I should touch on the three highest value areas that are picked up in 
that concept plan.  There's the Bush Forever site 361 which is within the lands proposed for 
industrial development and there's also Norman Road, the very southern boundary, which is 
mapped by DEC as a flora road and that shows that linkage between the site we're looking 
at in the amendment, the road adjoining and, in fact, as you can see, the area south.  There 
is a continuity of recognition of those values. 
 
The Robertson Road reserve and the railway are also mapped as Bush Forever and the 
preliminary concept plan for the industrial took into account, making sure there was some 
buffer in recognition of that.  Moving on from the 2009 study, with the area that's being 
excluded from the amendment with Bush Forever site 361 - has got portions of the Guildford 
and Forrestfield complexes and I touched base with Tracey this week to see if there was any 
update on how much of those complexes are remaining and represented in the conservation 
estate.  We have got 6 and 9 per cent remaining.  So there's a recognised high drive for us 
to retain and have effective conservation management for lands such as the parcel at the 
southern end of the Cardup area. 
 
In addition to the Bush Forever values in the Guildford and Forrestfield complex, Adam has 
been undertaking some updating of the work and, as Rob flagged, that's been on behalf of 
the individual landowner.  He has talked with the DEC about the vegetation there and they 
have confirmed that it's a threatened ecological community, eucalyptus calophylla, 
eucalyptus marginata, woodlands on sandy clay soils of the southern Swan coastal plan, 
that's TEC 3B and Adam is here because he's a very capable person with a thorough 
understanding of the details of that and the conversations he had should you be interested in 
that.  He's also been on site to have a look at it. 
 
Norman Road on the southern boundary, as well as being registered with DEC as a flora 
road is managed by the Shire of Serpentine-Jarrahdale for conservation of roadside 
vegetation.  So that's an additional consideration as we progress the future uses of this land 
that is known that those areas are currently flagged and being managed for their 
conservation values.  In addition, the vegetation within the site has been identified as black 
cockatoo foraging and potential breeding habitat and that was part of where Adam and our 
ecologists went on site recently to map the habitat trees and we have got some mapping of 
those trees.  There's quite a lot of potential foraging trees. 
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MR HARBECK:   Yes; and potential breeding trees as well. 
 
MS PEDERSEN:   And potential breeding trees that are actually outside the Bush Forever 
area.  You may be aware that there is a little bit of uncertainty on how we deal with 
significance under the EPBC Act following the recent - when the Federal Court from Lavan 
Legal's representation of land caused interest there.  Nonetheless, we see that as being a 
significant value that should be well addressed for the future conservation and preservation 
of those values. 
 
In all, we see a diversity of biodiversity values within the site and with linkages to adjoining 
parcels of land that should be recognised and addressed at local government, state and 
federal levels and it includes areas currently outside the Bush Forever area.  We're looking 
for an outcome through the rezoning that will establish a framework within which all the 
future planning decisions can be based and then consideration given as to how and by 
whom the areas will ultimately be managed for conservation. 
 
Following that walk through, with the land currently mapped as Bush Forever being zoned 
rural, the landowner has had a clearing permit approved by the DEC and has cleared some 
of the land.  You may have seen that when you were on site.  We've got some photos here 
that Adam took while he was out on site looking at those boundaries.  You'd be interested to 
have a look at the different values.  The challenge around the actual boundary of the Bush 
Forever area is part of what needs to be considered and I know that Bush Forever 
negotiated planning solutions and practice notes flagged that we can consider during an 
MRS amendment how a better boundary could be mapped.  So that's one consideration, but 
I might just hand back to Rob to talk about the statutory frameworks moving forwards in 
relation to structure planning to achieve those conservation goals. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   Okay. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   No problem.  The key aspects of the statutory planning framework involve 
the next phase of planning which is the local structure planning stage, which I believe there's 
no need to elaborate.  I think the committee is well aware of what's involved with the local 
structure plan.  Uniquely with this proposal, when we initiated the MRS amendment, a thing 
I'd like to explain in a little bit more detail which I believe wasn't necessarily unique to this 
planning exercise, but it's a position the shire has adopted and I think a lot of local 
governments are starting to look at and what it is, is a planning framework which is adopted 
within the local planning policy framework. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   Yes, we all have a copy of that and read it.  We had that on site with us. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Excellent.  Very good. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   Yes; an excellent idea. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   It is.  It's an idea which was embraced by our clients the landowners and 
in fact the framework which flags what needs to be done at what particular stage of the 
planning exercise, that just so happened to reflect the scope of work which Cardno has been 
engaged for, in any event, in terms of vegetation surveys, traffic assessment, all the key 
things which are outlined in the table.  In fact, we actually prepared the table for the shire 
and they co-opted it and included it, but that's fine. 
 
