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FINAL ADOPTION OF SCHEME AMENDMENT NO.5 TO TPS NO.4 – LOT 62 CROYDEN 
ROAD, ROLEYSTONE 
 
A late agenda item dealing with the Special Meeting of Electors held on 5th October 2006 is 
circulated separately and needs to be considered by the Committee ahead of this report. 
 
 
 
WARD 
 

: JARRAH 

DATE 
 

: 24 September 2006 

REF 
 

: IM 

RESPONSIBLE 
MANAGER 
 

: EDDS 

APPLICANT 
 

: Dykstra and Associates 

LANDOWNER 
 

: Enchanted Valley 
Development Pty Ltd 
 

SUBJECT LAND 
 

: Lot 62 Croyden Road, 
Roleystone 
Property size 33.7440 ha 
Map 27-06 
 

ZONING 
MRS / TPS No.4 
 

 
: 

 
Rural / Rural Living X 
 

 
 
Tabled Items 
 
Nil. 
 

In Brief: 

 An amendment to restrict the use of 
Lot 62 to a holiday accommodation 
resort was advertised for public 
comment for 8 weeks in June and 
July 2006. 

 105 submissions were received as 
well as a petition of 1321 signatures 
and 8 late submissions. 

 The submissions have been analysed 
and recommended upon in the 
attached Schedule. 

 Additional conditions and safeguards 
are recommended to be imposed on 
the future development, however it is 
considered that the amendment is 
appropriate and should be supported. 
In the absence of the amendment the 
proposal could proceed without the 
controls and requirements listed in 
the amendment. 

 Recommend that Council adopt the 
amendment with modifications and 
request that the Hon Minister for 
Planning & Infrastructure grant final 
approval to the amendment. 

Officer Interest Declaration 
 
Nil. 
 
Strategic Implications 
 
Developing our City “balance the needs of development with sustainable economic, social and 
environmental objectives”. 
 
Legislation Implications 
 
Planning and Development Act 2005 
Town Planning Scheme No.4 
Metropolitan Region Scheme 
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Council Policy / Local Law Implications 
 
Local Planning Strategy 2005 
PLN 2.5 - Erosion Prevention and Sediment Control 
PLN 2.6 - Water Sensitive Design 
PLN 2.7 - Environmental Management and Improvement Policy for Development of Constrained Land 
 
Budget / Financial Implications 
 
There may be budgetary implications associated with the provision of alternative access to the Araluen 
Estate, should this be preferred. However, such an initiative would not be a necessary consequence of 
the proposed development. 
 
Consultation 
 

 Development Control Unit. 
 Advertising was carried out by way of a sign on-site, notification to relevant Government 

agencies, advertisements in the “Western Australian” newspaper and local community 
newspapers and letters to affected and nearby landowners. 

 Public meeting in Roleystone Hall on 22nd June 2006. 
 Special Electors Meeting – 5 October 2006. 

 
BACKGROUND 
 
Lot 62 Croyden Road Roleystone is a 33.744 hectare vacant lot through which the Canning River 
traverses. The land is partially covered by trees and bushes but includes a number of cleared areas 
where the land has a history of grazing uses. The land occupies a 1200 metre frontage of the 
Canning River (the dimensions of Lot 62 being 1350m by 370m) and generally slopes down from 
the 160m contour in the south to the Canning River at between the 101m contour in the east to the 
95m contour in the west. 
 
Lot 62 was excluded from Amendment No.79 to Town Planning Scheme No.2 which permitted the 
development of the Araluen Residential Estate. However, the negotiations between the City, the 
State Government and the developer (Sangora Holdings) resulted in the commitment being made 
that Lot 62 would not be subdivided without the City’s consent. The legal agreement between the 
City and the developer confirmed this constraint, although there was no specified restriction on the 
development of the land. As part of the further negotiations the then Minister for Planning required 
that land between the Canning River and Croyden Road be given up as a foreshore reserve, 
however, the State appears to have approved the subdivision of the Araluen Estate without requiring 
this to occur. 
 
Over the past decade the Araluen Estate has developed as a prime residential estate with 
approximately half of the potential 340 lots being developed with a house. A further amendment 
(No.119) was finalised in 1997 allowing for the development of 50 holiday accommodation chalets 
in the eastern valley of the Araluen Estate. In August 2000 approval was issued for chalet 
development, however this was never acted on and has since lapsed. 
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In September 2004 discussions between the owners of Lot 62 and the City’s Planning Department 
resulted in the submission of a request to amend TPS No.2 to permit a Holiday Accommodation 
Resort. Additional technical information in support of the proposal was sought and received in May 
2005 by which time TPS No.4 was nearing finalisation. Accordingly the proposed amendment was 
delayed and considered by Council upon gazettal of TPS No.4 in November 2005. At its meeting 
Council agreed that the amendment be advertised for public comment subject to the consent of the 
WAPC and the environmental assessment of the EPA. 
 
The proposed Amendment would result in the Rural Living X zoning of Lot 62 Croyden Road 
being modified to include ‘Restricted Use’ provisions that would specifically allow for the 
construction of a holiday accommodation resort in stages (subject to the submission of a detailed 
Planning Application). The majority of the land uses normally associated with the Rural Living 
zone would not be permitted with only Holiday Accommodation, Dam construction, Reception 
Centre, Recreation Private, and Restaurant being permitted with Council approval. A range of 
requirements were also included in the proposed Amendment relating to the ceding of a foreshore 
reserve, the need to prepare various studies and plans, undertake works and gain approvals from 
other agencies. 
 
The proposed Amendment was advertised for public comment for 42 days from 7th June 2006 by 
means of publication in the West Australian and local papers, notification of adjoining and nearby 
landowners and two signs placed on site. Following a request for an additional time for providing 
comment, the closure of the submission period was extended from 19th July to 2nd August 2006. 
 
Technical information in support of the proposed Amendment was provided by consultants to the 
proponent. This was made available on the City’s website and included: 
 

 Scheme Amendment Report summarising the purpose of the amendment and the supporting 
documents; 

 Consultant overview report prepared by Dykstra and Associates; 
 Geotechnical Report prepared by Infra Tech Pty Ltd; 
 Environmental Report by Infra Tech Pty Ltd and Syrinx Environmental Pty Ltd; 
 Traffic Impact Assessment report by Uloth and Associates; 
 Supplementary information regarding the proposed wastewater treatment plant and 

stormwater management by Infra Tech Pty Ltd; and 
 Elevations and Perspectives prepared by Arnold Schiebaan. 

 
DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSAL 
 
It is proposed that a high quality international resort be constructed offering up to 160 living units 
and 19 chalets. The units would be constructed in two stages with five modules containing 16 units 
in each stage. The modules would be two storeys in height. The last stage would comprise the 
chalets. In addition it is proposed to construct a resort centre with reception, restaurant, lounge bar, 
banquet and conference facilities, tennis court, gym, pool and public gallery/cultural centre. 
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The proposed development would be located predominantly within the area of Lot 62 which has 
been cleared for grazing purposes. The chalets are shown as located within the areas of bush. 
Development would occur outside of the 100m flood line and at a distance of over 30m from the 
Canning River. 
 
Development would not intrude upon the Canning River which traverses the site. As part of the 
development, a reserve either side of the river would be given up for public use.  
 
Access to the site is proposed via a connection to Heritage Drive at a point where the road 
straightens as it rises up to the Estate and where sight distances are 116m looking south and 131m 
looking north.  
 
The development is proposed to be connected to reticulated water and power. The proponent 
anticipates the need for an on-site waste water treatment plant to manage effluent disposal to the 
standards required by the EPA and Health Department of WA. 
 
COMMENT 
 
The submissions from government agencies and the public have been summarised, commented and 
recommended upon and appear in a complete Schedule of Submissions at Attachment “A1” of the 
Late Item Agenda. 
 
Refer to Confidential Attachment “B1” (sheets 1-4) of the Late Item Agenda for location plan of 
respondents. 
 
