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Preserve Gnarabup submission

Introduction

This submission is made on behalf of Preserve Gnarabup, in response to the
application for approval before the SDAU for a hotel development and residential
accommodation at Gnarabup, in the Margaret River region of Western Australia.
Preserve Gnarabup is a community group, formed in conjunction with Australian
Surfriders Foundation Ltd, Margaret River branch.
The development application sets out a proposal for the construction of a Resort
and Village complex on Lots 501, 502 and 504 Reef Drive, Lot 503 Seagrass
Place and Lot 783 Mitchell Drive [unconstructed portion], Gnarabup; clearing and
levelling of 8.11 hectares within portions of the Crown land and road reserves
surrounding the private land (Lot 5487 Seagrass Place, Lots 701, 8001 and 5484
Wallcliffe Rd and Lot 502 Mitchell Drive [unconstructed portion/former road].)
(Proposal)
Preserve Gnarabup submits that the Proposal should be refused, on the basis of
the reasons set out in this submission.
This development application is before the SDAU because of the significant
opposition to the Proposal from the local, State and international community. It is
highly contentious within the local community, because of the profound adverse
and permanent impacts on social and environmental amenity. The Proposal, if
developed, will result in major risks to human life, property loss and environmental
damage, because bushfire management mandates are not met. The physical
characteristics of the site make it fundamentally unsuited to what is proposed to
be constructed.
The Proposal does not meet the strategic intent of the WAPC, and is inconsistent
with State and regional planning. It will not deliver any economic initiatives related
to the COVID emergency. The financial value of the development ensured that
the SDAU was required to commence assessment. The SDAU should
recommend refusal of the development application, because it:
•
•
•
•
•

Does not meet the purpose and intent of the local planning scheme and
local planning policies
Disregards orderly and proper planning;
Will result in permanent loss of the amenity of the locality;
Does not deliver economic-based need derived from effects of COVID-19;
and is
Inconsistent with State planning policies and Region Planning Schemes.
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1. WHAT IS PRESERVE GNARABUP?
Preserve Gnarabup is a community-based group, representing permanent
residents of the Shire of Augusta-Margaret River (AMRS), many hundreds of
people across Western Australia who own and love their holiday homes in the
area; and national and international travellers who support the wonderful, unique
environment that is Gnarabup.
Our members include families, couples, young single people, people from all
parts of Western Australia, local and international visitors. We live in Margaret
River or we have chosen to stay as holiday makers, and our children attend local
day care, primary and secondary schools. Some of our members have lived in
Margaret River all their lives, raising their families and their children have now
returned with their families, to appreciate the globally -recognised unique qualities
of the region.
It is important to note that Gnarabup is the town beach for the Margaret River
area. It is a safe, protected swimming beach on a coast known for it very powerful
ocean swells. It is a meeting place for the community – analogous to a town
square or town hall for many other communities.
All of our more than 2,000 supporters choose to live in or visit Margaret River,
because we love the community and the environs. Our members and many other
residents engage in local government initiatives, including the production of the
local planning framework over the last few years and stretching back as far as
the past 40 years. We are active and interested in what happens to this place,
because we love what it is and we are keen to preserve the things that matter care for our community, appreciation for a beautiful and heritage-rich natural
environment, and development and protection of the region’s natural tourism
attractions which support a sustainable tourism industry. We support
development that recognises those values as important.
This development application does not meet those expectations. The Proposal
seeks to impose an overbearing and ill-conceived commercial structure on a
vulnerable coastal area. It intends that a large residential subdivision will
permanently scar the fragile geology of the area, which has never been studied
with a comprehensive sub-surface geotechnical study. The Proposal will result in
the destruction of the social and environmental amenity of a much-loved area,
and create risks to the human and natural environment which cannot be
ameliorated
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______________________________________________________________
2. BACKGROUND TO THIS DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION
The history of the site, while under the ownership of various proponents is
important, because it demonstrates the significant scrutiny applied to this
development site, over many years, by AMRS, Ministers for Planning, the
Supreme Court of WA, the Town Planning Appeal Tribunal of WA, the WAPC,
and by the local and wider community. The context of planning for this site is
critical to any analysis of the Proposal. It is entirely superficial to consider the
recent development applications, without regard to the wider frame. The area has
changed markedly in 30 years - adverse climate impacts and coastal erosion
have advanced significantly in this time.
It is important to note that, at every point, AMRS has been asked to comment on
a decision to approve development on this site, it has not supported the site’s
development:
“The Shire’s interactions regarding planning for the subject land date back
approximately 30 years. During this time, development of the land and of
Gnarabup in general has caused significant community concern and generated
multiple legal proceedings. … It is however of note that the Shire has never
formally supported development ‘West of Wallcliffe Road’ and that:
•
•
•

The zoning of Lot 783 for development was the decision of the Planning
Minister in 1993.
The creation of Lots 501-504 was approved by the State Government
(Western Australian Planning Commission) in 2001.
The Shire refused a development application over Lot 783 in 2004
however this decision was overturned by the (then) Town Planning Appeal
Tribunal (TPAT).

The Structure Plan which sets out how development should occur on Lots 501504 was approved by the WAPC, without support from the Shire.” 1
At Appendix 1, we attach a detailed analysis of the history of proposed
developments, west of Wallcliffe Road (now known as Lots 501-504, 793
Gnarabup.

1

Agenda for Shire of Augusta-Margaret River Ordinary Council Meeting, 9
December 2020 (p.30)
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3. LACK OF COMMUNITY CONSULTATION BY PROPONENT
There has been no community consultation undertaken in respect of the
Proposal, by the proponent. It has been left to the community itself to consider
and evaluate the Proposal documentation, comprising over 500 pages of
technical analysis and plans. The proponent claims that it has consulted Preserve
Gnarabup but this is not the case. The only contact has been a briefing on the
early development plans in April 2021 with no opportunity or request for feedback.
At the same time the proponent briefed the AMRS Councillors in an open briefing
and also held a briefing for the local Tourism Association.
The community first learnt of the proposal from a press conference with the
Premier and Minister for Tourism in June 2020 and was advised that the
Development Application had been lodged by the Chair of the WAPC, only in a
meeting in September 2021. Since then, the SDAU has since been proactive and
very helpful in ensuring the community is informed and has the opportunity to
engage. In June 2021, the Premier advised us that the development would be
subject to a high level of assessment and community consultation (Appendix
12).

4. INDEPENDENT EXPERT REPORTS: PLANNING, TRAFFIC AND
PARKING, BUSHFIRE, SITE CHARACTERISTICS
Preserve Gnarabup commissioned planning, traffic and bushfire experts to
review the development application and provide their own reports. The Council
of the AMRS does not have a role in community engagement in the SDAU
process, save to provide a report of its own, after the conclusion of the public
submission period. Therefore, it was necessary for Preserve Gnarabup to provide
the community with expert support and critical analysis of the proposal.
This submission also covers aspects of the Proposal which are not addressed in
the Proposal documentation - notably, the geotechnical constraints of the site and
the threat to the site from coastal erosion and climate-related impacts. These
reports, we suggest, provide expert advice as to why this development should not
proceed on this site - it is the wrong development for a fragile, vulnerable area.
Our expert reports form attachments to this submission, at Appendices 2 - 11.
We have sought to characterise these reports under the SDAU ‘due regard’
considerations:
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1. Purpose and intent of local planning scheme and local planning policies
• Hemsley Planning Report - Appendix 2
• Urbii Traffic Report - Appendix 3
• Paul Lane Report (traffic, tourism) – Appendix 4

2. Orderly and proper planning, amenity
• James Report (Visual Impact) - Appendix 5
• Peter Lane Report (coastal impact, climate change, geology) Appendix 6
• Martin Report (hydrogeology) - Appendix 7
• Coleman report (construction and infrastructure issues) – Appendix
9
• Wedd Report (natural environment, Aboriginal heritage) - Appendix
8
3. Response to economic effects of COVID19
• See also:
o Coleman report (construction and infrastructure issues) –
Appendix 9
4. Relevant Region Planning schemes, State planning policies and any other
relevant WAPC policies
•
•

BPP Bushfire Management Report - Appendix 10
McKellar Report (Strategic Planning) - Appendix 11

5. REASONS TO RECOMMEND REFUSAL OF THE APPLICATION
I.

Does not meet the purpose and intent of the local planning scheme
and local planning policies

The key planning framework for this site is contained in the AMRS’s Local Planning Scheme No 1, Local Planning Strategy 2036 and Local Tourism Planning
Strategy.
The Proposal does not meet the purpose nor intent of any of:
• Local Tourism Planning Strategy 2015 (updated in 2016).
• Local Planning Strategy (endorsed WAPC 2017)
• Local Planning Strategy 2036 (2022) (recently endorsed by WAPC).
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•

Initiated Scheme Amendment 70 to rezone Lots 501, 502 and 504 Reef
Drive, Lot 503 Seagrass Place from ‘Future Development’ to ‘Tourism.
(resolution of AMRS Council 10 February, 2021)