We basically just used that, used the scope of work that we had from Cardno and inserted it 
and I think it may have (indistinct) up at some point with Cardno on that.  So, essentially, the 
local planning policy 44 Cardup Business Park Planning Framework - it gives everybody 
certainty as to what's required to be captured at the various planning stages and what's 
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required to be addressed.  Probably the most relevant aspect of the LPP is the requirement 
at the TPS amendment local structure planning stage to undertake various environmental 
studies, including a flora and vegetation survey and various management plans. 
 
It's at that phase we see that the studies and investigations that have been undertaken by 
Cardno thus far which have been explained briefly by Barbara will be captured and 
implemented and we believe that that stage provides the most flexibility to arrive at a better 
outcome with respect to the mapping of the Bush Forever area and it could be readily 
implemented and as there is precedent for that, it can be readily implemented at the local 
structure planning stage.  The areas currently identified as Bush Forever can be - and they 
are currently marked and protected, conserved, managed, however you like to put it. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   I think what we're recognising is the benefit of these things being done up-
front until, you know, when it's too late and you get into a mess and everybody wants to 
throw their hands in the air and say, "It's not my problem." 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Okay. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   So I appreciate what you're saying - - - 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Yes. 
 
MS TAYLOR:    - - - and I think we all understand that position. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Yes. 
 
CR ZELONES:   Could I just ask a question?  I'm just a bit unclear.  I mean, I've heard a lot 
about the value of the Bush Forever and what's there and what's going on.  What I don't 
understand is why you want it to be included in the amendment.  What would be the 
advantage of including it in the amendment and what would be the disadvantage of leaving it 
out?  I mean, ultimately, I can't imagine that the landowner wants to spend money in there 
looking after it.  Is the intent here just to get a better mapping of the site so that there's more 
land available for development - - - 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   No. 
 
CR ZELONES:    - - - or is it a planning issue to make sure that the right boundaries are 
drawn? 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Perhaps we conspired by way of our presentation to evoke that question, 
but it's a question that's certainly pertinent and one that we can answer.  The landowners' 
intention in this situation is to actually include the Bush Forever site within the planning area 
so the planning for the industrial estate can embrace the Bush Forever site.  The key thing in 
all this is if you exclude this Bush Forever site from the zoning, you preclude the ability to 
undertake any further meaningful planning over that area.  So, in other words - - -  
 
CR ZELONES:   Over the Bush Forever - - - 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Over the Bush Forever.  Now, under the council's town planning scheme, 
as is the case I believe with most town planning schemes, there's a requirement - we will be 
seeking a development zoning under the local town planning scheme.  The development 
zoning will require a local structure plan to be prepared.  Under the statutory planning 
framework, you cannot provide a development zone over land in the MRS that's rural.  The 
land needs to be either industrial or urban to enable the statutory framework - the local town 
planning scheme to be able to embrace and address that.  So you're not able to adopt a 
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structure plan which embraces the Bush Forever site and provides for management 
measures for that. 
 
If you exclude the Bush Forever site, you exclude any ability to integrate that into the local 
structure plan and protect and manage that through the statutory framework afforded under 
the local structure plan - - - 
 
MS PEDERSEN:   If I may, just in addition to that, in fact, the Serpentine-Jarrahdale local 
planning policy number 4 for this area flags that the shire will not initiate a local structure 
plan as being satisfactory for advertising for any portion of the Cardup business park smaller 
than the whole area.  So they recognise the need to bring - - - 
 
CR ZELONES:   So what you're saying, if I can understand it right, that by including the 
Bush Forever site it makes up the land area numbers, if you like, so structure planning is 
established. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Correct.  You're actually - - - 
 
CR ZELONES:   Even though it's going to remain Bush Forever - - - 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Correct. 
 
CR ZELONES:    - - - and nothing is going to happen in there.  So it's all about adding up the 
numbers. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Well, Councillor Taylor raised a good point earlier about wanting to do all 
the work - the importance of doing all the work up-front and we don't deny that that's very 
important.  I guess where there's this sort of void in terms of the understanding of how we'll 
be able to ensure that the Bush Forever site is best protected is the void where if you don't 
include it as part of the local structure plan, you lack the ability to apply statutory mechanism 
to latch on to the Bush Forever site to actually manage it.  So you're virtually turning your 
back on it. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   So you can't (indistinct) 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   That's exactly right. 
 