State Government Agencies 
 
Agency comments are summarised below. 
 
Department of Environment 
 
The EPA on 22 May 2006 advised that the amendment should not be assessed under Part IV of the 
EP Act subject to advice relating to: 
 

 Watercourse – DoE advises that it does not support any development within 30m of minor 
watercourses and recommends a vegetated buffer be established along the watercourse. 

 
 Water management – Direct discharge of stormwater into watercourses is not supported. The 

stormwater management system should be designed to protect the water quality and ecology 
of the downstream surface and groundwater receiving environment. 

 
 Remnant vegetation – Native vegetation should be preserved so far as practicable. Measures 

should be taken to ensure the identification, protection and management of any significant 
vegetation. Clearing native vegetation is prohibited unless authorised and revegetation is 
supported. 

 
 Wastewater treatment plant – The scheme provision requiring on-site wastewater treatment 

plant approval of DoE and Department of Health is supported. 
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Western Australian Planning Commission (WAPC) 
 
WAPC advised of no objection to advertising the amendment on 3rd January 2006. While the City 
would normally have the ability to advertise the amendment without seeking WAPC approval, the 
City opted to seek WAPC approval in case there was any dispute regarding the consistency of the 
Amendment with the Metropolitan Region Scheme, the Act or any Statement of Planning Policy. 
The WAPC advised on 3rd January 2006 that the Amendment was consistent with the requirements.  
 
Department for Planning and Infrastructure (DPI) 
 
DPI advised that in view of the Amendment affecting the river and the river foreshore it is 
considered desirable that a foreshore reserve be ceded free of cost. Unless topography or some other 
site circumstances dictates otherwise, a minimum 30 metre wide foreshore reserve should be 
provided. The reserve should be provided for in the Scheme Amendment. 
 
Swan River Trust 
 
The Swan River Trust advised in a submission that: 
 
a) While the proposal is within a sensitive locality where intensive development would not 

normally be supported the proposal is supported in view of the wider benefits arising from 
tourist development subject to: 

 
b) Need to define “Holiday Accommodation Resort”; 
 
c) Including Single Bedroom dwelling, Single House, Multiple Dwelling and Grouped Dwelling 

as ‘X’ uses; 
 
d) Ceding free of cost a minimum 30m foreshore reserve either side of the river; 
 
e) The preparation of the following in addition to the plans already included in the amendment: 

 Sedimentation and Erosion Management Plan,  
 Construction Management Plan,  
 Vegetation survey and a Conservation Plan,  
 Landscaping Management and Planting Plan and  
 Visual Landscape Impact Assessment. 

 
f) The limitation of units to 120; 
 
g) Each unit to be limited to use as short-stay holiday accommodation (not more than one month 

occupancy per year); 
 
h) Development to be managed as holiday accommodation by one management body; and 
 
i) If developed in stages, the common facilities to be provided in the first stage. 
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Western Power 
 
No objections. 
 
Department of Indigenous Affairs 
 
The Department advised of the omission from consideration of at least one Aboriginal site. The 
Scheme Report should address the Aboriginal heritage values of Lot 62. It was noted that there was 
a need to seek consent to use the land pursuant to Section 18 of the Aboriginal Heritage Act. 
 
PUBLIC SUBMISSIONS 
 
At the closure of the submission period 105 submissions and a petition containing 1,321 signatures 
had been received. An additional 8 submissions were received after the closure of the submission 
period. Late submissions were accepted up to 25 August 2006.  
 
The overwhelming majority of submissions objected to or expressed concerns regarding the 
proposed Amendment. The main issues and concerns raised in the submissions are discussed below.  
 
ISSUES ARISING FROM SUBMISSIONS 
 
The following most significant issues were identified during the analysis of submissions and these 
are discussed and commented on as appropriate. 
 
Statutory planning matters – procedural issues 
 
Town Planning Scheme No.4 – 11 submissions  
A number of submissions raised concern that the proposed amendment was contrary to the 
provisions and objectives of TPS No.4 which was gazetted in November 2005.  
 
The purpose of the amendment is to alter TPS No.4 so it would not be surprising if it was contrary 
to the current provisions. Indeed, Council has, within the first year of the operation of TPS No.4, 
initiated 28 scheme amendments.  
 
The Scheme objectives for the Rural Living zone (RL) are:  
 

 to provide for a variety of rural living environments based on defined lot sizes, land form and 
natural environmental characteristics; 

 
 to provide for a range of associated compatible development, consistent with the 

environmental opportunities and constraints applicable to individual sites; 
 

 to ensure development is sited, designed and managed in harmony with the natural 
environment and so as to protect the rural landscape and amenity. 
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Given appropriate conditions and management, the proposal could be compatible with the Scheme 
objectives in view of the size of the land parcel and the extent of clearing. 
 
Moreover, the proposal is in a number of respects consistent with TPS No.4 in view of the 
following uses being permitted at Council’s discretion in the Zoning Table for the RLX zone: 
 

 Holiday Accommodation “A”, 
 Dam construction “D”,  
 Reception Centre “A”,  
 Recreation Private “A”,  
 Restaurant “A”. 

 
The Amendment has been initiated to provide public input regarding the possibility of the whole 
site being allocated to resort development – which was not contemplated under the RLX zone. It is 
acknowledged that resort development could conflict with the objectives sought by the community 
for the locality – however, it is possible that a resort development could provide considerable 
community benefit and the opportunity for many to enjoy a Rural Living environment without 
detrimentally impacting upon in. 
 
It should be noted that in the event of the amendment not proceeding, as the uses proposed are 
approvable under the existing Scheme provisions, a development application could be submitted 
and considered for the proposal and following a 14 day advertising period could be determined 
either by Council or the State Administrative Tribunal without the necessity of applying the 
conditions that would be required under the Amendment. Therefore, the City’s view is that far from 
the Amendment being contrary to the Scheme, it provides safeguards and restrictions on future 
development that would not otherwise be available. 
 
Local Planning Strategy – 10 submissions  
A number of submissions were concerned that the proposed amendment indicated uses which 
would be contrary to the City’s Rural Planning Strategy. 
 
It is acknowledged that the proposal could be in part inconsistent with the City’s Rural Planning 
Strategy (1999), this was a reason for undertaking a Scheme amendment to introduce Restricted 
Use provisions. However, it could be argued that by ensuring that a foreshore reserve will be given 
up as part of the development and the development will be restricted to already cleared areas while 
the majority of the 33 hectare lot will remain as bush, the proposal is consistent with the objectives 
of the Rural Strategy.  
 
It should also be noted that the Rural Planning Strategy has no statutory status and was never 
adopted by the Council. The Strategy was an input into the Local Planning Strategy, which has been 
adopted as part of the Scheme. Appendix 3 of the Local Planning Strategy includes the Planning 
Objective for the Canning Valley “To preserve and enhance the scenic and environmental quality of 
the Canning Valley and to permit sensitive development of suitable upland areas,” and to “promote 
public access where appropriate.” Subject to the conditions relating to the design and management 
of the proposed development and its size in the context of the land on which it would be located, it 
is considered that the proposal would be consistent with the Strategy objectives. 
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Prefer existing chalet site – 14 submissions 
A number of submissions expressed the view that development of the type proposed would be 
preferable on the site already approved. The town planning scheme (at Schedule 2 Number 30) 
specifies that holiday accommodation, restaurant and reception centre be permitted on Lot 701 (the 
golf course land) and “Holiday Accommodation shall be limited to a maximum of 50 Holiday 
Accommodation chalets or equivalent as determined by the City.” Some submissions expressed 
concern that the current proposal, if approved, would facilitate the development of two chalet/resort 
areas with potentially 229 units. The submitters argue that the general understanding in the past has 
been that the chalets would be located near to the Club House.  
 
