
GPA REPORT June 2014
gpa@gidgenet.com.au

Next Meetings: 21st July, 2014 (AGM) 18th August, 2014at 7.30 pm

 AGM: Order of Business:
1. Minutes of the Meeting of, 15th July, 2013
2. Treasurer’s Report and Accounts
3. Chairperson’s Report
4. Election of Committee Members

Chairperson
Vice Chairperson
Secretary
Treasurer
Two Committee Persons

5. Any Other Business

Meeting with Minister for Water.   Sally, Geoff and Vicki met with Matthew Awang, Senior Policy
Advisor to the Minister for Water and Don Cummins, Regional Manager Swan Avon catchment area
on 10th June, 2014.   Raised issues of independent monitoring.   Also requested consideration of a
longer Statute of limitations than two years, say five years.   Stated problems of no single authority.
Discussed monitoring as opposed to compliance.   Suggestion that City could bring in a by-law as to
pumping from water courses, in line with fire permits.

Department of Water to do a pilot project on one water course with monitoring to see if this works
better than compliance enforcement, measuring flow entering and leaving a property.   Reports from
Vicky and Geoff were that it was a positive meeting, with good outcomes.

Lewis Jones Cross Intersection/Toodyay Road: 
Frank Alban, Cr Darryl Trease, Sally Block and John Mangini met with Minister Nalder on 6th June,
2014 outside the Noble Falls Tavern, regarding funds for the work to be carried out on the Toodyay
Road.   He affirmed his support for the project and said he had identified funds to be used, but needed
to secure them.   If he does he will endeavour to have the work done in the next financial year.   We
will await confirmation from the Minister’s office. 

Proposed Bushfire Amendment (Amendment 99) to the City's Local Planning Scheme No. 17:
The draft State Planning Policy SPP 3.7, Planning for Bushfire Risk Management is now out for
public comment until 4th July, 2014 and the Guidelines until 1st August, 2014.   It should be noted
that under the FAQs it is stated that this Policy is not retrospective. There were a number of issues
identified with this policy.   Concerns expressed re. Bushfire Protection zones and the fact that these
will be enforceable on all properties in City of Swan and already are under the Bush Fire Act.

City’s response to queries:
The changes to the 2013/14 fire hazard notice were implemented to cover established properties
whilst any new developments will potentially in the future also be covered by any changes to
Planning legislation for development in bush fire prone areas. The additional elements within the new
Fire Hazard notice are essential to ensure adequate levels of safety are achieved particularly in
bushfire prone areas and have been developed in accordance with DFES and Australian Standard
Guidelines. The inclusion of Building Protection Zones (BPZs) and fuel loads within will raise the
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level of safety within communities previously developed closer to the current standards being applied
to new developments. 

The 2013/14 firebreak notice clearly outlines in clause 11.3 that "Permanent removal or partial
clearing of vegetation may only be carried out in accordance with the minimum requirements of this
notice".
 
Clause 11.4 States that "Clearing of natural vegetation outside Building Protection Zones is only
permitted in accordance with the provisions and exemptions outlined by the Environmental Protection
Act 1986, or with approval of the Department of Environment Regulation and the City of Swan". 

Clause 12 of the 2013/14 firebreak notice does not in any way imply complete clearing or destruction
of vegetation; it prescribes a vegetation management area of 20 metres in accordance with State
Government recommendations.  Definitions section states that Building Protection Zones are a low
fuel area in which flammable vegetation and materials are reduced (not cleared of flammable
materials).  The City has received community feedback in regard to this point and will be providing
further education and information during the next fire season.
 
The BPZ requirement is in some areas the only line of defence; firebreaks only provide access in
forest/woodland and scrub areas and the enforcement of firebreak requirements would simply be
enforcing a technicality without addressing the main risk. The new inclusions are a considered
approach to address significant bushfire risks utilising practical and recommended effective strategies
to protect life and property.
 
The City has indicated within its publications, mail outs, enforcement and education programs that
City officers will educate and provide advice on establishing and maintaining BPZs and direct
property owners where hazards around buildings are unacceptable. This is the same enforcement
approach the City has always carried out.  The difference is in future years directions may include
some additional elements where it is necessary to make changes but not to the extent of changing the
property owner's environment.

Parking outside Bakery:
Matter raised again re parking on verge outside Bakery car park, especially trucks – this could be
dangerous with limitation of vision near a blind corner and blocking view of drivers leaving car park.
Parking for trucks is needed and other suggestions to be investigated.  CoS says it’s a MR issue,
parking is not allowed on the verge there.  The situation could be alleviated by improvements to
drainage (pipe instead of open culvert), and/or putting kerbing in.