MS PEDERSEN:   Yes. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   By having it rural, it's out in the cold.  By having it industrial - and I put it to 
the committee today, by having it industrial does not denigrate in any way or diminish the 
ability to protect that and I would actually argue conversely that by excluding the 
Bush Forever site from the industrial zoning is going to be detrimental to the ability to protect 
and maintain the Bush Forever site through the statutory measures afforded through the 
local structure plan. 
 
Now, the Bush Forever site already has its own, as I mentioned at the start, policy protection 
through the highest level of policy protection, SPP 2.8.  Now, my view - and I put it to you 
with all due respect - is why have a statutory planning policy at the highest level to protect 
Bush Forever and then require those areas not to be included - to be excluded from the 
ability to plan in and around those areas appropriately because by retaining the rural zoning, 
you're actually including the ability for that Bush Forever site to be embraced and managed 
through the next stage of the state planning policy. 
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CR ZELONES:   So you're not saying that the proponents or the land developers here are 
going to manage that site in the future.  They're only going to plan for it. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   We're going to plan for it - - - 
 
CR ZELONES:   And then someone else, like the shire, will manage the site. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Not necessarily; not at all.  In fact, it's the landowners' intention to retain a 
Bush Forever site and there's no immediate instructions from our client to seek to cede 
that.  This is an industrial subdivision so therefore there's no requirement - as is the 
Commission's normal requirement for residential areas to cede 10 per cent. 
 
CR ZELONES:   Sure. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   So there's no requirement to cede open space as part of the subdivision 
process.  Therefore, there's not that natural mechanism to cede recreational area and the 
absence of that, together with the landowners' intentions to retain it and then - - - 
 
CR ZELONES:   Well, it still won't be used as a recreational area, anyway. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   We find - and I'm sure my colleagues will elaborate on this further - that 
these sorts of reserves, whether they be conservation - and in some cases drainage - are 
better managed through private landowners rather than excised as state land and vested in 
the care and control of an agency and we're actually arguing in a completely separate case 
in a situation where we're dealing with drainage reserve, which is crown land - the 
landowners want to purchase the land so they can actually manage it because the shire's 
management has been quite poor and it obviously costs the shire a lot of money to maintain, 
as Councillor Taylor would be aware of the local government's (indistinct). 
 
Where the local government can enforce the landowners to take care of these things through 
conservation covenants, et cetera, you're much better off doing it that way. 
 
CR ZELONES:   My experience is going into the future is not as easy as it seems - - - 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Sure. 
 
CR ZELONES:    - - - because landownership changes hands and other people don't want to 
take on that responsibility.  I guess that would be my concern. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   But we contend that by leaving this out in the cold as rural zoned land, 
who's going to care? 
 
MS TAYLOR:   That's our worst scenario. 
 
CR ZELONES:   That becomes another issue.  I want to understand - - - 
 
MS TAYLOR:   Yes. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   Bruce? 
 
DR HAMILTON:   I mean, we hear what you're saying and in practice what we're dealing 
with is an imperfect Metropolitan Regional Scheme.  I am aware that the SPC, I think it was 
called, tried to look at some additional zonings to deal with these issues, but it didn't 
happen.  So we've got to deal with what is imperfect.  We fully endorse what you're saying 
about a more strategic approach.  In fact, we've been talking about - before we came in - is 
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there an option to have some sort of an agreement with the private landowner to get this 
land managed for the purpose for Bush Forever? 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Absolutely, absolutely.  In fact - - - 
 
DR HAMILTON:   As a bare minimum, I would hope that your client would look at something 
like that. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   In fact, that's our client's intention. 
 
DR HAMILTON:   Yes. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Our client would want to do that and I think our client would be 
disappointed if they couldn't. 
 
DR HAMILTON:   Yes. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Yes. 
 
DR HAMILTON:   So we need to, in providing advice to the West Australian Planning 
Commission and then to the Minister - we will be including this issue of better management 
of that land and it's good to hear - I think we should note, Anthony, the client's indication that 
they would be open to some sort of agreement. 
 
MR MUSCARA:   Yes. 
 
DR HAMILTON:   I think that's - you know, I commend you on what you've done and what 
you've said and certainly that's the way we want to see it go, but we've got to deal with the 
reality of the existing zonings. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   I can understand the Commission's position in relation to desire to see the 
Bush Forever site protected and I also acknowledge your point regarding the imperfection of 
the MRS.  I would contend, however, that SPP 2.8, which was a very long time in the 
making, does provide, whilst not perfect, that level of protection.  As I said, and sorry to 
sound like a broken record, but you've got the highest level of planning policy.  That's 
actually reflected in the MRS. 
 