The Proposal is inconsistent with Local Planning Scheme No 1 (LPS1) (Hemsley
Report p.7). The proposed land use mix (Tourism vs Residential), together with
the yield proposed for the ‘Resort’ site, does not address the intent nor the
provisions of LPS1.
The Proposal seeks approval for a proportion of residential dwellings
(unrestricted in stay or potential subdivision) well in excess of any (objectively
considered) limit, and which limit might properly be regarded as incidental or
subordinate to the primary and intended Tourism based land use.
The Proposal instead seeks to reverse this statutory emphasis. The Proposal can
more properly be regarded as dominantly, a residential subdivision of at least 49
houses, delivering maximum gains, with an incidental hotel component.
Why would the proponent seek to reverse this statutory emphasis? We suggest
there are two possible reasons - maximising returns though the sale of luxury
residences in a highly competitive real estate market; and/or ensuring that, once
approved, the development can be more easily be sold or leased by the
proponent - much as the same proponent has sought to do with the Royal George
Hotel in Fremantle, also the subject of a recent SDAU approval.
Either way, it is clear that the tourism element of the Proposal is lip-service to
address the very prescriptive Tourism focus of the local planning framework for
the site. The dominant motive for the development is the residential component.
This is further emphasised, when considering that the Proposal seeks to ensure
that the economically important, but less lucrative Tourism component (the
Resort) is delivered on a distinct and separate freehold lot. We note that LPS1,
the previous Local Planning Strategy and the newly endorsed Local Planning
Strategy 2036 do not allow residential dwelling units on Lot 783. The Proposal
seeks to amalgamate the lots to reduce the total proportion of residential
dwellings, a cynical exercise, designed specifically to maximise profit.
Across all lots, of the total 201 individually keyed hotel rooms, multiple dwellings
and grouped dwellings, 49 of those premises are residential dwellings and
provide no Tourism related function. The 24.37% residential proportion is
substantially increased when considering the ratio of bedrooms, or floor area as
the average size of each residential dwelling is substantially larger than the
average hotel room proposed.
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When considering just the ‘Village’ component, the land use ratio is tilted
substantially to favour a residential land use. The proportion of residential
dwellings (61.25%) based on the proposed 49 residential dwellings. LPS1
designates a maximum of 16 residential units across the ‘Village’ component and
no residential dwellings on Lot 783 and therefore the “Village” and “Resort” sites
should not be amalgamated. (Hemsley Report, p 7)
The Hemsley report indicates the risk that the proponent may build the financially
lucrative housing and not proceed with the resort as the sole tourism component
II.

Disregards orderly and proper planning

It is not disputed that tourism and hospitality are key industries and major
contributors to the economy of the AMRS. Our concern is that the Proposal does
not achieve the required balance in implementing development in a manner such
that the highly-valued and tourism reliant environmental and visual landscape
amenity is not unreasonably affected, thus undermining the attractiveness of the
townsite for tourism pursuits. (Hemsley Report p 7). The long view down the coast
over Prevelly and Gnarabup, the Leeuwin-Naturaliste National Park and Ngari
Marine Park is a significant part of the appeal of Gnarabup to tourists from around
the world and local people.
The imbalance in the Proposal, by misconstruing the intent of the Planning
Framework and seeking to manipulate the residential component, means that
orderly and proper planning has not been achieved.
Both LPS 1 and Local Planning Strategy 2036 treat the land on Gnarabup Headland as two distinct sites. Lot 783 (to the north), where the resort is proposed, can
only be used for tourism with no residential accommodation allowed. The Development Application amalgamates two developments into one application.
Both LPS No1 and Local Planning Strategy 2036 indicate that Lots 501 to 504
should be used predominantly for tourism units, with allowance for ancillary ‘Unrestricted Length of Stay’ units. The local government, AMRS, will be required to
police the use of the dwellings within the village area for their designated use –
Tourism or Unrestricted Length of Stay.
Failure to provide adequate carparking and traffic mitigation
The Proposal has a shortfall of at least 120 car bays (Urbii Report Appendix 3).
In turn, the pressure on existing carparking close to an accessible and popular
town beach immediately challenges the specifically prepared controls under the
local planning framework, to deliver sustainable tourism opportunities. Beach
users will be forced to compete with resort guests, day visitors and resort staff for
carparks.
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The Proposal offers 244 bays, for all users of the hotel and residential
accommodation. The Urbii Report determined that (at least) 364 and ideally 455
bays are required for the users of the new development. This is in the context
that the resort development will deliver 121 accommodation rooms and 703
seats, across various facilities (restaurants, bar, café, spa, function centre).
Remarkably, without any basis in fact, the Proposal suggests that the land for the
resort parking will be made available by the resumption of Crown reserves in the
Upper Gnarabup carpark and on Ocean View Road. There is no certainty that
this land will ever be made over to the proponent for use as part of the Proposal.
Indeed, the Chief of Staff to the Minister for Lands has given no such reassurance
(Appendix 13). Any such suggestion in the Proposal must be disregarded.
In addition to a traffic expert, Preserve Gnarabup also sought expert advice from
local tourism operators, to better understand the extent of the adverse impacts of
increased traffic and parking without appropriate space and management, on
existing tourism sites and facilities (Paul Lane Report, Appendix 4).
The Proposal’s traffic assessment significantly understates the existing parking
demand for Gnarabup Beach, and uses dated and selective traffic data to
significantly downplay the existing use and parking congestion. Notably, the
Proposal’s traffic assessment relies heavily on the following flawed assumptions:
•
•
•

Existing Gnarabup beach parking only peaks on a few days a year;
Less parking bays are required because the resort will never be fully
booked and will only ever have a maximum of 70% occupancy; and
The majority of guests will arrive by private chauffeur driven vehicles
and not require individual parking bays

As a long-term provider of local tourism accommodation, Paul Lane notes that
accommodation in Margaret River is at 100% occupancy most weekends and
holidays year-round (Paul Lane Report p.1). Onsite parking should be designed
for this consistently high occupancy rate.
Under current AMRS parking policies, every hotel room in Margaret River
requires one parking bay. The AMRS requires all Airbnb operators to provide one
parking bay per room. It is difficult to understand how the proponent could
possibly obtain approval to under-cater for parking to the extent proposed, in the
absence of the broader ambit of the SDAU.
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III.

Will result in permanent loss of the amenity of the locality

Clause 67 (n) of the Deemed Provisions (Planning and Development
Regulations) sets out guidance on what constitutes amenity of the locality,
including the following:
(i)
(ii)
(iii)

environmental impacts of the development
the character of the locality; and
social impacts of the development
Visual impact
This issue is evaluated in the Hemsley Report (Appendix 2), the James
Report (Appendix 5) and Coleman Report (Appendix 9). The analysis of
these experts is clear - the Proposal provides a visual impact assessment
(prepared by Emerge Associates) that is based on flawed assumptions
and omits comprehensive assessment of key factors. This assessment
considers a limited range of viewing opportunities from critical and expected locations, seeking to downplay the location’s highly valued visual
amenity.
The Proposal’s visual impact assessment takes into account irrelevant
considerations, including ‘form of scale for developments previously approved’. This is not part of the strategic planning context and has no place
in a professional assessment.
The James Report (at p. 2) determines that:
• the Proposal’s visual impact assessment has significant issues with
the execution of the methodology adopted; and
• the reasoning behind the conclusions set out by the visual impact
assessment are opaque, and without clear justification;
Remarkably, it appears that there is little evidence that the visual impact
assessment commissioned by the proponent actually influenced the design of the Proposal (p. 3 James Report):
•
•

•

The Proposal, as submitted, did not take into account the
recommendations of its own expert report;
The Proposal does not maintain and/or enhance the coastal visual
experience as required by the ‘Natural Objectives’ set out in the
visual impact assessment;
The local aesthetic values have not been given priority in the
design, as evidenced by the Resort building breaking the Ridgeline,
the choice of highly visible materials in the Village and the Resort
and most importantly, the scale and form of the buildings; and
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•

The Proposal does not blend with the broader aesthetic character
and visual quality of the local area.