There is no obligation on the landowner to construct chalets in the locations allowed under the 
Scheme and proposals, such as the proposed amendment, need to be considered on their merits. 
While the applicant initially indicated that the current proposal superseded the original chalet 
proposal, it is now understood that it is desired to retain the option to develop chalets near to the 
Club House. Accordingly in view of the traffic assessment not having taken account of the impact 
of the existing chalet site it would be appropriate to reduce the number of units associated with the 
proposed development of Lot 62 by an equivalent number to those located near the Club House. 
This should be affected by including a specific condition in the Restricted Use Table to restrict the 
number of accommodation units on Lot 62. 
 
The proposal is inconsistent with previous plans – 8 submissions 
Some submissions expressed concern that the resort proposal was contrary to the expectations the 
community had for the use of Lot 62 which are variously considered to be commitments by Council 
or at least the landowner. Prior to the current application there has not been any proposal for 
specific development of Lot 62 and those who have enjoyed the open view of the land have 
understandably expressed a view that the current situation should continue.  
 
It is possible that statements may have been made, or intentions expressed, by previous owners 
regarding the future development of Lot 62. While the earliest plans indicated its inclusion, Lot 62 
was not included in Amendment 79 to TPS No.2 which created the Golf Course Estate. The 
submission on which the amendment was based noted in June 1991 that “Lot 62 is proposed to 
remain undeveloped and will continue to be used for light grazing purposes and does not form part 
of the project or the rezoning proposal.” A brochure used to promote the estate by the Estate 
developers indicated that it was the intention that little development would be observable from 
Croyden Road and that the scarp would be relatively undeveloped. 
 
Within the legal agreements signed between the developer and the City commitments were made to 
construct a gravel pedestrian and cycle path on Lot 62 from Bevan Road to Bristol Road (since 
renamed Armenti Road) and it was agreed that Lot 62 not be subdivided without the consent of the 
City. While it can be assumed that the subdivision restriction related to concerns that Lot 62 should 
not be subdivided in a manner similar to the rest of the Estate for various, if unstated, reasons and 
the community may have believed that the undeveloped nature of Lot 62 would continue, the only 
restrictions are those laid down in the Scheme and legal agreement. These restrictions relate to the 
provisions of the Rural Living X zone, and the title restrictions restricting the subdivision of Lot 62. 
Accordingly, whatever statements may have been made by previous landowners, the current 
potential use of the land is guided by the provisions of the town planning scheme. 
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Design concerns about the specific development 
 
Visual Impact – 16 submissions  
Many submissions based their concern on the belief that the development would be visually 
intrusive. 
  
It would be unlikely that much of the development would be seen by drivers along Croyden Road 
(as much of the development would be hidden by trees and the topography). The proponent has 
indicated that the development will be located in the lower areas of the site, sufficiently screened 
from view, with minimal removal of vegetation during construction. Given the slope and the 
landform of the site and its surrounds, the resort will be largely screened from view from 
surrounding rural residential properties. Moreover, the land on which the development is proposed 
is a large lot with dimensions of 1350m by 370m. Further, the design attributes and building 
materials of the resort will be required to be in harmony with the surrounding environment and 
strategic tree planting will provide additional screening where necessary.  
 
It should be noted that the indicative designs provided by the applicant to illustrate the likely visual 
impact of the proposal were drawn from the point of most prominence – not from Croyden Road 
from where most people would view the development. While the visual impact would be a matter of 
particular attention at the development approval stage it may be appropriate to specify within the 
amendment guidance regarding height, bulk and even the total size of the development with the 
inclusion of a Scheme provision to specify: “The design, in particular height, colour and texture, 
and positioning of the buildings shall have regard to the natural landscape and views from public 
vantage points”. It should also be noted that Scheme provisions are proposed in respect of 
landscaping and planting requirements and these will assist in minimising visual impact.  
 
Resort is too large – 4 submissions  
Some submissions objected to the scale of the development.  
 
While the avowed intention of the proponent is to develop in two 80 unit stages, plus 19 chalets, the 
proposed Amendment places no specific limit on the number of units to be permitted on site. It may 
be appropriate to consider such a restriction, particularly in view of the existence of an area of 
potential chalet development near the Club House. Certainly there are areas within Lot 62 which are 
particularly sensitive to development, although it is a large parcel of land. The proposed 
development generally avoids the sensitive locations, with the exception of the western-most cluster 
of nine chalets which would be located within an area of some bush and close to a minor 
watercourse.  
 
If the proponent’s intended ultimate development of 179 units were averaged out over the property 
the density would equate to one unit for every 1,885m2. This is certainly not high density 
particularly when it is noted that holiday accommodation would not have a comparable impact with 
single housing development – the latter often having ten times the area of the former.  
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If the concern at the size of the development is due to the impacts which are largely from traffic, 
then a logical basis for reducing the number of permitted units could be to seek to reduce the total 
number of units in view of the traffic assessment not having taken account of the potential 50 
chalets near the Club House. It is noted that the Swan River Trust has recommended that the 
number of units on Lot 62 be reduced to 120 although no basis for this number has been put 
forward and it is probably more logical to require the unit numbers to be reduced on Lot 62 or near 
the Club House on the grounds of traffic than the use of an arbitrary figure.  
 
It is recommended that the amendment include a provision to specify the maximum number of 
accommodation units taking into account the potential total number of units on the Araluen Estate – 
this could be specified in terms of a resort containing 120 rooms and ten self contained chalets, with 
the buildings being confined to a single development node on the site. 
 
Soil Stability – 9 Submissions  
A number of submissions expressed concern at the possibility that development on Lot 62 in the 
manner proposed would fail due to the geological nature of the land and the tendency of run off to 
destabilise future development.  
 
The requirements of a geotechnical report for a rezoning are different to the requirements at the 
development application stage. It is conceded that the report prepared is a preliminary one and that 
detailed investigations will be required at the next stage. Geotechnically the site has clays perched 
on the shallow dolerite formations and once the location plans and structures are determined, the 
appropriate foundations can be designed. It is likely that the foundations will be founded on sound 
shallow rock.  
 
With regard to slope instability, with proper surface and sub-surface drainage any hazards will be 
addressed and development adequately designed. There are similar situations in the Hills which 
have been developed without risk and it is considered that the site can be similarly developed, 
however undoubtedly more detailed studies will be required to be undertaken at the appropriate 
stage of the development process. It should also be noted that substantial residential development 
already exists on similar ground along Croyden Road. 
 
If there was doubt regarding the developer’s consultant’s report, or should the Council seek further 
assurances, it would be appropriate for the City to commission and the developer to fund a peer 
review of the developer’s consultant geotechnical report. 
 
Effluent Disposal – 24 submissions  
A number of submissions raised concerns regarding the proposed effluent disposal system, 
variously stating that the proposal was untested, may fail, would pollute the Canning River, and 
would overflow during power cuts. 
 
It should be noted that these concerns are foreshadowed in the proposed scheme provisions which 
require the proposed on-site wastewater treatment plant to be approved by the Department of Health 
WA and the Department of Environment. It is not possible to achieve certain approvals within the 
scheme amendment process, as the Health Department has advised the applicant that it will not 
provide an assessment of the proposed system unless it is a firm proposal – as demonstrated by the 
finalisation of the scheme amendment. In the EPA’s advice this provision has been supported. 
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The applicant will have to clearly demonstrate to the Health Department, Department of 
Environment and Conservation, and Department of Water that the proposal will not have any 
detrimental effect on either the river or the environment. Each of these departments would be 
expected to endeavour to ensure that there was minimal risk of pollution to the water or 
environment as a result of this proposal. It is probable that the Health Department would require 
a holding capacity of say 24 hours, which would permit effluent tank storage for 24 hours in the 
event of a power failure. In addition back-up pumps (run by generators so that they may operate in 
the event of a power failure) would be required.  
 
The proposed scheme will require either Class D (for irrigation of the golf course) or Class A (for 
release to the Canning River) level of treatment. The developer has indicated amongst other things 
that the design will have 100% redundancy principle for all the moving parts, emergency storage 
capacity for at least three days of peak wastewater generation, the technology used is able to deliver 
higher class effluent than the proposed end use application requires according to the Department of 
Health guidelines and monitoring is undertaken by third parties and placed in the public domain. 
 