DR HAMILTON:   I'm not disagreeing with you at all. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Yes. 
 
DR HAMILTON:   In another life, I'm involved in a process working with community groups 
and local government to try and - that's the reason why we have the Bush Forever people in 
here today - get a more strategic and comprehensive approach to the management of 
Bush Forever sites, irrespective of what tenure they currently have.  So, you know, we can 
talk about this for longer - - - 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Sure. 
 
DR HAMILTON:    - - - but we understand exactly what you're saying. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   I might just point out, too, again, just actually endorsing your point about 
the imperfection of the mechanism - - - 
 
DR HAMILTON:   Yes. 
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MR SKLARSKI:    - - - you've actually got what I would say is a very irregular boundary 
that's been created by the Bush Forever site. 
 
DR HAMILTON:   Yes. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   As Anthony would understand, the MRS - and I'm not trying to give you a 
lecture because we all know what the MRS is about - it's a very rigid mechanism - - - 
 
DR HAMILTON:   Yes. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:    - - - to change the way - - - 
 
MS TAYLOR:   Change the colour on the map - - - 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Change the colour; exactly. 
 
MS TAYLOR:    - - - and we get a broad brush statement - - - 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   That's right. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   Yes. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   We all know that the process is nothing of the sort, it's so much more 
involved than that.  I put it to the committee today that given the clumsy and cumbersome 
nature of the MRS mechanism, we're actually doing ourselves a disservice by not including 
the Bush Forever site within a zoned piece of land for which statutory instruments can attach 
to provide the appropriate level of comfort and the appropriate level of the ability to achieve 
compliance or achieve an outcome that's enforceable. 
 
DR HAMILTON:   Yes.  We're not disagreeing with you.  We certainly agree with you in 
principle. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   Yes. 
 
DR HAMILTON:   It's a pleasure to have planning consultants sitting on the other side of the 
table argue so strongly for this. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   It's interesting you say that because our approach was not to hide the light 
under a bushel.  We actually - - - 
 
DR HAMILTON:   Yes. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:    - - - thought in fact - you know, one could argue that, you know, it may 
have been actually in our service to actually try to downplay the significance of the 
vegetation, but we're actually taking a - - - 
 
MS TAYLOR:   Pride. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:    - - - different approach, virtually a 180 - - -  
 
DR HAMILTON:   No, it's good.  That's the way it should be. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   We're actually arguing that - the strategy is by demonstrating the 
significance of the vegetation is actually supporting our argument not downplaying our 
argument. 
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DR HAMILTON:   No, no. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   Could I go back to - we've talked a lot about the environment and 
Bush Forever and Carnaby's cockatoos.  I would like to talk about the road structure - - - 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Yes. 
 
MS TAYLOR:    - - - and the issues that you had for Robertson and Norman Road.  What do 
you see is the position that we can actually strengthen the issues on the roads from the point 
of view of the Main Roads submission, the other submission from Main Roads - - - 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Yes. 
 
MS TAYLOR:    - - - and they have made a few points about that.  We've been on the site 
and we've looked at the road hierarchy.  Henry had a few good points that we talked about 
while we were down there.  What's your point that you would like to make - - - 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Sure. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   I know Tonkin Highway is a big one. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   It is, yes. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   But let's talk about the other two, Robertson and Norman as well please. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Okay.  Sure, sure.  No worries.  The submission of RPS is self-
explanatory. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   Yes. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   There's no need to elaborate, but more of a (indistinct) exercise.  The way 
we foreshadow the road network functioning in the area is obviously South Western Highway 
is the key because it links Byford and the Mundijong Whitby cells.  Now, the way we see the 
road network working is that at the local level, the importance is the ability to provide a clear 
point of access, good permeability to provide access on to South Western Highway and it's a 
bit of a - I don't know the word you'd use, but it doesn't seem immediately logical how the 
road network would work, but it becomes more apparent when we take it in surrounding 
context. 
 
The permeability is needed because the South Western Highway is the key linkage so in 
terms of the development that occurs internally within the amendment area, the importance 
would be on providing a north-south road linkage, not straight through, but certainly be 
staggered at some point and we'd also include a hard edge to the Bush Forever site where 
it's eventually negotiated to sit and then some clear road linkages on to South Western Highway. 
 