The Proposal does not have due regard for local landscape values and therefore
does not meet the ‘Urban Objectives’ set out by its own visual impact
assessment. The visual impact assessment admits that a component of the
development (the restaurant) is above the height limit of 7 meters compared to
natural ground level (NGL), thereby ensuring that the Visual Management
Objectives cannot be met.
Critically, the James Report concludes that the Proposal is too large for the site,
the roof breaks the Ridgeline when viewed from a close popular viewing location
(Ocean View Road), and the chosen materials are too visible.
To respond to the local landscape values, the James Report recommends that
the size of the Proposal must be reduced, and the materials revised to reduce
the impacts of the buildings.
Unsuitability of the Proposal to the site - physical characteristics
The site is not fit for the Proposal. Clause 67 (r) of the Deemed Provisions
(Planning and Development Regulations) identifies a relevant consideration
being the suitability of the land for the development, taking into account the
possible risk to human health or safety.
The Proposal is an overdevelopment of a fragile area. It is the wrong development
for this site. Preserve Gnarabup has commissioned a number of experts in the
fields of geology, hydrology, natural environment and Aboriginal heritage.
Notably, the Proposal does not include expert reports to assist the SDAU on key
matters which might describe the suitability of the ground on which the built form
is to be constructed. Therefore, Preserve Gnarabup has sought its own expert
advice, based on an evaluation of documents prepared by the proponent, and
submitted to the EPA in a separate process
We understood from the EPA and the proponent’s referral document to the EPA
(available online at the EPA consultation page for this Proposal) that the
proponent informed the EPA at least nine months ago that it was commissioning
a report on the geotechnical impacts of the Proposal - but it does not appear to
form part of the Proposal documentation. This raises the question of why this
report has not been included as part of the Proposal.
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Geology, coastal erosion and climate change impacts
The development site is located on a remnant highly porous limestone ridge that
is directly connected to Gnarabup Beach and GasBay, significant recreational
areas in the Ngari Capes Marine Park and Leeuwin-Naturaliste National Park.
The extent of limestone and areas comprised of sand through the development
site is unknown and on this basis it impossible to predict what the impact of rising
sea levels and subsequent coastal erosion will be on the Gnarabup Headland.
What is very apparent from the studies of the site undertaken by an expert geologist (Peter Lane Report, Appendix 6) is that there is a significant gap in understanding the site. There are, however, some clear anomalies in the limited reports
produced by the proponent to date, and comprehensive further analysis is recommended by the SDAU before making any decision on the development future
of this site.
An appendix to the proponent’s Coastal Hazard Risk Assessment (EPA) shows
the ‘coastal processes / hazard setback’ zone comes within a few metres of the
proposed development. The sea level assumptions used as the basis of the report are dated.
The catastrophic cliff collapse at Gracetown on 27 September 1996 was almost
certainly triggered by groundwater (surficial aquifer) weakening the cliff, However, the role that groundwater may or may not play in cliff instability has not been
considered in any of the reports commissioned by the proponent.
Climate change, its likely impact on sea level rise and direction and intensity of
storms, has not been addressed in any of the reports commissioned by the proponent and provided with the Proposal. The scientific understanding of the impact
of climate change and sea level rise on certain geographical regions throughout
the world is a fast-moving area of science. It is important that the most up to date
modelling and data is used to assess this project.
Many scientists have expressed the view that the coast of Western Australia will
be particularly impacted by rising sea levels and increased strength of winter
storm events.
Notably, the State Government, just two and a half years ago, identified Gnarabup as one of the 40 regional coastal erosion hotspots in Western Australia (Appendix 14). The assessment, released by the Department of Planning Lands and
Heritage, noted that Gnarabup (as is typical with these hotspots) has the following
characteristics:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Proximity - infrastructure close to the shore
Instability - typically subject to progressive or episodic erosion
Mitigation - the costs of erosion mitigation are high;
Transfer - limited capacity to manage future erosion; and
Community - highly valued by the community
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The Intergovernmental Report on climate change (released 28 February 2022)
offers little hope that the effects of sea level rises can be reversed in some coastal
areas.
We suggest that, at the very least, the Proposal should include a comprehensive
analysis of the coastal impacts and geological constraints on this site. The
absence of this information makes it exceptionally difficult for the SDAU to be
able to come to an informed decision.
Hydrogeology
Directly relevant to the concerns relating to coastal erosion, we commissioned
Hydrogeochemist and Prevelly resident Richard Martin to conduct an
assessment of the Proposal and current issues associated with development on
this site (Martin Report, Appendix 7)
The Martin Report speaks to the current and continuing groundwater pollution
problem beneath Prevelly, adjacent to Gnarabup, He notes that the present
scenario of partially treated septic waste water is also occurring at Gnarabup,
where the local waste water treatment plant is discharging secondary treated
waste water in the local dunes before it discharges into the ocean at Gnarabup.
It is regrettably clear that the proponent has no understanding of the complex and
highly unstable development of coastal Aeolian limestone on which the
development site is situated, and indeed the difficulty in building on the eroded
surfaces. For example, the village of Prevelly was developed on a section of the
coastal plain which represents a collapsed limestone cave structure. None of this
is addressed in the Proposal.
The Martin Report recommends, as a bare minimum, the following issues are
considered by the proponent before any recommendation can be made by the
SDAU:
•

•

•

The highly unstable nature of the aeolian sandstone as described by its
origin of deposition and mechanism of dissolution, making it an unstable
building substrate close to the Ocean.
The disposal of waste water and storm water such that it will result in
negative impact on the present environment and not lead to further
degradation of the unstable aeolian limestone capping rocks.
The current situation of polluted groundwater beneath the proposed
building site; and

The consequences and impact of continually discharging secondary treated
waste through the practise of dune infiltration and subsequent migration to the
ocean.
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Tim Coleman’s report on construction and infrastructure matters (Appendix 9)
points to the Development Application’s complete failure to address stormwater
and associated contaminants management from the development.
“The planning report states the Development Application will not provide details
of Stormwater management. Stormwater will be a significant issue to be
managed. The soil type in this area is highly impermeable when dry and the area
is subject to intense rainfall events. Stormwater management planning will be
important to this development and should have been completed as part of the
Development Application. It is anticipated that combined storm water run-off
volumes from pavements and rooves at Lots 501, 502, 503, 504 and 783, if
development is to go ahead, will equate annually to multiples of mega litres even
in lower than average rainfall years, hence the need for a robust, highly effective
and environmentally considerate Storm Water Management Plan.” (p.7).
“There is evidence of cold water pooling at the base of the limestone structure in
the Southern corner of Gnarabup Bay immediately following rainfall events,
indicating high water flow through the limestone with a significant head likely
pushing from the direction of the ridge behind. Other than the impacts on flora
and fauna populations as a result of clearing and grubbing the site, construction
and post-construction run off of water and contaminants could pose yet another
significant impact to the environment at the proposed development sites,
adjoining waterways and the Ngari Capes Marine Park.” (p.8)
Natural environment and ethnographic risk assessment
The environmental impact of the development (as set out by Clause 67 (n) of the
Deemed Provisions) is profound. This is evidenced in the EPA’s decision to afford
the highest possible scrutiny to the Proposal via the current Public Environmental
Review process.
Pursuant to the criteria for assessment by the we identify some key issues arising
from the Proposal’s documentation, assisted by Rachael Wedd of Abrus
Consulting, senior environmental scientist (Wedd Report, Appendix 8).
The area has a history of use by Aboriginal people and the proposal site includes
a lodged Aboriginal cultural heritage place – a Gnamma Hole water collection
point in the limestone. A full on-ground heritage survey and review of all past
surveys and recorded history is required to fully appreciate the heritage value of
this land. This has not been done to date by the proponent. Preserve Gnarabup
understands that the Aboriginal Cultural Material Committee will consider registering the Gnamma Hole as a registered Aboriginal Heritage Site at its March
2022 meeting.
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Traditional Owner Dr Wayne Webb has asked the proponent to ensure Proposal
protects the lodged heritage site with a 7 meter radius (14 meter diameter) buffer,
retaining the surrounding limestone and coastal heath. The Proposal has reduced
that to a 5 metre radius (10 meter diameter) buffer. See Dr Wedd’s letter at Appendix 15.
The Proposal proposes clearing both privately owned and publicly owned native
coastal heath. This land is a foraging habitat and home to Endangered Carnaby's
Black Cockatoos and Critically Endangered Western Ringtail Possums. Both species are sighted on the land or adjacent to it regularly. The Western Ringtail Possum is one of Australia’s top 100-most endangered species. Critically Endangered means a species has been judged to have a 50% or more chance of being
extinct in the wild within 10 years. The Western Ringtail Possum needs every bit
of habitat it still has.
There have also been sightings of an unidentified subterranean toad or frog and
Mainland Quokkas (listed as Vulnerable and not known to live in this area) on
land immediately adjacent to the site.
The Coleman Report (Appendix x) sets out expert concerns about the long term
impacts of clearing, grubbing and topsoil removal from Lots 501, 502, 503, 504
and 783 at Gnarabup. These actions are expected to result in the eradication of
a significant portion of naturally occurring flora and fauna from the sites:” Clearing, grubbing and topsoil removal, while an essential construction process, is a
practice that should be prevented from occurring in fragile, natural environments
the likes of Gnarabup” (p. 7)
Each of these issues warrants careful evaluation, in establishing the level of information provided by the proponent in the Proposal; and a view from the SDAU
as to what it needs to satisfy itself that it has all relevant information to hand. We
note the proponent suggests that that it intends to refer the proposal to the Commonwealth as having the potential to impact Matters of National Significance under the Environmental Protection, Biodiversity and Conservation Act. There is no
evidence that this referral has occurred.

IV.