EMRC:
Concerns raised publicly re EMRC accepting Class V waste.   It appears that the EMRC have been
licenced to do this since 2001 but very rarely do so and if accepted the waste is encased in concrete
thus becoming Class IV waste and put in a Class IV Cell.  The public and local residents have been
unaware of this.

Also concerns raised re toxic plume entering John Forrest National Park.   This has been ongoing
since 2008 and the EMRC appear to have contained the plume, identifying the leaking cells and
pumping water out of them to prevent spread.
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Sally to check with Mayor Zannino with questions regarding licence, permissions, classes of waste
allowed to be accepted, safeguards, etc.  Also suggested that Tanya from Red Hill could organise a
tour, and answer questions, from concerned residents.

Amendment 1239/41 Gidgegannup urban Precinct: This is now before Parliament and GPA have
written to Minister requesting that it be refused or at least deferred until after Shire amalgamations.
We feel that there has not been adequate community consultation.   In fact none on present Master
Plan or expanded area.   Both Main Roads and Water Corporation indicate lack of support and Urban
Deferred zoning could last for many years.   There are many similarities to Stoneville/Parkerville
rezoning.   CoS submission not supportive.  GPA will be seeking a Special Electors Meeting with City
of Swan.   Registers will be available at local businesses for those wishing to speak at the Meeting.

Response from City re. points raised with them so far:

Did the City provide comments?
Council gave preliminary comments at its 7 April 2010 OCM. 
The City under delegation gave additional comments on the 3 May 2012.

What does 'Urban Deferment' mean?
Means the land is identified for future township (urban-scale) development but there are a number of
issues that need to be resolved before being rezoned. 

For Gidgegannup, Section 8 of the MRS Report outlines what concerns need to be addressed - 

"The WAPC considers that the following issues need to be addressed prior to the transfer of the land
to the Urban zone:
• Approval of a DWMS, in consultation with relevant state government agencies and the City of
Swan. It is noted that confirmation of the provision of water and wastewater infrastructure will be
required as part of the DWMS approval process; and
• Confirmation on the regional road upgrading requirements (e.g. Toodyay Road) generated by the
proposed amendment."

Why 'Urban Deferred' land when the provision of infrastructure is unclear? (or why not leave the land
rural)
The City can only speculate that the WAPC considers the benefits of 'Urban Deferment' (which is a
flag for service providers to progress more detailed planning) outweighs the alternative which is to
refuse the Amendment and leave the land 'Rural'. Service providers probably would interpret a refusal
as to a decision to delay or omit Gidgegannup from their planning.   

Infrastructure is still a valid concern and is the main reason why the WAPC chose 'Urban Deferment'
instead of the applicant's initial request for 'Urban'. 

What is the City's position on 'Urban Deferment' 
The planning for growth in Gidgegannup is not something new and the growth of the township is
envisaged in current policy and future local planning strategies. 

What is recent is WAPC's State Planning Policy for Rural Areas (May 2012) which moves away from
further rural-residential subdivision and prefers townships to develop at an urban scale. This means
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the State is more interested in developing urban-scaled townships than further rural living sprawl as it
is a more efficient use of land and more economical to deliver services to. 

The 'Urban Deferment' of the land better aligns with State Planning Policy intention and because the
land won't be further rezoned until they address rather sensible infrastructure concerns staff see little
benefit in lobbying against the Urban Deferment of the land. 

When will the urban deferment be lifted?
Unknown - It depends on the motivation of landowners and their ability to address -
• how water and wastewater services will be provided and;
• enter into arrangements on the surrounding road network will be upgraded; 
before the WAPC will entertain the lifting of Urban Deferment. 

If the land was subsequently made 'Urban' what how many dwellings would this result in?
Estimated approx. 1,500 dwellings but this will be refined through subsequent planning stages. 

This may decline through the imposition of bushfire separation distances, the topography of the land
and/or if only part of the area is rezoned to 'Urban'. 
 
Equally, densities may need to be maintained or increase to make the provision of water and
wastewater services viable. 

Where houses would go, alongside any public open spaces and other amenities would be considered
in a structure plan and the community will have the opportunity to comment on should the land be
rezoned to 'Urban'.  

So really Local Government and State Government do not have a clue on this Amendment – so it is
up to us the community to take the responsible stance.   If you wish to be heard please sign the
register for the Special Electors Meeting.

****
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