Now, in terms of the level of importance that attaches itself to Norman Road and Soldiers 
Road, Robertson Road, further investigations that we've been undertaking since the 
submissions were lodged indicate that the level of importance in relation to Norman Road 
and Soldiers Road is not as critical as it was first made out.  The most important thing noted 
is that Norman Road does not play any major or significant role in providing traffic relief or 
any traffic movement in a westerly direction.  That's not the demand for the area.  The 
movement to the east to get access on to South West Highway is of the most immediate 
importance and, secondary, in terms of the scope of this MRS amendment, but primarily in 
the scope of the regional planning exercise is the importance of getting access on to Tonkin 
Highway. 
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Now, Tonkin Highway through our further planning and traffic planning work has been 
determined - the point of access that has been determined is Cardup Siding Road coming up 
to Orton Road and on to Tonkin Highway.   That will be the primary point of access.  So the 
pool factors will be that way in a north-westerly direction off the Tonkin Highway and up to 
Cardup Siding Road.  You know, we don't see there being any benefit in trying to get access 
from any part of this area.  In fact, it's not workable.  It's not going to happen.  Norman Road 
is a - - - 
 
MS TAYLOR:   It's a flora road. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   A flora road. 
 
CR ZELONES:   Yes. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   And plus you're going to have this area, which is the Bush Forever - you're 
going to have some - a considerable chunk of that not being developable that is being 
retained for Bush Forever, hence the need to actually get vehicles down and across is 
negligible at best, maybe for local means to get access to Whitby, but certainly primarily from 
South Western Highway and Cardup Siding Road. 
 
The key thing to emphasise in terms of our submission is the need to provide flexibility in 
terms of access on to South Western Highway.  We've had some preliminary advice from 
Main Roads which indicates that they are wanting to restrict access on to South Western 
Highway via one intersection.  Where that intersection is placed, I guess, would be subject to 
further planning at the next stage of planning, like the structure planning stage.  Main Roads 
has also made comment in relation to Cardup Siding Road and the intersection. 
 
We have no issues or objections with Main Roads comments and should the Commission 
determine that those intersections - the land requirement for the intersections need to be 
omitted from the MRS amendment, we have no objection to that.  We support that because 
we recognise that Cardup Siding Road intersection is critical to get vehicles from this site 
eventually on to Tonkin Highway. 
 
CR ZELONES:   So what you said there is that the industrial traffic, the truck movements, 
will go down to Cardup Siding, Soldiers Road then to - - - 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   We don't envisage any use - - - 
 
CR ZELONES:    - - - Orton. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   We don't envisage any use of Soldiers Road except for - - - 
 
CR ZELONES:   That's what I said. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Sorry. 
 
CR ZELONES:   Cardup to Soldiers - - - 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Yes, yes. 
 
CR ZELONES:    - - - to Orton - - - 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Sorry.  When I think of Soldiers Road, I always think - - - 
 
CR ZELONES:    - - - which will take all of that traffic through an urban area. 
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MR SKLARSKI:   Yes.  Work is being done now which was initiated originally by the 
shire.  The shire has done a lot of detail and have crunched a lot of numbers in relation to 
traffic movements, both from the Cardup industrial park and the other development cells, 
both east and west.  They've done a lot of - - - 
 
MR ZELONES:   It just occurred to me that you're better off keeping it - because as I said, I 
see there would be a fair number of truck movements and - - - 
 
MS TAYLOR:   Yes. 
 
CR ZELONES:    - - - particularly the truck movements that will be coming out of the 
extraction sites on the eastern side close to the brickworks. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Yes. 
 
CR ZELONES:   You want that again - access to Tonkin means going through the urban 
cells and I'm sure that can be managed, but it does seem to me there's a logical - there's 
another alternative to that, but nonetheless that's - - - 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   It can and, you know, we obviously did need to have consideration to 
factors beyond the amendment area. 
 
CR ZELONES:   It will need to be taken on board, I think.  The fact of it is, I think, 
Bishop Road is going to end up being the major access road out of the Whitby cell - - - 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Yes. 
 
CR ZELONES:    - - - and the Mundijong cell plus then the future Mundijong - is it called 
Rockingham Road?  I think further down. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   Yes. 
 
CR ZELONES:   Which is on the other edge. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Oh, okay.  
 
CR ZELONES:   It's way down there. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   Yes, way down there. 
 