Irrelevant to any economic-based need derived from effects of
COVID-19

The broad nature of the discretion provided under the SDAU legislation suggests
that it is incumbent on the SDAU to assess all the potential impacts of the
proposal. The economic viability of a project is no longer just a matter for the
developer. We submit that the State must be satisfied that economic benefit to
the community at large should be addressed in its decision-making process.
Jobs
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Margaret River has for many years had insufficient hospitality staff to staff current
businesses with businesses closing their doors frequently due to the lack of staff.
There is significant media coverage of this issue. It is not limited to the recent
impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic and border restrictions. It should be noted
that the average wage in the Margaret River Region is among the lowest in the
state.
Contribution to state and local economy
The Proposal has no capacity to generate major infrastructure projects (such as
the building of roads, bridges) which is the only way sustained construction
employment generation would occur. The only profit generation of this project is
to the proponent, rather than any state-based industries or projects. In the
absence of any significant economic benefit arising from this project for the State
economy, the application should be rejected.
The following factors have been considered in evaluating the impacts of the
Proposal (Coleman Report Appendix 9, p18):
•

•

•

Construction of the Proposal, because of its scale, will no doubt be
executed by a construction company based outside the Margaret River
Region, thus disadvantaging local construction companies
There is a high probability the construction company awarded the contract
to build the resort and village will either utilise its own workforce or subcontract substantial portions of the Scope of Work to other companies.
There is also a high probability that a substantial portion of sub-contracted
works will be awarded to and executed by companies and workforces
based outside Margaret River and the Margaret River Region.

Lack of affordable housing
The south-west region of Western Australia, including AMRS, has long faced a
lack of affordable or accessible housing, with the pressures from short term
holiday rentals and large number of houses being second homes for people
based in metropolitan areas. The Proposal will exacerbate this issue, not
ameliorate it, given that it includes a significant number of permanent residences
aimed at the luxury market.
Where will all the construction personnel and resort employees live, if not already
residing in the area? What plan does AMRS and relevant government bodies
have in place to manage current and future accommodation issues within the
Margaret River community and are those plans sustainable? Does the developer
have a plan in mind to provide accommodation for construction and hotel staff?
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Any workforce not from Margaret River or the Margaret River Region will be
reliant on the availability of accommodation in the Margaret River area. Such
demand will place immense pressure on what is an already critically saturated
rental and accommodation market and will make it even more difficult for locals
of all ages and demographics to find rental accommodation locally. To further
compound the issue, such demand will lead to rental and accommodation price
rises thus creating further affordability issues for members of the local community
who are already struggling to make ends meet (Coleman Report Appendix 9,
p18)

V.

Inconsistent with State planning policies and Region Planning
Schemes

The Proposal is not supported by numerous State Government and strategic
planning policies, including:
•
•
•

the Leeuwin Naturaliste Ridge Statement of Planning Policy (State Planning Policy 6.1);
State Planning Policy No. 2.6 - coastal planning; and
State Planning Policy 3.7 - Planning in Bushire Prone Areas

Preserve Gnarabup has engaged Richard McKellar, a qualified planner, to assist
in the review and application of these strategic instruments (McKeller Report,
Appendix 11); and a firm specialising in bushfire management (BPP Report, Appendix 10)
Leeuwin Naturaliste Ridge Statement of Planning Policy (SPP 6.1)
SPP 6.1 was developed and gazetted in 1998 to provide clear direction on future
land use for the policy area for a 30-year period (to 2028). It remains current and
has delivered the planning direction for successive State governments over many
decades.
Prevelly and Gnarabup are shown as the second to lowest location for
development (level 6): ‘6. Coastal nodes’.
The function of these nodes is composite tourist holiday accommodation and
general residential use. All land in Gnarabup zoned for ‘general residential use
has been developed’; all remaining undeveloped land (that is, the subject site) is
zoned for tourist use (see LPS1 Map 6, page 111). The nature of the tourist
development would reflect the ‘local characteristics’ – that is, the lowest and
smallest type of settlement. Thus SPP 6.1 would support lowest and smallest
tourism development.
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Leeuwin Naturaliste Sub-Regional Plan
The LNSR Strategy (2019) was developed to define WAPC priorities for the
Leeuwin-Naturaliste Sub-Region for the period 2019 to 2039. It thus provides
insight to current thinking about suitable land use at Prevelly -Gnarabup. The
Strategy states a ‘Settlement hierarchy’ of 6 levels. The highest level is Regional
Centre (Busselton); then Sub-regional centre (Margaret River), the third (major
town), fourth (town) and fifth (village) levels are considered as a group, and the
sixth level (tourist node) is addressed separately from the others.
The Proposal document correctly states that: “the Gnarabup locality is identified
in the Strategy as a ‘village’. Essentially the settlement is intended to offer a level
of service that ‘generally deal with the daily needs of the service population.’”
(page 16)
Notably, the Gnarabup proposal lies within the Prevelly-Gnarabup village.
The focus here is the need to ensure that there is a wide variety of options
available within the sub-region. There is no reference to a location within the subregion that is suitable for a development of the scale of the Proposal, and no
suggestion that a hotel of this size should be established within a village.
The McKellar Report concludes (at p.8):
“Under the relevant policies and strategies, major tourist facilities should be
located in centres appropriate to their size, with the requisite infrastructure and
tourist facilities. The proposed hotel / spa is of a similar scale to the largest hotel
in the region, the Mercure Lord Forrest in the centre of the largest city in the
region, Bunbury.
Fails to address and comply with State Planning Policy 3.7 - Planning in Bushfire
Prone Areas
We commissioned bushfire management experts to review the bushfire risk
assessment prepared by Emerge Associates, for the developer. The report of our
experts, Bushfire Prone Planning, can be found at Appendix 10 (BPP Report)
On the advice of our experts, the report prepared by Emerge Associates has a
number of key flaws. We specifically sought expertise in bushfire management
and emergency evacuation plans, because of the significant risk of catastrophic
environmental and human loss, if the planning is wrong. This factor cannot be
underestimated. Sadly, this fear is only too present for local residents and visitors
to Gnarabup, because of the impacts of a drying climate.
A total of 292 landscape fires were recorded in the Leeuwin-Naturaliste area
between July 2010 – February 2016.
Gnarabup, Prevelly and the surrounding national park are listed as ‘Extreme’
bush fire risk zones in the LPS 1, including Gnarabup,
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In 2011 a controlled burn by Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and
Attractions escaped containment and ripped through the Leeuwin Naturalist
Ridge. Fire fighters fought desperately to stop fire reaching the communities
based at townships of Prevelly and Gnarabup, but the fire leapt the Margaret
River, destroying the historic Wallcliffe House and rushing on to Prevelly and
Gnarabup. In total, 3,400 ha, 32 houses, five sheds, nine chalets and one shop
were destroyed by the fire in Prevelly, Gnarabup and Redgate.
With only one road in and out of the isolated settlements of Gnarabup and
Prevelly, some residents left the area, escorted by police. They drove out on the
single road through the fire. Other people stayed to protect their homes,
eventually many also sought safety under the boat ramp at Gnarabup Beach.
These are the experiences that inform our community about development that
increases the risk to human life.
The BPP Report identifies that the Proposal relies on the construction of second
road out of Gnarabup which has not been funded and the clearing of Crown land
for bushfire breaks.
“The bushfire management strategies for this element suggest there is or will be
a new road connection proposed between Prevelly and Gnarabup communities
to Caves Road. The BMP states the proposed access is supported by the Shire
however has not been progressed by the State Government.” (Scott BMP p. 4)
“To consider a proposed road either through private property, Shire land,
managed land or Government/Crown land, written confirmation must be attached
to the BMP from the land owners/managers that they agree to an easement or
right-of-way on the land in perpetuity. No confirmation has been attached to the
BMP.” (Scott BMP p. 4)
“Without a robust Bushfire Risk Management plan, the Bushfire Emergency
Evacuation Plan, in my opinion, cannot be supported as it is not clear if the
applied risk assessment process, has accounted for the potential for loss of life,
injury, or destroyed or damaged assets which results in personal loss and
economic loss, and there is no commitment by the State or Local Government to
a second road out of Gnarabup.” (page 7)
The results of the review of the Proponent’s bushfire management
documentation, as set out in the BPP Report, are concerning:
•

The Bushfire Emergency Evacuation Plan and Bushfire Management Plan
prepared by Emerge Associates are deficient

•

These documents do not satisfy the requirements of State Planning Policy
3.7 Planning in Bushfire Prone Areas
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•

The Proposal relies on the construction of second road out of Gnarabup
which has not been funded by the State Government and the clearing of
Crown land for bushfire breaks. The State (land owner) and AMRS (land
manager) have not given permission for this Crown land to be used in
perpetuity by the development.

•

Emerge Associates appears to have bundled up the compliance criteria,
without addressing each comprehensively and distinctly (p.3 BPP Report).
This may be as a result of confusing the required criteria specific to
bushfire risk and assessment.

•

Emerge Associates cites a document issued by DPLH, Risk Management
Approach for Tourism Development as its basis for compliance
assessment. This draft document was a partially developed proposed
methodology that was not adopted by the State Government, through the
DPLH. The assumptions of the developer’s report are therefore flawed and
cannot be relied upon.