Some submissions expressed concern that advice from the EPA in the early 1990s stressed the need 
to avoid pollutants from effluent disposal entering the waterways. While this sentiment will no 
doubt continue, there is a growing awareness of the benefit of water recharging waterways, subject 
to specified criteria being met, as intended in the proposal. It is considered that the ability of the 
developer to satisfy the necessary authorities that effluent disposal meets prescribed standards is a 
separate matter to the issue of whether Lot 62 should be used for a Holiday Accommodation Resort. 
 
Stormwater and erosion – 18  
A number of submissions expressed concern at the possibility that the development of Lot 62 would 
result in soil erosion and silting of the Canning River.  
 
Development will include mechanisms to control drainage and runoff from the site and provide 
footings to prevent interception of groundwater flows as proposed in the Consultants Reports. The 
overall effect will be managed drainage on the land which has been accepted with additional 
requirements by the Swan River Trust. The Consultants (Infra Tech) have concluded that the resort 
and the measures proposed will actually decrease the natural run-off from the catchment and 
significantly reduce the natural erosion taking place at the site and in addition the drainage system 
and features of the resort such as roads and garden beds will intercept and direct the remaining 
natural flow through gross pollutant and hydrocarbon traps to the storage dams.  
 
To provide greater certainty it is proposed that a Sedimentation and Erosion Management Plan be 
prepared and implemented to ensure that no increase in the level of sediments entering the Canning 
River occur and a Nutrient and Irrigation Management Plan be prepared and implemented to ensure 
that during and following development there is no increase in the level of pollutants (including 
nitrogen and phosphorus) entering the Canning River from the site. In addition the amendment 
requires the preparation of a plan to maximise the retention of existing trees and vegetation – this 
plan should also provide for the planting of species – thereby further assisting in the management of 
run off. 
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Fire issues – 12 Submissions  
It is acknowledged that fire risk is of concern in Roleystone in general and Araluen in particular. A 
number of submittees articulated this concern. 
 
The proposed Scheme Amendment requires, under the Restricted Use Table, the preparation of a 
Fire Risk/Management Plan. It is reasonable for this to be prepared as a condition of development 
rather than a condition of the rezoning as the plan would need to respond to the specific issues 
associated with the design of the development which may not be known at the scheme amendment 
stage. However, the plan should be prepared and implemented prior to the occupation of the 
development. The City’s Senior Ranger has provided preliminary advice relating to firebreaks, 
emergency exits, standard of walkways, fire hydrants and low fuel buffer zones. 
 
One matter raised in some submissions regarding fire risk relates to the need for additional access in 
the case of emergency. While access in emergency can already be provided via a gate which exists 
on Wymond Road, consideration of the advantages of providing alternative access through 
Thompson Road, should also include some consideration of the merit of the proposal from the 
perspective being able to provide alternative evacuation in case of fire. 
 
Impact of the development on the local environment 
 
Environmental Impact – 18 submissions  
A number of submissions expressed concern that the proposal would result in environmental impact 
in a general sense. 
  
An environmental report was prepared in support of the proposal by Infra Tech and Syrinx 
Environmental. This report documented the environmental issues associated with the site. The 
consultants concluded that the site lends itself favourably to the proposed eco-resort development 
noting that: 
 

 There are no high conservation biodiversity values associated with the land to be developed, 
however the values associated with the river foreshore should be protected by the preparation 
of a foreshore management plan and as many existing trees as feasible should be retained on 
site following a tree survey; 

 
 There are risks associated with surface and groundwater flows (relating to contamination of 

the river, erosion and interception of flows) which should be minimised by the use of raised 
footings or footings installed perpendicular to the slope to prevent interception of subsurface 
flows and the preparation of a nutrient and water management plan; 

 
 Buildings should be designed to minimise visual impact and integrate as much as possible 

with the natural environment; 
 

 There is a high fire risk due to the proximity to forest and the desire to retain existing 
vegetation. A fire management plan should be prepared to address the issues. 
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The EPA has advised that the amendment should not be assessed under Part IV of the EP Act but 
provided advice regarding: 
 

 The need to avoid development within 30m of minor watercourses and a vegetated buffer is 
recommended;  

 
 Direct discharge of stormwater into watercourses is not supported. A nutrient irrigation 

management plan is required to be prepared and implemented; 
 

 Native vegetation should be preserved so far as practicable during and after clearing for site 
works and services to accommodate the proposed resort development. Portions of the subject 
land area are classified as being environmentally sensitive and a clearing permit will be 
required from the DoE unless exempt. Revegetation is supported and the program should 
ensure the full revegetation with indigenous species along drainage lines and areas of remnant 
vegetation disturbed during construction. 

 
The Scheme provisions and subsequent development approvals will take account of this advice to 
ensure that any development meets all environmental requirements. Similarly the advice of the 
Swan River Trust in respect of managing the impacts on the Canning River will be taken into 
account in modifying the scheme amendment. 
 
Canning River Pollution – 30 submissions  
Various concerns have been raised in submissions relating to the belief that the proposed 
development will result in the Canning River’s siltation, pollution, or contamination, or it would 
reduce or increase water flows to the river.  
 
The proposed amendment requires the preparation of a Foreshore Management Plan and a Nutrient 
and Irrigation Management Plan. The design of the development anticipates the provision of dams, 
swales and detention basins to reduce the nutrient load of stormwater and to ensure stormwater 
collection points do not overflow directly into the river. The Foreshore Management Plan itself will 
address the management of stormwater and the minimisation of nutrients and sedimentation by the 
construction and maintenance of stormwater collection facilities and the strategic planting of native 
vegetation to improve soil stability and nutrient stripping. 
 
The Swan River Trust, the body primarily responsible for the health of the Canning River, has 
advised that it has no objection to the proposed amendment subject to various additional 
requirements relating to additional foreshore reserves and the preparation of a Sedimentation and 
Erosion Management Plan and Construction Management Plan. It is recommended that the Swan 
River Trust’s comments which impact on the water quality of the Canning River should be reflected 
in modifications to the Scheme Amendment. 
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Flora and fauna – 11 submissions  
A number of submissions raised the concern that the development would jeopardise local flora and 
fauna. 
 
Lot 62 is not in a pristine state and is heavily influenced by past agricultural/pastoral management 
of the land including clearing, fertilisation, irrigation, cropping and rural grazing, all of which 
would have altered native fauna habitat. Some concern has been expressed as to native birds and 
mammals associated with the river water course and native trees. These are the elements of the 
landscape under threat all along the Canning River. The appropriate action to protect flora and 
fauna associated with the Canning River is to secure a proper foreshore reserve as is proposed under 
the amendment through the ceding of a foreshore reserve to the Crown and the preparation of a 
foreshore management plan. The introduction of cats accompanying urban development has 
resulted in a serious threat to fauna, however the proposed holiday accommodation would not 
attract users with cats.  
 
Noise – 14 submissions  
A number of submissions raise the issue of noise arising from the building of the resort, the 
activities held in the resort and the additional traffic generated from the resort. Some submissions 
contend that noise issues are exacerbated in the Valley through the “amphitheatre effect” as noise 
levels appear to be heightened within the enclosed valley.  
 
It would not be expected that most the uses would generate high noise levels, (exhibition centre or 
holiday accommodation) however, there is some potential from the other uses that may be permitted 
(reception centre, recreation private and restaurant) to generate noise and some investigation into 
and management or control of this would be appropriate.  
 
It is recommended that the applicant be required to prepare and implement a Noise Management 
Plan to demonstrate compliance with the Environmental Protection (Noise) Regulations 1997 as a 
means of addressing the public concerns in respect of noise. 
 
Impact of the development on the wider locality 
 
Rural Amenity- 48 submissions  
One of the most common concerns in submissions related to the loss of rural amenity posed by the 
amendment. 
  