CR ZELONES:   So, yes - - - 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   The shire is working on that at the moment.  We attended a workshop late 
last year with the major players for the Mundijong Whitby cell, which included staff from 
Main Roads, the Department of Environment and Conservation, et cetera, on that.  In the 
greater scheme of things, the planning for the road networks in the Cardup Industrial Park 
being considered in a broader context with Mundijong Whitby and we have actually been 
liaising closely with them. 
In fact, staff from Cardno in the traffic business unit have actually met with the proponents 
for Mundijong Whitby to liaise and to determine how the broader traffic network will work and 
this is how we've sort of arrived at the determination that the South West Highway is 
obviously a key.  Cardup Siding Road is obviously a key, but Cardup Siding Road right 
through to Tonkin Highway is not viable, just due to the alignment - the existing 
alignments.  Orton Road, which is further north, is - - - 
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CR ZELONES:   Yes.  No, I appreciate that.  Could I then just ask on Norman Road again - 
you're saying Norman Road is playing a less significant role in terms of traffic movements 
there because it's called a flora road. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Yes. 
 
CR ZELONES:   I mean, it has got a name but - - - 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   That's right.  It's a gazetted road, absolutely. 
 
CR ZELONES:   Yes. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   In fact, the landowner that immediately abuts Norman Road would like to 
see unfettered use or would like to have unfettered use of Norman Road, but what we've 
informed them throughout our initial traffic assessments is that the importance of 
Norman Road that we initially attached to has been overplayed.  It doesn't play a critical 
role - - - 
 
CR ZELONES:   It has an existing (indistinct) which is highly valuable in terms of all 
around - - - 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   It does and I might just defer to my colleagues to describe the flora veg 
issues in that particular area. 
 
MS PEDERSEN:   Adam, you've got the full bottle here. 
 
MR HARBECK:   I guess the vegetation within the road reserve on Norman Road is in very 
good condition, probably even better condition than within the Bush Forever site itself and 
it's seen as forming a very important linkage between the Whitby Bush Forever site to the 
south and the Norman Road site through to Robertson Road, right along that road 
reserve.  Any proposed widening would have a significant direct impact on this obviously and 
that includes - there's a lot of substantial trees in that reserve. 
 
At the moment, there's almost a connectivity canopy overhang across the road which for 
biodiversity purposes is part of the (indistinct) biodiversity targets you would want to retain 
for the disposal of that fauna and things like that.  So, really, any works are going to have a 
significant severing impact between those Bush Forever sites and also the improvement of 
(indistinct) particularly in that area.  It's the (indistinct) to justify the widening of the road 
given its importance as a carriageway. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   Okay.  Thank you.  I heard you chatting.  Do you have a question? 
 
DR HAMILTON:   No.  It was just an elaboration or a detail on what we were talking about 
earlier in terms of having a strategic framework for these sorts of rezonings and it was 
interesting when we were inspecting the site and I think either Elizabeth or Henry said, "Oh, 
it's unique or unusual to have such high value vegetation on the railway reserve," and now 
you've said it's similar on Norman Road - - - 
 
MS TAYLOR:   Yes. 
 
DR HAMILTON:    - - - where it has been well known in the country areas where land has 
been cleared for farming that the road reserves have then become the best vegetation 
association.  So it's sort of interesting now that we're starting to see this in the metropolitan 
area as land that's rezoned. 
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MR HARBECK:   Yes.  I guess that's because - I can't speak for the Whitby site - - - 
 
DR HAMILTON:   Yes. 
 
MR HARBECK:    - - - but the Norman Road site had previously been grazed use for 
agriculture - - - 
 
DR HAMILTON:   Yes. 
 
MR HARBECK:    - - - so it's a similar scenario to the wheatbelt area. 
 
DR HAMILTON:   Well, we know Bush Forever site 350 on the railway reserve and road 
reserves has a very high value as well and the Minister is aware of that, which is nice. 
 
MR HARBECK:   Yes. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   One last question if I could from myself:  What we've talked about in relation 
to the Bush Forever, the roads, all of that, we looked at, you know, the regional drainage 
strategy.  Now, one of you three talked about drainage somewhere. 
 
MR HARBECK:   Yes. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   And I think that there could be additional information required for this.  It isn't 
a regional drainage strategy at the moment.  What we're saying is it could have been a 
regional drainage strategy. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Okay.  Sure. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   Rob? 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   That was - - - 
 
DR HAMILTON:   Just to add one bit to that. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Yes, yes. 
 
DR HAMILTON:   I noticed with interest that one of the recommendations is to contain a one 
in 100 year event on site and that, to me, is quite a big task to do. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   It is. 
 
DR HAMILTON:   So it links back into that regional drainage strategy as to how you're going 
to deal - - - 
 
MS TAYLOR:   Yes. 
 