•

Without an accurate and robust Bushfire Risk Management plan, the
developer’s Bushfire Emergency Evacuation Plan cannot be supported, as
it has not adequately provided for the potential for loss of life, injury, or
destroyed or damaged assets

•

The risk management and mitigation elements adopted by Emerge
Associates does not address the technical specifications which measure
risk associated with natural hazard (bushfire) or evaluate the impact of
specific bushfire protection measures (p.4 BPP Report). For example:

o Emerge Associates has used a mixture of National Emergency Guidelines
and an outdated, draft concept design to determine its mitigation
measures
o Despite no evidence provided from offsite landowners agreeing to provide
an easement or right-of-way, Emerge Associates has proposed this offsite
landscaping to achieve required separation distances. This is the same
proposition applied to a road reserve on Mitchell Road.
o The shelter in place location does not comply with the Tourism Position
Statement, 1. Siting and Design; and suggests a lesser, incorrect
construction standard as all that is required. There appears to be some
confusion of BAL construction requirements with heat flux exposure
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Emerge Associates has referred, throughout the submitted plans, to BAL-10 and
BAL-3. There are only 6 basic BAL Levels, and BAL-10 and BAL-3 are not
included in the key guidelines and criteria. These are basic, fundamental errors
in a key document for the developer’s application.

Conclusion
For the reasons set out above, and on the basis of the expert reports annexed to
this submission, it is the position of Preserve Gnarabup that the Proposal is
recommended for refusal by SDAU
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Appendix 1
The History of the proposed developments west of Wallcliffe Road now
known as Lots 501-504 and Lot 783 Gnarabup, Preserve Gnarabup
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•
•
•
•

•

•

The History of Planning and Proposed Developments west of Wallcliffe Road, Gnarabup (now
known as lots 501, 502, 503, 504 and 783, Gnarabup)
The following planning processes, taskforces, plans and strategies carefully researched and
considered appropriate development of this area:
• Bowman and Hesp, Geomorphologicial Study of the Leeuw in-Naturaliste Coastline Assessment of Stability and Potential Development Sites (1982),
• Leeuwin-Naturaliste Region Plan Stage 2 (1988),
• the findings of the Government Officers Technical Advisory Group (GOTAG) (chaired
by Larry Guise, then Executive Director of the then Department of Planning and
Urban Development) which comprised representatives of nine State Government
agencies and the Shire tasked with considering the proposed Gnarabup development
(1992-95),
• the Leeuwin Naturaliste Ridge Statement of Planning Policy (1997),
• Statement of Planning Policy No. 2.6 - State Coastal Planning Policy,
• State Planning Policy 3.7 Planning in Bushire Prone Areas,
• The Environmental Protection Authority’s Social Surroundings Guidelines.
• Shire Augusta-Margaret River Coastal Hazard Risk Mitigation and Adaption Plan
(2015) prepared to WAPC guidelines
• Shire of Augusta -Margaret River Local Tourism Strategy 2015 (updated in 2016).
• Shire of Augusta-Margaret River Local Planning Strategy (endorsed by WAPC
2017)
• Local Planning Strategy 2036 (2022) which upholds the Tourism planning for the site
in the Shire of Augusta-Margaret River Local Tourism Strategy 2015.
• Shire of Augusta-Margaret River Initiated Scheme Amendment to rezone Lots 501,
502 and 504 Reef Drive, Lot 503 Seagrass Place from ‘Future Development’ to
‘Tourism. Passed at Regular Council meeting on 10 February, 2021
• Determination by EPA Chair to assess Shire of Augusta-Margaret River Initiated
Scheme Amendment to rezone Lots 501, 502 and 504 Reef Drive – 21 June 2021
• Determination by EPA Chair to assess proposed development of Lots 501, 502 and
504 Reef Drive and Lot 783 Mitchell Drive - 9 December 2021
Sussex Location 815 (the Land) was a privately held piece of land which now comprises the Gnarabup
township and lots 501, 502, 503, 504 and 783 on Gnarabup Headland). It was unzoned land.
1982 – publication of Bowman and Hesp, Geomorphologicial Study of the Leeuwin-Naturaliste
Coastline - Assessment of Stability and Potential Development Sites (1982) (Prepared by UWA based
experts and funded by the State Government)
1988 - The Leeuwin-Naturaliste Region Plan Stage 2 (State Planning Commission 1988).
In 1991, following rejection of a large proposal for a golf course residential development on the Land,
the Augusta-Margaret River Shire (the Shire) decided to prepare the Prevelly Park Development
Guidelines 1992, based on the work of the Bowman and Hesp, Geomorphologicial Study of the
Leeuwin-Naturaliste Coastline - Assessment of Stability and Potential Development Sites (1982) and
The Leeuwin-Naturaliste Region Plan Stage 2 (1988).
1992-95 - The significance of the development of Prevelly was acknowledged with the State
Government establishing the Government Officers Technical Advisory Group (GOTAG) (chaired by
Larry Guise, then Executive Director of the then Department of Planning and Urban Development)
which comprised representatives of nine State Government agencies and the Shire tasked with
considering the proposed Gnarabup development.
1992 - the Prevelly Park Development Guidelines 1992 sought to enable orderly development of
Sussex Location 815 to occur. The Guidelines set an area in which development could best occur, set
guidelines to ensure that the development met environmental, visual and social constraints and set a
limit to development. This limit was restricted to a duplication of the size of the existing Prevelly
townsite of the time, that being 140 lots, a tourist site and commercial areas equivalent to that in
Prevelly in 1992. As the land which now comprises lots 501, 502, 503, 504 and 783 on Gnarabup
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Headland was not identified as suitable for development by Bowman and Hesp or the LeeuwinNaturaliste Region Plan Stage 2, most of the land now within these lots were deemed ‘unsuited to
development’ by the Prevelly Park Development Guidelines.
The Prevelly Park Development Guidelines were then used by the Shire to prepare Town Planning
Scheme 18 (TPS 18) to guide and manage development of Gnarabup. The limitation to the size of
development was set in the clause 3.2.1 (a) and 3.3.3.1 (b). Again as the majority of the land which
now comprises lots 501, 502, 503, 504 and 783 on Gnarabup Headland was not identified as suitable
for development by Bowman and Hesp or the Leeuwin-Naturaliste Region Plan Stage 2, it was not
included within the Shire’s subsequent Town Planning Scheme 18.
October 1992 - on the day Council was due to meet to consider and vote to adopt the TPS 18, the
Developer (Gnarabup Beach Pty Ltd) lodged the 1992 Structure Plan for development approval for an
estate comprising 268 residential lots, 9 special rural lots, 1 tourist lodge site, 1 chalet park site and 1
commercial/community purpose site. Council deferred the final adoption of TPS18 and agreed to
advertise the 1992 Structure Plan.
8 December 1992 - the Developer referred the 1992 Structure Plan to the EPA claiming that it
conformed ‘with few exceptions’ to the draft TPS 18 and that council endorsed the Structure Plan.
Neither of these statements were correct. The Developer asked that the development receive no formal
assessment by the EPA. The EPA agreed to informally assess the 1992 Structure Plan.
14 February 1993 - the Environmental Protection Authority’s Evaluation Division provided Council with
non-binding/informal advice on the 1992 Structure Plan. The letter indicated the EPA was concerned
about “exposed areas”, “and is particularly concerned about the proposed chalet area” The Director of
the EPA Evaluation Division also expressed concern about management of visual impacts of
developing the sites of “the proposed location of the Chalets, Tourist Development and Commercial
Centre. This parcel of land is part of the land subject to the current development application. The EPA
Evaluation Division Director goes on to comment on concerns about bush fire management; rare flora
and fauna; provision of water and sewerage services; and dune blowout and erosion in relation to this
land.
The letter states: “Clause 9.1.3. the Development Guidelines recommends that exposed ridges, knolls,
and slopes within the development area are to be subject to a detailed assessment should
development of these features be contemplated. The Authority has not seen a detailed assessment of
any of these areas, and is particularly concerned about the proposed chalet area……”
The letter raised environmental concerns with the development and indicated the need for further
consultation.
November 1992 to January 1993 - The Shire advertised the 1992 Structure Plan for public
consultation and called for submissions. These submissions overwhelmingly rejected the plan.
Concerns included the size of the development (it was significantly bigger than the existing Prevelly
townsite), the location of tourism sites close to the coast on the limestone headland (on what is now
referred to as Lots 501- 504 and 783, Gnarabup and is the site of the current proposal for a mixed
tourism residential development) and the visual impact to and from the coast, and the environmental
impact on the coast.
February 1993 - on the day Council was due meet to consider the 1992 Structure Plan, the meeting
had to be adjourned because the Developer served notice on the Shire that he had lodged an
application for review against the Shire on the basis of deemed refusal.
March 1993 - the Developer submitted a 1993 Modifed Structure Plan to the Shire. The new 1993
Modified Structure Plan comprised 243 residential lots and was greatly different to the1992 Structure
Plan that had been advertised to the public. Two primary changes included:
o siting of a wastewater treatment plant at Gas Bay; and
o a new tourist site, called the ‘lodge site’ near the upper Gnarabup car park which was
outside the development area identified in the Prevelly Park Development Guidelines
and the draft TP 18. This site is now known as Lot 783 Mitchell Drive, Gnarabup and
is the site of the proposed Westin Margaret River Resort and Spa.
April 1993 -the Shire made a number of changes to the 1993 Modified Structure Plan, noted that it did
not agree with the new inclusion of the tourist site, adopted the 1993 Structure Plan and referred it on
to the WAPC. This meant the public was not consulted on the changes that had been included in the