Certainly the City has considered the issue of rural amenity to be paramount. It is noted that the 
reason for the proposed Amendment with the associated public consultation was in part to gauge the 
extent to which the use was compatible with local amenity – the uses themselves being permissible 
in the Rural Living zone. The amendment process allowed greater consideration of the 
appropriateness of the use in the context of the locality and conditions were included in the 
Restricted Use table relating to retention of significant vegetation on-site and vegetation screening 
of parking areas, in acknowledgement of the need to maintain amenity. It may be appropriate to 
further refine or add to the conditions to ensure that the amenity of the locality is not compromised. 
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Rural amenity is an ill-defined concept but is usually associated with a relatively lack of urban 
development and a relative occurrence of natural vegetation or farming activities. The subject land 
is over 33 hectares in extent, within which a certain amount of development could be 
accommodated in accordance with most people’s expectations of rural amenity. The development 
within the Canning River Valley could not be regarded as fully rural in view of the preponderance 
of properties used for no other use than residential (as would be expected in the Rural Living zone), 
however, the low density (generally lots of two hectares – except for the Araluen estate itself with 
its 2000-4000m2 lots) is clearly a characteristic. It would be expected that holiday accommodation 
be found in rural locations, such as the Karri Lodge near Pemberton or the growing number of 
tourist facilities in the South West of the State. In rural planning policies designed to limit urban 
type of activities it is often the case that tourist accommodation may be permitted as it is 
appreciated that such uses do not constitute permanent settlement but offer the opportunity for 
visitors to enjoy, rather than destroy, the rural amenity.  
 
Notwithstanding this, the possible excessive bulk and visibility of holiday accommodation and the 
associated resort activities could give rise to concern if particularly visible or dominant. While the 
development of uses such as those proposed should not be regarded as necessarily contrary to rural 
amenity, there is a need to limit the scope and scale of the development allowed by the amendment 
in keeping with expectations of the community. Accordingly some clear size and design restrictions 
would be appropriate. 
 
Traffic Issues – 84 mentions – 77 submissions  
 
b) Traffic issues 
The largest body of submissions raised one or more traffic issue. These ranged from concern that 
the proposal would increase traffic on Heritage Drive, Croyden Road and Brookton Highway and 
this would result in additional noise, disturbance, congestion and safety issues to the concern about 
the growing difficulty in exiting particular Croyden Road properties as a direct result of the 
additional traffic generated.  
 
Consultants Uloth and Associates had estimated for the original submission that the proposed resort 
would increase traffic on Heritage Drive and Croyden Road by 1400-1900 vehicles per day 
depending on the method of calculation. This was based on there being 179 units on Lot 62. 
However, following receipt of submissions raising concern about the size of the proposed 
development and the fact that the Scheme already allowed for 50 chalets near the Club House, the 
consultant was asked to reassess the traffic estimates for a smaller resort on Lot 62 and taking 
account of chalets being developed near the Club House. The calculations below relate to the 
modified (reduced) proposal. 
 
The calculations were also made to take account of the total future traffic from all sources assuming 
the full development of the Araluen Estate (currently less than half of the potential lots at the 
Araluen Estate are developed). This would add a further 1450 vehicles per day (vpd) on Heritage 
Drive south of Croyden Road and 1300 on Croyden Road west. The total worse case for traffic 
flows according to the traffic consultant would be 3740 on Heritage Drive and 4320 on Croyden 
Road as shown in Table 1. These traffic volumes are somewhat less than the estimates provided 
when the amendment was advertised due to the reduced number of accommodation units on Lot 62 
from 179 to 130. 
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Table 1 – Estimated Traffic Volumes (VPDs) – Modified Resort proposal 
 
 Heritage Drive Croyden Road west 

Existing Traffic (Feb 05) 

Plus Traffic from Resort 

Plus traffic from chalets at Club House 

1,050 

+1,050 

+190 

1,900 

+945 

+170 

Total with proposed Development 

Plus Full Development of Araluen Estate 

2,290 

+1,450 

3,015 

+1,305 

 3,740 4,320 

Source: Uloth and Associates 
 
The consultant’s conclusion is that the worst case traffic estimates would be within the acceptable 
limits for Croyden Road (as a District Distributor (B) road it is generally regarded as capable of 
carrying over 6000vpd) and for Heritage Drive (a local distributor without frontage access (at its 
northern end) and therefore capable of carrying up to 6000 vpd). Much of the concern apparent 
from submissions was derived from the realisation that traffic on Croyden Road could nearly triple 
in the future. However, as demonstrated in Table 1, a sizable portion of this predicted traffic growth 
would be the result of other development already approved rather than the result of the proposed 
resort. 
 
Clearly additional traffic will affect the amenity of properties abutting Croyden Road (through all 
the matters associated with traffic – noise, the need to exercise greater care for pedestrians and other 
drivers, and emissions).  
 
Both Croyden Road and Heritage Drive are designed for the projected traffic – the question is 
whether the loss to amenity is sufficiently significant to outweigh this fact or whether the additional 
traffic justifies particular road works to enable traffic management and safety issues to be more 
closely managed. Certainly the amendment anticipates, and the traffic consultant confirms, that 
certain road works could be undertaken to minimise safety concerns – particularly along Croyden 
Road and in the vicinity of the various residential driveways. The amendment documents 
foreshadowed the need to consider the upgrading of Croyden Road, treatments to the intersection of 
Croyden Road and Heritage Drive and the clearing of vegetation to improve sight lines. Further 
investigation has established that three significant accidents have been recorded at the intersection 
over a five year period.  
 
An additional concern of a number of submissions beyond Croyden Road was the impact the 
development would have on Brookton Highway which was considered to be too busy already. In 
particular the intersection with Croyden Road was deemed by some to be unsuited for additional 
traffic. Accident data has been reviewed for this intersection. Two accidents have been registered 
over the five year period, however this is not sufficient to justify any modification or treatment 
according to Main Roads WA criteria. Brookton Highway itself is a major road under the 
jurisdiction of Main Roads WA and the standards are set and maintained for relatively high traffic 
flows. It is unlikely that the proposal itself would be legitimately forestalled on the grounds of its 
detrimental impact on the operation of Brookton Highway.  
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To a certain extent submissions objecting to the proposal were objecting to the whole concept of 
additional development in the Hills area mirroring the sentiments of those seeking to stop the 
continual growth in Perth’s population. While this is an understandable sentiment, in the broader 
context the rejection of the proposal on the grounds that it contributes its part in the seemingly 
inexorable City growth is not a sufficient argument in itself. 
 
In response to submissions the City negotiated with the developer for a reduction in the number of 
units on site. Such a reduction would lead to an associated lesser traffic impact resulting from the 
development.  
 
A few submissions suggested introducing a lower speed limit for Croyden Road to ameliorate the 
safety issues associated with increasing traffic. This suggestion may appear to have some merit, 
however, as a District Distributor B the appropriate limit is 60kph and the road is designed for that 
speed.  
 
In view of the reduced number of accommodation units to be permitted on Lot 62 with the 
associated reduced projected traffic flows, and the standard of the current road system, it is 
considered that the proposed amendment should not be rejected on traffic grounds. 
 
It is recommended that the developer be required to undertake works necessary to improve access 
arrangements for those properties accessing Croyden Road where visibility is impaired and 
undertake treatments to the intersection of Croyden Road and Heritage Drive. 
 
Alternative Access – 8 submissions  
Some submissions expressed the view that there was a need for an additional access to the Araluen 
Estate other than the current Croyden Road/Heritage Drive access which is claimed to be not suited 
for the additional traffic. 
 
When the original Araluen Amendment No.79 to TPS No.2 was considered in 1992 it was noted in 
response to objections from landowners in Thompson Road that “access to the site will be shared 
between Thompson Road and Croyden Road, thus minimising impact on traffic.” This was 
subsequently enshrined in a legal agreement between the owner of the Araluen estate and the City 
whereby it is now a requirement for the City to upgrade Thompson Road and its intersection with 
Brookton Highway in the event of the developer extending Old Albany Lane to link with Thompson 
Road.  
 