DR HAMILTON:    - - - with these large events, particularly as Henry said with the streams 
coming down from the Darling Scarp. 
MR SKLARSKI:   Look, about, and we're finding more and more in local governments that 
are growing one in 100 year storage and, you know, that's understandable; whether it's 
justifiable is a different story.  We don't need to have that discussion here.  Look, obviously 
there's the district water management strategy that accompanied the MRS 
amendment.  That was adopted by the council and by the Department of Water. 
 
What we're finding is that - and in a lot of cases we're finding - we're embarking on the 
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district water management planning within the better urban water management framework 
and in the meantime or down the track before you even get to the local water management 
strategy, you're getting the sub-regional strategies being progressed and what ends up 
happening and what we're seeing is that it's reducing the district water management 
strategies to nearly just information documents and not really informing - and so you're 
almost revisiting at the local water management strategy stage the findings of the sub-
regional work that's been done. 
 
We've seen that and that's now becoming more commonplace, particularly in sub-
metropolitan regions with the issue, as you say, Darling Scarp.  We think there's probably a 
sufficient level of flexibility, given the fact that there's an implicit recognition that there's going 
- this land will need to be filled and there'll need to be stormwater retention on site.  The 
landholdings are sufficiently large enough and fall within an area - and I'm not a hydrological 
expert, but whilst they fall in an area of influence, it doesn't mean that the planning for a 
better urban water management framework can't address or can't embrace the outcomes of 
the sub-regional water management exercise. 
 
What I'm saying there in a sort of roundabout way is we know about it, but there is an ability 
to actually feed the information out of the sub-regional into the local amendment 
strategy.  Now, we're aware of that and we know that and so it's therefore very important and 
that's why I said, almost jokingly, but semi seriously that the district water management 
strategy may end up having very little bearing on the local water management strategy and 
that we would defer to the findings of the sub-regional water planning to feed into the local 
water management strategy and that is not unprecedented.  In fact, it's actually starting to 
become commonplace and I - - - 
 
DR HAMILTON:   It's the way we've got to go. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Yes. 
 
DR HAMILTON:   There's no doubt about it. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Yes.  But there is an ability to be able to do that.  The only generalised 
findings which are very locally based in a district water management strategy - and then 
you're just opening your eyes a little bit more with the local water management 
strategy.  The better urban water management framework provides - is sufficiently robust 
that you're able to do that to take into account further outside factors. 
 
DR HAMILTON:   My understanding is because of some of the issues you've raised - - - 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Yes. 
 
DR HAMILTON:    - - - the better urban water management is going to be reviewed or it has 
started to be reviewed - - - 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Okay.  Sure, sure. 
 
DR HAMILTON:    - - - because it doesn't adequately deal with the situation you just 
described. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Yes; agreed, absolutely, but the thing about it is we know about it, we're 
aware of it - - - 
 
DR HAMILTON:   Yes.  No, that's good. 
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MR SKLARSKI:    - - - and there's a precedence that when you get to that next more 
detailed stage of water management planning - - - 
 
MS TAYLOR:   Yes. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:    - - - you can address it and it can be - - - 
 
DR HAMILTON:   And you can work with the shire on - - - 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Absolutely.  It doesn't present as a fatal flaw.  It just presents as a 
consideration, albeit critical, in terms of the planning and you could say - it will change things 
like fill levels, storage areas, so therefore we're going to need to be really careful at the local 
structure planning stage to look at that. 
 
DR HAMILTON:   And it's beyond the terms of this hearing, but there may be better uses for 
that water than trying to retain it all on site. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Well, we'd hope so.  If there's any ability to address that through the 
Bush Forever then, yes, we would look at those sorts of opportunities, but we've got a 
planning framework that enables those sorts of issues to be captured and addressed. 
 
DR HAMILTON:   Yes.  That's good. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   I'm aware of the time. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Yes. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   So if I could just - gentlemen, do you have any other questions? 
 
DR HAMILTON:   I just have one more question. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   Yes. 
 
DR HAMILTON:   In terms of Aboriginal interests in the area, I note that on page 7 of our 
draft report there has been a referral to the South West Aboriginal Land and Sea Council. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Correct. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   Yes. 
 
DR HAMILTON:   Do we have any information back on that? 
 
MR MUSCARA:   Not yet, no, but it was going to one of their meetings on the 28th or the 
29th so that information will come through. 
 
DR HAMILTON:   Yes. 
 
MR MUSCARA:   Yes. 
 