1993 Modified Structure Plan, particularly the new (and eventual) site of the wastewater treatment site
and the new tourist ‘lodge’ site on what is now Lot 783 were not subject to public consultation.
• May 1993 - the Government Officers Technical Advisory Group (GOTAG), a special committee chaired
by Larry Guise, then Executive Director of the then Department of Planning and Urban Development
(DPUD), and comprising representatives of nine State Government agencies and the Shire tasked with
considering the proposed Gnarabup development, reported to the WAPC’s Director of South West
Planning that the 1993 Structure Plan presented concerns requiring modification.
• 15 June 1993 - the Director of the EPA’s Evaluation Division advised the Department of Planning and
Urban Development that the 1993 Modified Structure Plan was not the same as the 1992 Structure
Plan it had agreed to informally assess and had informally assessed previously; that the modified 1993
Structure Plan did not comply with State and Local Government policies; that there were a number of
problems; and that if the plan was not made consistent with the Prevelly Park Development Guidelines
then it may need formal assessment by the EPA.
“Because the proposal is not consistent with Guidelines it cannot be viewed as being the same
proposal which the Environmental Protection Authority agreed to assess at an informal level because it
conformed with the Guidelines. If the proposal cannot be made consistent with the Guidelines, then the
Authority may consider the proposal requires formal assessment.”
• July 1993 - the South West Regional Planning Committee of the WAPC considered the 1993 Structure
Plan and TPS 18 and approved the 1993 Structure Plan – without the tourist ‘lodge’ site on what is now
lot 783.
• August 1993, then Minister for Planning Richard Lewis MLA (Court State Government), directed
Council to change TPS 18 to include the ‘lodge site of 120 rooms near the upper car park and to
change the height limit from 6 to 8 metres. He advised Council these changes had been made after
consideration of ‘additional information’ (which was never revealed) and that as the 1992 Structure Plan
had been previously advertised for public consultation, the Modified Structure Plan did not require readvertising and a further round of public consultation. This appears to be incorrect information as the
Modified Structure Plan had not been advertised for public consultation. Council protested these
changes before agreeing to compromise. The Minister also directed Council to change clause 3.3.3.1
(b) to increase the maximum number of lots within the Gnarabup Estate to 243.
• The Developer appealed to the Minister over a condition of the Modified Structure Plan approval that
required the land immediately adjacent to Gnarabup beach (now known as Lot 783) to be ceded to the
Crown for public open space. The Minister granted the appeal.
• 1993 - the Developer applied to the Department of Planning and Urban Development to have a tavern
and hotel to serve up to 150 drinkers approved for the Lot 227 – the ‘lodge’ site (now Lot 783). The
Department referred this to the Council for consultation. The Developer indicated to Council that it
would support Council in the removal of a tavern from this site to another part of the Estate (now known
as Gnarabar), in return for support for the hotel on the ‘Lodge’ site. The Council Planning committee
had recommended that the full Council should accept the application and drop its previous opposition
to the Hotel use.
• January 1994, a group of local teenagers organised a Youth March on Council to protest the inclusion
of tavern and hotel use on Lot 227 (now lot 783). The Council chambers were packed and two youth
spokespersons, Ros Barber and Errol Beere, took turns to make points against the proposal. Council
then voted to write to Department of Planning and Urban Development to say that Council did not
consider a hotel overlooking the beach at Gnarabup was an appropriate use.
• In June 1995, the TPS 18 for Gnarabup was finally gazetted having been delayed until after the
Modified Structure Plan for Gnarabup Estate was approved. Despite many years of work by State
Government agencies and the Shire on the proceeding policy documents (especially the Prevelly Park
Development Guidelines), no Structure Plan was ever adopted by Council or Western Australian
Planning Commission (WAPC) in accordance with the provisions of TPS 18. The many years of sound
planning work culminating in meritorious planning policy was not applied to guide the approval of the
Estate because the Developer managed to convince the Council, WAPC and Minister Lewis to delay
the adoption of TPS 18 and assess the Structure Plan without its constraints.
• Development then proceeded on the land identified in the Modified Structure Plan east of Wallcliffe Rd.
Council began to receive numerous complaints from locals and visitors regarding the visual and
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environmental degradation caused by the development and that the development did not comply with
the guidelines or TPS 18. This reached a climax in 1998 with the construction of the highly visible 40
two-story townhouses for tourism (now known as The Break) on the site that had been misleadingly
identified in the Structure Plan for aged care group housing and the 55 two-story villas for tourism on
the site identified for commercial tourist development (now known as The Margaret River Resort),
followed by flooding of the Spindrift part of the Estate from drainage water run-off, mixed with
sewerage.
September 1998, the Leeuwin Naturaliste Ridge Statement of Planning Policy (LNRSPP) was
gazetted. It set a permanent residential population limit of 500 for Gnarabup. This was quickly
exceeded and by 2001 sufficient residential lots had been approved to enable over 800 permanent
residents.
1999, the final Gnarabup Estate residential subdivision east of Wallcliffe Road was approved by the
South West Regional Planning Committee of the WAPC. None of subdivision approvals for the Estate
appear to have considered the LNRSPP population limit or clause 3.3.3.1(b) of the TPS 18 that
development in excess of 140 lots “could only occur unless otherwise considered appropriate by
Council in the light in of social, environmental, topographical, servicing and visual impact
considerations up to a maximum of 243 lots…”
1999, the Prevelly Wilderness Progress Association advised Council that it had received legal advice
that the Gnarabup Estate development exceeded the TPS 18 limit of 243 lots.
August 2000 - the State Government appointed Commissioners in the place of Elected Councillors for
a period of 12 months. This followed the resignation of half of the Councillors and a period of instability
– primarily caused by the then CEO and a long running divide between councillors representing
Augusta and those representing Margaret River.
August 2000 - another plan – the 2000 Structure Plan for Gnarabup Estate - was submitted by the
Developer as the Shire had accepted advice that the Modified Structure Plan was invalid since it was
not adopted after the TPS 18 was gazetted. The 2000 Structure Plan was identical to the Modified Plan
except that it showed development on the proposed tourist site (now known as Lots 501- 504), west of
Wallcliffe Rd. It also showed this one lot was intended to be subdivided into 9 lots. A few days later the
Developer lodged a Subdivision Application with the WAPC for this subdivision. The 2000 Structure
Plan was lodged to support the Subdivision Application. It did not indicate what development was
planned for the ‘lodge site’ (now known as Lot 783) near the upper Gnarabup car park.
The Council advised WAPC that it did not consent to the Subdivision Application for the tourist site (on
what is now known as Lots 501- 504).
The Council decided that it could not advertise the 2000 Structure Plan as it did not comply with the
TPS 18 clause 3.3.3.1. (b).
December 2000 - the Developer disputed the Shire’s interpretation of “lot” in the Supreme Court and
successfully sought to have a declaration that “lot” in clause 3.3.3.1 (b) means residential lot and that
the Shire be compelled to advertise the 2000 Structure Plan. The Shire did not contest the matter in
Court. Prevelly Wilderness Progress Associate and Leeuwin Conservation Group were not informed of
the writ being lodged.
January 2001 - the Shire advertised the 2000 Structure Plan for public comment for a period closing 28
February2001. During this period 711 submissions were received all rejecting the proposed
development west of Wallcliffe Rd (on what is now known as Lots 501- 504).
5 February 2001 - the WAPC approved a subdivision application of the lot west of Wallcliffe Rd into
four lots (these are the lots that became Lots 501 - 504).
August 2001 - Leeuwin Conservation Group received a Memorandum of Advice from Michael Barker
QC that the WAPC approval was invalid. Michael Barker QC was later the first President of the WA
SAT (which replaced the TPAT), and later a Federal Court judge.
4 July 2001 - the Developer served a writ against the Shire on the grounds that the Shire was refusing
to forward the 2000 Structure Plan to the WAPC.
16 July 2001 - the Council agreed at a meeting to forward the 2000 Structure Plan to WAPC, and notify
the WAPC that residential and tourist development for the Gnarabup town site had already exceeded
the limit imposed by the TPS 18.
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August 2001 - at the last meeting held by the Augusta-Margaret River Shire Commissioners, it was
decided to permit residential development east of Wallcliffe Rd on lots that had already received
subdivision approval. This was done to ensure landowners could continue to build homes on their
purchased lots given the number of approved lots in Gnarabup had been exceeded. This, taken with
the 16 July Council resolutions related to the 2000 Structure Plan, effectively ruled out development on
the west side of Wallcliffe Rd under the size restrictions/limits on Gnarabup imposed under TPS18.
October 2001 - the Developer lodged an appeal with the Town Planning Appeal Tribunal (TPAT) over
Council’s 16 July 2001 decision on the grounds it was ‘manifestly unreasonable’. In December 2001 the
TPAT heard submissions relating to whether it had jurisdiction to hear the matter. The TPAT deferred
its decision on jurisdiction until Jan/Feb 2002.
22 October 2001 - a writ of certiorari was served against the WAPC by the Leeuwin Conservation
Group, represented by the WA Environmental Defenders Office, in the WA Supreme Court. The writ
was based on Michael Barker QC’s mid-August 2001 advice that the conditional subdivision approval
on Lot 226 (the 8.5 ha lot west of Wallcliffe Rd which we now know as Lots 501 - 504) was invalid.
8 November 2001 - the Developer, began clearing vegetation for infrastructure (roads and drainage)
on the conditionally approved subdivision (Lot 226 which we now know as Lots 501 -504). Protests by
local residents led to one arrest.
30 November 2001 - at the order nisi hearing for a writ of certiorari against the WAPC in relation to the
conditional subdivision approval of Lot 226 by the Leeuwin Conservation Group, Justice Templeman
granted that there was an arguable case and that there had not been an unreasonable delay in
bringing it before the Court. A hearing before the full court of the Supreme Court was set for 2002.
Justice Templeman decided that the standing of the Leeuwin Conservation Group would be decided by
the Full Court.
20 December 2001 - Michael Barker QC issued another memorandum of advice to the Leeuwin
Conservation Group, advising that any clearing for roads and drainage on Lot 226 (which we now know
as Lots 501 - 504) was unlawful, since the required Shire approval had not been given.
27 December 2001 - at a special meeting of Council it was resolved to seek a second opinion from
Michael Buss QC regarding the unlawfulness of the infrastructure works on Lot 226 (now Lots 501504). This was not acted on by the Developmental Services Officer until 8 January 2002.
Early in January 2002 - the Developer submitted a $5.7 million compensation claim against the Shire
for ‘injurious affection’ relating to the Commissioner’s resolutions of 16 July and August 2001, which
had been referred to the WAPC as part of the processing of Structure Plan 2000.
March 2002 - the legal application for a Writ of Certiorari and a Writ of Prohibition against the WAPC
Re Western Australian Planning Commission, Ex Parte Leeuwin Conservation Group Inc (2002), in the
WA Supreme Court to stop the subdivision of the Gnarabup land failed. Leeuwin Conservation Group
was found to not to have standing which is a legal term which generally means that a party cannot
demonstrate to the Court that it has sufficient connection to or harm from the law or action. The
Defendants (the Developer) sought costs against Leeuwin Conservation Group, and one of the State’s
most hard-working long standing and prestigious environmental group had to be wound up.
https://ecourts.justice.wa.gov.au/eCourtsPortal/Decisions/DownloadDecision?id=2548b490-ad7a-23c64825-6bd40012e100
In 2002 - Michael Barker QC contributed a chapter to the Environmental Defenders Office text book
“Coast Law in Western Australia”. “Chapter 4: Coastal Planning and Development Control”, uses
Gnarabup as one of the examples of the lack of coastal development controls in WA.
In 2004 - the Developer applied successfully to TPAT against the Shire’s decision to refuse a
Development Application for the tourist site (which we now know as Lots 501 - 504) due to the design
of the wastewater treatment system, inappropriate development and setbacks, fire management issues
in Gnarabup Beach Pty Ltd v Shire of Augusta Margaret River [2004] WATPAT 206 103/2004 [2004]:
http://www.austlii.edu.au/cgi-bin/viewdoc/au/cases/wa/WATPAT/2004/206.html
In Gnarabup Beach Pty Ltd v Shire of Augusta-Margaret River & Anor [2004] WASCA 8. An application
against an earlier 2001 TPAT decision was dismissed in favour of the Shire.
https://ecourts.justice.wa.gov.au/eCourtsPortal/Decisions/ViewDecision?returnUrl=%2feCourtsPortal%
2fDecisions%2fSearch%3fsearchText%3dGNARABUP%2520BEACH%2520PTY%2520LTD%2520-v%2520SHIRE%2520OF%2520AUGUSTA-