The possible opening of a Thompson Road link was investigated by the traffic consultants for the 
current proposal and it was concluded that it would be more appropriate to increase traffic flows on 
Croyden Road than to construct a new access to Thompson Road in view of the designated function 
of Croyden Road. This view is confirmed by the advice of the City’s Technical Services. Therefore 
there is no absolute reason to provide the alternative access on the basis of the ability of Croyden 
Road, or indeed Heritage Drive, to handle the projected traffic flows. The works are not 
programmed in the Five Year Works Program, but could be accommodated by some 
reprogramming.  
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However, the provision of an alternative access would have benefits in terms of emergency access 
and in assisting to distribute traffic flows which would provide relief to Croyden Road residents and 
users. The applicant’s Traffic report has noted that the opening of Thompson Road to through 
traffic future would reduce traffic flows on Heritage Drive south of Croyden Road to 2,200 vpd (in 
the worst case) while traffic flows on Croyden Road west of Heritage Drive would only reach 2,770 
vpd (compared with 3,740 and 4,320 vpd respectively without a Thompson Road connection). 
Table 2 estimates the worst case for traffic on Heritage Drive and Croyden Road for Thompson 
Road being open or closed and with the Araluen Estate being fully developed (including chalets 
near the Club House) and the proposed resort on Lot 62 containing 130 units. 
 
Table 2 –  
Estimated Traffic Volumes* – Thompson Road open – reduced accommodation on Lot 62 
 Thompson Rd. closed Thompson Rd. open 

Heritage Drive 3740 2200 

Croyden Road 4320 2770 

Thompson Road 140 1550 
* Assuming Estate fully developed and occupied and Holiday Accommodation Resort fully developed.  
Source: Uloth and Associates 
 
In short, the provision of a Thompson Road link would relieve traffic on Croyden Road by a 
considerable amount due to the more direct route offered to many residents of the Araluen Estate 
and the chalets near the Club House. Although there may be some advantages in terms of providing 
alternative access in the event of fire, if the City had not previously made a commitment to open 
Thompson Road as an alternative access to the Araluen Estate, it would probably be difficult to 
justify the imposition of the channelling of significant vehicle numbers down the otherwise low 
traffic road, when Croyden Road is designated as a road designed to accommodate over 6000vpd. 
In addition there would need to be significant clearing on Thompson Road to provide safe use of the 
road for the projected traffic.  
 
In view of the previous commitment the current proposal could provide a potential trigger, should 
the developer construct Old Albany Lane, for the provision of the link at least as an option for 
Council to consider. 
 
Providing for Pedestrians – 4 submissions  
A number of submissions raised the impact the proposal could have on pedestrians who currently 
enjoy access to the site and the possibility that there will be a greater need to plan for pedestrians on 
Heritage Drive, Croyden Road and along the Canning River. The need to accommodate pedestrian 
parking needs was also raised in some submissions. 

 
Currently pedestrians use the firebreak on the boundary of Lot 62 to walk between Heritage Drive 
and Armenti Road and this access will not be affected by the proposed development. The proposal 
provides for an exhibition area immediately off Heritage Drive and this would include a public 
parking area which would accommodate the parking needs of pedestrians. A narrow pedestrian path 
is provided along Croyden Road and a link exists between Thompson Road and Heritage Drive as a 
consequence of the 1992 Agreement between the Araluen Estate developers and the City. 
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The Amendment process required that consideration be given to the upgrading of the bridge on 
Heritage Drive to accommodate pedestrians. The consultant’s report noted that the pedestrian routes 
around the Canning River could be addressed as part of the Foreshore Management Plan. It is 
agreed that pedestrian issues need to be addressed in respect of Heritage Drive as currently there is 
no provision for pedestrians on Heritage Drive and in the event of a tourist facility being developed 
on Lot 62 there will be a need to connect the facility with the rest of the path network. A pedestrian 
route along the Canning River would be a desirable facility to provide between Heritage Drive and 
McNess Drive or Armenti Road. Indeed the City’s Strategic Trails Route plan shows a trail between 
Soldiers Road and Thompson Road and from the Thompson Road Bridge to Heritage Drive and 
then on the south side of the Canning River to McNess Road near its junction with Armenti Road. 
While the pedestrian routes could be clarified within the Foreshore Management Plan a requirement 
to provide or upgrade a dual use path on the north or south side of the Canning River between the 
Thompson Road bridge and McNess Drive and the provision of a pedestrian crossing of the 
Canning River could be identified as a specific Scheme requirement. 
 
There is significant vehicle/pedestrian conflict in the vicinity of the Heritage Drive bridge over the 
Canning River. Pedestrian amenity and safety needs to be addressed and it is probable that the most 
appropriate place for a segregated pedestrian crossing between the Thompson Road and McNess 
Drive crossings would be on the Heritage Drive bridge. 
 
SUSTAINABILITY ASSESSMENT 
 
While sustainability assessment is yet to become a formal requirement of the planning process it 
may clarify the decision making process to consider the possibility of applying a triple bottom line 
assessment to the proposal. It is noted that some submissions did make the point that the proposal 
was not presented with any assessment of the economic and social impacts or impacts on the wider 
community.  
 
Sustainability assessment is a process to enable policy makers to integrate their decision making on 
projects, plans, policies and programs so that they are consistent with sustainability principles. 
While sustainability assessment involves considering environmental, social and economic factors 
separately, as in triple bottom line (TBL) assessment, it is desirable to consider these aspects in an 
integrated way to minimize trade offs. 
 
It is becoming more common to evaluate projects in the light of their likely impacts against a range 
of criteria such as these used in South Australia:  
 

 Sustained economic growth  
 Better job opportunities  
 High-quality services  
 Strategic infrastructure  
 Investment in science and research  
 Health and wellbeing  
 Safe environment  
 Engaging communities  
 Cultural heritage  
 Social equity  
 Resource use, allocation and management (incl. water, land, energy, biodiversity)  

(Source: 
http://www.environment.sa.gov.au/sustainability/sustainability_assessment.html#susassess) 
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The Western Australian Planning Commission published a Scorecard in 2005 and is currently 
refining this, following submissions. The Armadale Redevelopment Authority has developed a 
scorecard to be applied to development within its Redevelopment areas.  
 
From a review of various assessment techniques it is concluded that a number are more applicable 
for developments of State significance, such as a new mine site. It is also difficult to apply 
scorecards developed for development approval processes to a Scheme Amendment as many of the 
detailed elements (such as solar design) are yet to be determined.  
 
However, it is instructive to attempt to apply criteria such as those listed above to a project such as 
the proposed resort and in doing so it is apparent that most of the criteria are met but some are not 
met completely.  
 
For instance, from the simple criteria listed above, most of the economic criteria are met either 
completely or in most part or (in the case of investment in science and research) the criteria is not 
applicable). The development would be important to local, and possibly regional, tourism, would 
facilitate local economic growth and employment and provide a more secure future for the Golf 
Course estate. The social criteria would appear to be met in respect of social and environmental 
improvements, but not met in view of public opposition and the consequences of the development 
generating more traffic and activity. Similarly the environmental criteria are met with respect to the 
proposed waste treatment process, stormwater management, replanting and foreshore protection, 
however there will be increased energy consumption and resource use implicit in the development 
which would not occur, or would occur elsewhere, if the development did not proceed.  
 
Accordingly it is considered that the proposed amendment can be seen as providing net benefits 
across the triple bottom line – although in the end, a judgment has to be made. 
 
PROPOSED SCHEME AMENDMENT 
 
Following consideration of the submissions the following conditions shown in italics are 
recommended to be included in the Amendment. A rationale for the condition and an explanation 
for any modifications from the conditions advertised with the Amendment is provided with each 
condition. 
 
Condition 1. All other use classes in the base Rural Living zone shall be D (discretionary) in the 
Restricted Use Area. 
 

No change proposed. This effectively means that the only uses that can be approved are: 
Holiday Accommodation “A”, Dam construction “D”, Reception Centre “A”, Recreation 
Private “A”, Restaurant “A”. 
 