DR HAMILTON:   Yes; and again in the broader context that can now link into the native title 
negotiations.  So you've got another strategic approach to planning - - - 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Yes.  We do the usual convention - - - 
 
DR HAMILTON:   Yes, I know. 
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MR SKLARSKI:    - - - searched and - - - 
 
DR HAMILTON:   Yes, I understand. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   But, you know, there would be sufficient scope.  I would have thought this 
is something else, too, that will be addressed at the next stage.  What's the timing on this 
referral? 
 
MS TAYLOR:   Anthony? 
 
MR MUSCARA:   The advice should come through next week.  That's what we have been 
told in terms of  (indistinct) advice on the - - - 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Okay. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   So it will be - - - 
 
MR MUSCARA:   It will be imminent.  It will form part - - - 
 
MS TAYLOR:   It will form part of the paperwork - - - 
 
MR MUSCARA:    - - - of the report and submissions and end up going through the system. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   Yes. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   What scope is there to convey any of that information from DIA? 
 
MR MUSCARA:   Well,  it's internal like any other submission. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   Yes. 
 
MR MUSCARA:   Yes.  So it can't release any of that - - - 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   No, but you can't - like if that's a submission - - - 
 
MR MUSCARA:   We can provide a summary. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Yes, yes, yes.  That's - - - 
 
MR MUSCARA:   But I can't give you the full submission - - - 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   No, no, no.  I wouldn't have asked for that.  No, no.  All I was sort of 
suggesting is the summary submissions. 
 
MR MUSCARA:   The summary?  Yes.  Yes, we can do that. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   We just need to know the vibe of it.  Yes. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   Okay.  I'll give the staff members - any question time from Anthony and the 
girls? 
 
MR MUSCARA:   Just a very quick question.  In relation to the Bush Forever sites, we talked 
a lot about 361.  What about site 350, is that going to be incorporated into your future 
structure planning or is that not the part?  Is that not - - - 
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MS PEDERSEN:   It's not part of the structure plan, but the preliminary concept design took 
into account providing - - - 
 
MR MUSCARA:   Because I noted that in - - - 
 
MS PEDERSEN:    - - - the buffer.  So it's certainly part of the thinking that is taken on board, 
but obviously not within the landholdings for which statutory mechanisms will be applied. 
 
MR MUSCARA:   No, that's right.  
 
CR ZELONES:   I'm assuming that's, for example, the north, south - - - 
 
MS PEDERSEN:   Yes. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   The (indistinct) is parallel. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Look, we looked at that.  I think the best case scenario is sort of just 
building on the points we made earlier about the structure plan. 
 
MR MUSCARA:   Yes. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   You know, also being required to address interface issues as well as 
internal issues. 
 
CR ZELONES:   Yes. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   Yes.  Ladies, any questions?   
 
MS SCROOP:   No. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   No?  Any questions through us?  No?  Okay.  Look, I appreciate the time.  I 
think we've shared a lot of general information here.  You know, it can be taken elsewhere, 
even if it's not (indistinct) however, your submission has covered most of the details that we 
would attach as well and I thank you for taking the time to do all of that - - - 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Thanks for having us. 
 
MS TAYLOR:    - - - and enlighten us a bit more.  So we'll just progress this as from today 
and, as Anthony has said, you know, we'll add the additional information into the report.  If 
you've got any questions, give Anthony a call. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   I would just ask when we can have our rezoning approval. 
 
MR MUSCARA:   Given the time frame, the next Commission meeting in April so, hopefully, 
we can make the Commission - - - 
 
MS TAYLOR:   Progress. 
 
MR MUSCARA:    - - - (indistinct) of that. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Okay. 
 
MR MUSCARA:   And then we can take it to the Minister - - - 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Yes, sure, and from that point - - - 
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MS TAYLOR:   We'll do our best. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:    - - - yes, you're working into parliamentary sitting timetables and all that. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   Yes. 
 
MR MUSCARA:   I can provide you with those details. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Yes. 
 
MR MUSCARA:   I've got a standard spreadsheet that goes through the key milestone dates 
from now on. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Okay. 
 
MR MUSCARA:   So I can send that through to you. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   There you go.  Thank you. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   Thank you.  We're very much aware of that question (indistinct) coming. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Yes.  I suppose you get that question a few times. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   Yes, we do. 
 
MR MUSCARA:   Yes. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   Okay.  Well, thank you very much for your time. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Thanks for having us. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   We'll see you all again. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   Thank you.  Okay.  Yes. 
 
MS TAYLOR:   Thank you, Rob. 
 
MR SKLARSKI:   No worries. 
 
 

OCM160.3-03-13