•
•
•
•
•

•
•

•

•
•
•

•
•
•

MARGARET%2520RIVER%2520%2526%2520ANOR%2520%255B2004%255D%2520WASCA%252
08.%2520%26jurisdiction%3dSC%26advanced%3dFalse&id=1a7649f1-b26d-c8de-48256e28000f9e37
May 2005 - a new Council was elected with many pro-development Councillors after a campaign led by
members of the local real estate industry.
In late 2005 - the Developer submitted a Modified Structure Plan (2005 Modified Structure Plan) for the
tourist sites (Lots 501-504) to WAPC. It decreased density from the 2000 Structure Plan with 108 twobedroom equivalent units to 90 units.
February 2006 - Council staff representatives met with officers from the Department of Planning and
Infrastructure (DPI) in Bunbury and apparently gave tacit agreement to processing the 2005 Modified
Structure Plan.
May 2006 - WAPC sent the 2005 Modified Structure Plan to Council and invited it to make comment.
August 2006 - then Shire President Steve Harris responded to questions from community group
Leeuwin Environment Inc on whether the community would have a chance to comment on the 2005
Modified Structure Plan, advising the group that he was “aware that the WAPC has again written to the
Shire’s Officers regarding this matter” and that he understood the “CEO is currently taking legal advice
to determine the Shire’s possible next steps in this process.”
However, Council was not given an opportunity examine the 2005 Modified Structure Plan or to
consider whether it satisfied the requirements of the clause 3.2.1(a) and 3.3.3.1(b) of the governing
TPS 18 which limited tourism development.
In 2007, it would appear that either under Delegated Authority or acting beyond powers, then CEO
James Trail made a decision that Council did not wish to comment or to put the 2005 Modified
Structure Plan out to public advertising for public consultation. To our knowledge, Shire President
Steve Harris was the only Elected Council Member who was informed of management and
consideration of the 2005 Modified Structure Plan by the Shire during this time.
In 2012, Mr Trail was dismissed from his later role as Shire of Kalamunda chief executive for
misconduct and was the subject of a Corruption and Crime Commission inquiry related to his work at a
number of Shires including the Shire of Augusta-Margaret River. The CCC investigation found Mr Trail
received undeclared gifts from a software company and had purchased products for the Kalamunda
Shire council beyond the approved financial limit. He was given a spent conviction and fined for three
counts of failing to comply with a requirement in relation to the disclosure of information in the Midland
Magistrate’s Court.
This meant that the community, which had long demonstrated that it considered coastal planning as
vital to maintaining the environmental, social and tourism values of the region, were deliberately and
consciously denied an opportunity to comment on the 2005 Modified Structure Plan for a site the
community had long wished to protect. Further their elected representatives were also denied this
opportunity to comment on the Modified Structure Plan.
The community has no knowledge or evidence that Council gave CEO James Trail delegated authority
to make this decision. If he did not have delegated authority from the Council, he would have been
acting in breach of the Local Government Act.
Later in 2006 - it is believed WAPC again wrote to the Shire asking it to comment on the 2005 Modified
Structure Plan. It is not known whether it received a reply.
Mike Schram of WAPC much later in 2008 advised Leeuwin Environment Inc. that:
“The Shire has been given opportunities to comment on the ‘Modified Structure Plan’, by the
proponent, DPI, and WAPC, but declined these opportunities to provide any additional
comment and simply reiterated that Council has already made its decision and that it was
now up to WAPC to determine the proposal.”
November 2006 - the WAPC endorsed the 2005 Modified Structure Plan without the matter having
been brought to a Council meeting.
The 2005 Modified Structure Plan was then brought to Council to endorse after it had been endorsed
by WAPC. The Council received legal advice that to oppose the 2005 Modified Structure Plan at this
stage may bring legal liability.
In 2006 - Council then adopted a draft District Planning Scheme which was submitted to WAPC for
approval. This removed the limitations on the size of Gnarabup. Under this Scheme it was possible for