Condition 2. An ancillary structure to house the reception area and communal facilities for the 
resort may be permitted. 
 

No change proposed. 
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Condition 3. The City shall impose conditions and require proposed developments to specifically 
address the following issues:  

 
 The ceding of a minimum 30 metres wide foreshore reserve to the Crown, free of cost, along 

both sides of the Canning River (measured from the outer edge of the water course) within the 
lot and to include all the land between the Canning River and the Croyden Road reserve. 

 
The advertised Amendment indicated the requirement to cede a maximum 30m reserve either 
side of the River. This has been extended to include a minimum 30m reserve and to ensure 
that all the land between the River and Croyden Road, which in places is over 100m, is 
included in the public reserve. The wording has also been modified to clarify the intent that 
the minimum 30m reserve be required on both sides of the River. Following the giving up of 
the foreshore, it would be appropriate to reserve the land for Parks and Recreation (Local) 
under the Scheme. 

 
 Approval from the Department of Health Western Australia and Department of Environment 

and Conservation in respect of the use of an on-site wastewater treatment plant. 
 

This provision is to affirm that without the approval of the responsible State agencies for what 
is agreed to be a critical if novel component of the proposed development, the project will not 
proceed. 

 
 A Foreshore Management Plan for the foreshore reserve shall be prepared and implemented 

to the satisfaction of the City upon the advice of the Swan River Trust prior to the first 
occupation of any portion of the development. The Plan shall provide for the installation of a 
dual use path between Heritage Drive and McNess Drive. 

 
The Foreshore Management Plan is a critical component of the development which will 
ensure that the Canning River is protected from impacts and provide for the appropriate 
development of the foreshore for ease of long-term management and a public dual use path on 
one side of the River. 

 
 A Fire Risk Management Plan shall be prepared and implemented prior to the first 

occupation of any portion of the development. 
 

While such a plan was advertised as a requirement, it is proposed that the clause be amplified 
to clarify the timing of its preparation and implementation.  

 
 A Nutrient and Irrigation Management Plan shall be prepared and implemented to the 

satisfaction of City on advice of the Swan River Trust, such that during and following 
development of the site there is no increase in the level of pollutants (including nitrogen and 
phosphorus) entering the Canning River from the site. 

 
This condition was advertised in the Amendment but has been amplified at the request of the 
Swan River Trust to provide greater certainty that the development will not detrimentally 
impact on the Canning River. 
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 A Sedimentation and Erosion Management Plan shall be prepared and implemented to the 
satisfaction of City on advice of the Swan River Trust, such that no increase in the level of 
sediments entering the Canning River shall occur during either construction or operation of 
the development. 

 
This condition was not advertised but has been requested by the Swan River Trust to provide 
additional certainty regarding the management of impacts on the Canning River. 

 
 Prior to commencement of development a Construction Management Plan shall be prepared 

to the satisfaction of the City on advice from the Swan River Trust to minimise the impacts of 
construction on and off the site including the Canning River. 

 
This condition was not advertised but has been requested by the Swan River Trust to provide 
additional certainty regarding the management of impacts on the Canning River. 

 
 The following works be undertaken to the satisfaction of the Executive Director Technical 

Services: 
 

The widening and channelisation treatment to the intersection of Heritage Drive and Croyden 
Road; 
Works to properties on Croyden Road where the crossovers have clearly demonstrated 
visibility issues when being accessed from Croyden Road; 
The clearing of vegetation to improve site lines; 
The upgrading of the bridge on Heritage Drive to accommodate pedestrians. 

 
This condition broadly reflects the conditions identified in the proposed Amendment as 
advertised.  

 
 Car parking areas shall be landscaped and screened from public vantage points to the 

satisfaction of City. 
 

Apart from the wording being modified to indicate more certainty, the clause is as advertised. 
 

 A Landscaping Management and Planting Plan, maximising the use of locally native species, 
shall be prepared and implemented to the satisfaction of the City.  

 
This condition has been extended from that advertised in response to submissions of concern 
regarding preference of local species and the desire to institute planting. 

 
 The design, in particular height, colour and texture, and positioning of the buildings shall 

have regard to the natural landscape and views from public vantage points. 
 

This additional condition is in response to a number of submissions expressing concern at the 
impact on the visual amenity of the locality. 
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 The maximum number of accommodation units on the site shall be one hundred and twenty 

(120) in addition to ten self-contained chalets. 
 

This additional condition reflects the concern in submissions that there is a need for a limit to 
be specified and that the proposal as indicated on the Concept Plan submitted with the 
proposed Amendment was too large and included development within 30m of a minor 
watercourse. 

 
 If the Holiday Accommodation Resort is to be developed in stages, all facilities such as 

reception, pool, restaurant and caretaker’s residence are to be constructed as part of the first 
stage and completed prior to occupation of any accommodation. 

 
This is a new condition required to ensure that accommodation facilities are not provided 
without access to the necessary associated facilities. 

 
 A Noise Management Plan shall be prepared and implemented to demonstrate compliance 

with the Environmental Protection (Noise) Regulations 1997. 
 

This additional condition is in response to a number of submissions concerned that the 
development would detrimentally impact on the relative tranquillity of the Valley. 

 
 The development shall at all times operate and be managed as a cohesive tourist 

accommodation facility, with a minimum requirement that at all times there shall be an 
appropriate management agreement to cover, but not be limited to resort reception, security, 
maintenance, caretaking, refurbishment, marketing and other services. 

 
This additional requirement is in response to a submission expressing concern that the 
development should always be operated and managed as a cohesive tourist accommodation 
facility. 

 
Modification to correct error: 
A drafting error on the Map accompanying the advertised amendment included Lot 2, 185 Croyden 
Road within the proposed area to be subject to the Restricted Use provisions. The text did not 
include Lot 2. It is proposed that the Scheme Amendment not include this lot in the final documents 
as it was never intended to be part of the Resort or subject to the accompanying land use 
restrictions. 
 
Additional amendment to Scheme Map 
Modify the Amendment to include the foreshore as Reservation for Parks and Recreation (Local). 
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OPTIONS 
 
1. Council may resolve to adopt the amendment with modifications and request that the Hon. 

Minister for Planning and Infrastructure grant final approval to the amendment. 

2. Council may resolve to adopt the amendment with modifications subject to the proponent 
ensuring that arrangements are in place to widen and extend old Albany Lane to link with the 
existing sealed portion of Thompson Road prior to the construction of the first or second stage 
of development, with the necessary provision being made for the costs of upgrading 
Thompson Road within the appropriate City annual budget, and request that the Hon. Minister 
for Planning and Infrastructure grant final approval to the amendment. 

3. Council may resolve to not adopt the amendment giving reasons and request that the Hon. 
Minister for Planning and Infrastructure refuse to approve the amendment. 

CONCLUSION 
 
The proposed Amendment has drawn almost universal opposition from those making submissions. The 
concerns expressed reflect a view that development of the type proposed would not be appropriate 
within the Canning Valley and adjacent to the Canning River. These concerns have their root in fear 
that the rural amenity and the local environment would be compromised.  
 
The extent to which the proposed resort would increase traffic on the road system (particularly 
Croyden Road) was the issue of concern to most submittees. However, the main cause of future traffic 
growth will be the Araluen Residential Estate (which is currently only half developed) and if the resort 
was located elsewhere at Araluen its ability to generate traffic on Croyden Road would be the same as 
from Lot 62.  
 
Quite a large proportion of submittees were in favour of a resort, it was just the location on Lot 62 that 
caused objection. 
 
Misleading and incorrect information has circulated in Roleystone and this has fuelled local concerns. 
 
The Amendment seeks to establish controls and limits on the development of the resort. The 
Amendment is to restrict the use of Lot 62. If the Amendment does not proceed the applicant could 
continue with the proposal by the submission of a development application without the further 
restrictions and community benefits imposed by the Scheme. This is a key issue that has not been 
appreciated by the submittees.  
 
The Amendment has provided an additional opportunity for public input and consideration of the use – 
but the details of the development would still need to be demonstrated at the development application 
stage. Some submissions focused on the lack of evidence that the development could be built in the 
location or could be serviced – while the proponent provided some information in respect of these 
issues, more detailed information would be required should the proposal proceed to a development 
application. 
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In response to submissions additional conditions are proposed to be included in the Amendment. In 
particular it is recommended that the number of units be specified and reduced from that originally 
proposed – decreasing the accommodation units by 50 and the chalets by 9. Other requirements are 
also proposed to ensure that no detrimental impacts on the Canning River during construction or long 
term occur and that the development is designed in harmony with the local environment and actually 
results in revegetation.  
 
There is an argument that the proposed development will place an additional burden on Croyden Road 
and that this is a convenient opportunity to open an alternative access to the Araluen Residential Estate 
from Thompson Road. While this is presented as an option for Council to consider as there are 
advantages in providing access alternatives, it is not justified entirely on traffic grounds as Croyden 
Road is designed with ample capacity to accommodate the projected increases. Accordingly Option 1 
is recommended. 
 
Special Meeting of Electors 
At the Special Meeting of Electors held on 5th October 2006 the proposed Amendment No.5 was 
considered in some detail. All five resolutions adopted at the meeting have been considered in the 
separate item. A number of the concerns underlying the resolutions have been more fully discussed in 
the above report and attachment and have not lead to the need for further modification to the report or 
recommendations listed below. There is one matter that could result in an additional recommendation 
in respect of the request that Lot 62 be acquired for public purposes by the State Government. This 
recommendation has been addressed in the item on the Special Meeting of Electors.  
 
 RECOMMEND 
 
 That Council resolves to: 
 
 1. In pursuance to Part 5 of the Planning and Development Act 2005, adopt 

the modified form of Amendment No.5 to Town Planning Scheme No.4 
to:  

 
  a)  Amend the Scheme Map to show Lot 62 Croyden Road, Roleystone 

as ‘Restricted Use – Holiday Accommodation Resort’; 
 
  b)  Modify the Amending documents to exclude Lot 2, 185 Croyden 

Road from the area subject to the Restricted Use provisions; 
 
  c)  Amend the Scheme Text by inserting a new entry in appropriate 

numerical order into the Schedule 3 – Restricted Uses table as 
follows; 

 
No. Description of 

land Restricted Use Conditions 

 Lot 62 
Croyden Road, 
Roleystone 

The Rural Living zone 
(Restricted) acknowledges that 
the subject lot is to be used 
solely for a Holiday 
Accommodation Resort. 
 
The following uses potentially 
permissible in the Rural Living 
zone shall be uses that are Not 
Permitted (X) in the Restricted 

1. All other use classes in the base Rural 
Living zone shall be D (discretionary) in 
the Restricted Use Area. 

2. An ancillary structure to house the 
reception area and communal facilities for 
the resort may be permitted. 

3. The City may impose conditions and 
require proposed developments to 
specifically address the following issues: 
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No. Description of 
land Restricted Use Conditions 

Use Area: 
 
• Agriculture – Extensive 
• Agriculture – Intensive 
• Agroforestry 
• Ancillary Accommodation 
• Animal Husbandry – 

Intensive 
• Bed and Breakfast 
• Child Care Premises 
• Civic Use 
• Club Premises 
• Commercial Vehicle 

Parking 
• Community Purpose 
• Consulting Rooms 
• Display Home Centre 
• Educational Establishment 
• Family Day Care 
• Fuel Depot 
• Garden Centre – Retail 
• Home Business 
• Home Occupation 
• Home Office 
• Hospital 
• Industry – Cottage 
• Industry – Rural 
• Occasional Uses 
• Place of Worship 
• Plantation 
• Recreation – Domestic 
• Recreation – Public 
• Residential Building 
• Rural Pursuit 
• Storage 
• Telecommunications 

Infrastructure 
• Veterinary Centre 
• Winery 

 The ceding of a minimum 30 metres 
wide foreshore reserve to the Crown, 
free of cost, along both sides of the 
Canning River (measured from the 
outer edge of the water course) 
within the lot and to include all the 
land between the Canning River and 
the Croyden Road reserve. 

 Approval from the Department of 
Health Western Australia and 
Department of Environment and 
Conservation in respect of the use of 
an on-site wastewater treatment 
plant. 

 A Foreshore Management Plan for 
the foreshore reserve shall be 
prepared and implemented to the 
satisfaction of the City upon the 
advice of the Swan River Trust prior 
to the first occupation of any portion 
of the development. The Plan shall 
provide for the installation of a dual 
use path between Heritage Drive and 
McNess Drive. 

 A Fire Risk Management Plan shall 
be prepared and implemented prior 
to the first occupation of any portion 
of the development. 

 A Nutrient and Irrigation 
Management Plan shall be prepared 
and implemented to the satisfaction 
of City on advice of the Swan River 
Trust, such that during and 
following development of the site 
there is no increase in the level of 
pollutants (including nitrogen and 
phosphorus) entering the Canning 
River from the site. 

 A Sedimentation and Erosion 
Management Plan shall be prepared 
and implemented to the satisfaction 
of City on advice of the Swan River 
Trust, such that no increase in the 
level of sediments entering the 
Canning River shall occur during 
either construction or operation of 
the development. 

 Prior to commencement of 
development a Construction 
Management Plan shall be prepared 
to the satisfaction of the City on 
advice from the Swan River Trust to 
minimise the impacts of construction 
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No. Description of 
land Restricted Use Conditions 

on and off the site including the 
Canning River. 

 The following works be undertaken to 
the satisfaction of the Executive Director 
Technical Services: 
- The widening and channelisation 

treatment to the intersection of 
Heritage Drive and Croyden Road; 

 - Works to properties on Croyden 
Road where the crossovers have 
clearly demonstrated visibility issues 
when being accessed from Croyden 
Road; 

 - The clearing of vegetation to improve 
site lines; 

 - The upgrading of the bridge on 
Heritage Drive to accommodate 
pedestrians. 

 Car parking areas shall be landscaped 
and screened from public vantage points 
to the satisfaction of City. 

 A Landscaping Management and 
Planting Plan, maximising the use of 
locally native species, shall be prepared 
and implemented to the satisfaction of 
the City.  

 The design, in particular height, colour 
and texture, and positioning of the 
buildings shall have regard to the 
natural landscape and views from public 
vantage points. 

 The maximum number of 
accommodation units on the site shall be 
one hundred and twenty (120) in 
addition to ten (10) self contained 
chalets. 

 If the Holiday Accommodation Resort is 
to be developed in stages, all facilities 
such as reception, pool, restaurant and 
caretaker’s residence are to be 
constructed as part of the first stage and 
completed prior to occupation of any 
accommodation. 

 A Noise Management Plan shall be 
prepared and implemented to 
demonstrate compliance with the 
Environmental Protection (Noise) 
Regulations 1997. 

 The development shall at all times 
operate and be managed as a cohesive 
tourist accommodation facility, with a 
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No. Description of 
land Restricted Use Conditions 

minimum requirement that at all times 
there shall be an appropriate 
management agreement to cover, but not 
be limited to resort reception, security, 
maintenance, caretaking, refurbishment, 
marketing and other services. 

 
 
 2. Authorise the Mayor and Chief Executive Officer to executive the 

Amendment documents. 
 
 3. Forward the amendment documentation to the Western Australian 

Planning Commission for its consideration and request the Hon Minister 
for Planning and Infrastructure grant final approval to the amendment. 

 
 4. Endorse the comments made in this report and in Attachment “A1”, 

regarding the submissions received on this scheme amendment for 
inclusion in the schedule of submissions to be forwarded to the Western 
Australian Planning Commission. 

 
 5. Advise the submittors and the applicants of its decision. 
 
 
 
Moved Cr _______________ 
Carried/Lost ( ) 
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