•
•

•

•

•
•

•
•

•
•

•

•

land zoned for protection to be held by a developer rather than ceded to the State. WAPC asked for
modifications to the District Planning Scheme, particularly that the Council maintain the limitations on
the size of Gnarabup in the Scheme.
In 2010 - Council adopted Local Planning Scheme 1 (LPS1). This Scheme removed the longestablished limiting clauses on development at Gnarabup. The Scheme was adopted despite hundreds
of community submissions objecting to the removal of the limitations on development of Gnarabup.
In late 2019 - the package of lots (Lots 501-504 and 783) were purchased for a combined price of
$5,500,000 according to Landgate sales data. The purchaser is a new company established in 2019
named 5 Star Margaret River Pty Ltd. The Development is lead by controversial property developer
Luke Saraceni of Saracen Properties.
9 June 2020, Luke Saracen was joined by WA Premier Mark McGowan to announce the development
of a five-star resort called The Westin Margaret River Resort & Spa, operated by Marriot International
on the what we now know as Lot 783.
https://www.mediastatements.wa.gov.au/Pages/McGowan/2020/06/Five-star-vote-of-confidence-forMargaret-River-and-WA-tourism.aspx
10 February 2021 – The Shire of Augusta-Margaret River Council passed a motion to fix an anomaly in
its planning documents and re-zone Lots 501-504 from ‘Future Development’ to ‘Tourism’. Under the
EPA Act 1986, amendments to an unassessed Local Planning Scheme, like Local Planning 1, must be
referred to the EPA for possible assessment.
April 2021 – Preserve Gnarabup referred the Saracen Properties proposed development to the EPA
Section 38 of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 (WA), asking for the Proposal to be assessed at
the level of Public Environmental Review.
21 June 2021 – the EPA determined to assess the environmental impact of development on Lots 501504.
https://www.epa.wa.gov.au/shire-augusta-%E2%80%93-margaret-river-local-planning-scheme-1amendment-70
3 September 2021 - Saracen Properties lodged a development application with the State Development
Assessment Unit.
5 October 2021 – EPA opened a 7-day public consultation on whether or not the EPA should assess a
proposal and, if so, what level of assessment is considered appropriate. Over 1200 submissions were
received with an estimated more than 80% asking for the development to be assessed at the level of
Public Environmental Review.
8 October 2021 – State Development Assessment Unit published the ‘Westin Resort and Spa and
Gnarabup Beach Village’ as a lodged application on its website.
9 December 2021 – EPA Chair determined to assess the referral of the proposed Saracen Properties
development on Lots 501-504 and Lot 783 Gnarabup Headland. It reported that in the 7 day
consultation in October it had received 1244 submissions with 1111 asking for the project to be
assessed at the highest level of Public Environmental Review.
https://www.epa.wa.gov.au/sites/default/files/Extract_of_determination/CMS17993%20Gnarabup%20T
ourism%20LOA%20decision.pdf
9 December 2021 – EPA Chair determined to assess the referral of the proposed Saracen Properties
development on Lots 501-504 and Lot 783 Gnarabup Headland. It reported that in the 7 day
consultation in October it had received 1244 submissions with 1111 asking for the project to be
assessed at the highest level of Public Environmental Review.
https://www.epa.wa.gov.au/sites/default/files/Extract_of_determination/CMS17993%20Gnarabup%20T
ourism%20LOA%20decision.pdf
19 January 2022 – SDAU opens 6 week public consultation on the Development Application for these
lots. https://consultation.dplh.wa.gov.au/reform-design-state-assessment/gnarabup/
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Hemsley Planning, in its capacity as a town planning consultancy, has been

The two components are not considered to be either adjoining or adjacent. Each

engaged to perform a peer review of a Development Application (DA) lodged with

component bears no functional relationship (i.e. reciprocal parking) or commonality

the SDAU for a combined Tourism/Residential land use development spread across

in accommodation typology. The lots are separated by 81m which includes a road

five (5) individual lots.

reserve and a crown reserve. Each component is designed by a separate design
theme and therefore share no apparent commonality in appearance. The

The DA is the sum of two parts:

aggregation of these parts to form a single DA being made to the SDAU should be of
concern to the decision maker.

1.
2.

‘Resort’ development (north) considered 100% Tourism land use of
incidental/ancillary; and

The DA is reliant upon a significant yield variation and resulting amenity impacts to

‘Village’ development (south) considered:

the tourism component of the DA located on an independent lot in order to tip the
scales on the residential proportion of a combined development being less than 25%.

a.

38.75% Tourism Land Use

b.

61.25% Residential Land Use

The ‘Resort’ component’s substantial variation to the Scheme’s site-specific

(excluding 213m2 Commercial from calculations)

maximum yields permitted ought to be given primacy over the Scheme’s generic
plot ratio control for Tourism zoned lots and should not be considered an alternative

Excluding the hospitality area, the ‘Resort’ component of the DA seeks approval for

yardstick to considering the acceptable scale of development proposed. The

121 Hotel rooms (141 bedrooms) on a single lot. The Local Planning Scheme No. 1

excessive scale of the ‘resort’ component manifests though multiple inconsistencies

dictates, specific to this lot, that Tourism Development on this lot shall be limited to 28

with the objectives and intent of the planning framework.

‘Villas’ with 83 bedrooms (I.e. 2.96 bedrooms per villa). It follows that the ancillary
hospitality component (703 seats) is larger than what was intended when the site

Car Parking

specific scheme provisions were prepared. The proposed Resort component
substantially exceeds to the Local Planning Scheme’s intent.

The proposal is unable to accommodate parking on site and seeks to meet a 70+
bay shortfall by constructing car bays offsite in areas already demonstrated to

The ‘Village’ component of the DA occupies the balance of the lots subject to the

accommodating vehicles in during peak periods. The development cannot

approval. In a narrow sense, the yield sought does not differ as drastically from the

accommodate required carparking on site and will not contribute any additional

planning framework as the Resort component is attempting, however, the planning

parking supply, merely converting casual verge parking.

framework’s intent for the site to be used almost exclusively for Tourism is undermined
with over 60% of this proposed to provide residential dwellings. The development
outcome sought is more reflective of a Group Dwelling development with a
subsidiary Tourism component.
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Visual Impact

residential development along Walcliffe Road remain serviced by one single lane
access road only. Overdevelopment on the subject site places existing residents at a

The planning framework envisages a series of 28 separated villas on the resort site,

greater risk than anticipated in a mass evacuation bushfire event. The proposal’s

reflecting the existing costal spatial development pattern which will limit an impact

plans relating to mitigating bushfire risk are demonstrated through a peer review to

on the valued landscape character. The single contiguous structure is completed

be inaccurate and in one instance, reliant upon an as yet constructed and

with a mostly unarticulated roof form with dimensions of over 100m in either direction.

uncommitted second road (escape route) which the proponent has no influence

The roof form is to be completed with a 15 x 74m long solar array adopting a

over or ability to compel its completion.

homogenous orientation. The scale of the building and lack of articulation renders it
incompatible with the coastal character, and reflective of a rural character. Whilst

Previous Approval

attempts are made to mitigate through landscaping the visual impact, green roof
and tall trees retaining high fuel loads are unlikely to be practically capable of

The applicant submits an existing approval from 2004 remains valid which is used to

achieve the desired outcome.

justify aspects of the proposal. We dispute this in light of the new definition and case
law.

The applicant’s VIA makes multiple convenient omissions in its analysis of viewing
angles which has limited an objective assessment of the proposal visual impact.

Conclusion

Offsite Clearing

The proposed development is inconsistent with the State Planning Framework and
the Local Planning Scheme’s site-specific provisions, vision, objectives, and intent in

The resort component should be designed to be capable of meeting an appropriate

addition to the provisions of orderly and proper planning. We submit that any

bushfire risk however it is reliant on clearing a substantial area of Crown land in order

objective assessment which follows a disciplined, methodical, logical and systematic

to achieve a compliant BAL rating on the northern side of the property. No

approach which gives ‘due regard’ to the planning framework, could only

agreement has been achieved with the Shire to perform the clearing. The clearing

reasonably recommend the proposal is refused. We are firmly of the opinion that

will increase the visual impact of the development.

adopting a supportive position would be haphazard and capricious.

Bushfire Risk

We contend that should the Development Application be approved without
significant modification to the submitted design and the presentation of additional

The proposal seeks to increase the overnight population of the Gnarabup Townsite in

supporting material, it would constitute a resolution which departs and has no regard

excess of levels anticipated by the planning framework. Gnarabup, Prevelly and rural

to the planning framework.
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PLANNING ASSESSMENT PRELIMINARIES
Property Details:
SCHEME:

Shire of Augusta-Margaret River Local Planning
Scheme No. 1 (LPS1)

SCHEME ZONING:

Lot 783 [Resort Component]
‘Tourism’ Zone
‘Tourist Zone T2’ (See Schedule 12)
Special Control Area - Gnarabup Area SCA 3
Special Control Area - DCA1

LPS1 Extract

Lots 501, 502, 503, 504 [‘Village’ Component]
‘Future development Zone’
The structure plan ‘shall provide for tourist and
ancillary development’ (Refer Structure Plan
2006)
Special Control Area - Gnarabup Area SCA 3
Special Control Area - DCA1

7

STRUCTURE PLAN:

Gnarabup Beach Estate Structure Plan 2006
affecting ‘Village’ Component only.

ADDRESS:

Lot 783, Wallcliffe Road, Gnarabup [‘Resort’
Component]
Lots 501, 502, 503, 504 Wallcliffe Road,
Gnarabup [‘Village’ Component]

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

Lot 783 [‘Resort’ Component]
121 ‘villas’ (hotel rooms) comprising 141
bedrooms
703 seats (hospitality)
Lots 501, 502, 503, 504 [‘Village’ Component]
31 Tourism Lettable Units
49 Dwellings (unrestricted length of stay
accommodation)
+ 213m2 Commercial Floor Area

Lot 783, Mitchell Drive, Gnarabup [‘Resort’ Component] Lots 501, 502 and 504 Reef Drive and Lot 503 Seagrass Place, Gnarabup [‘Village’ Component] | February 22

A town planning assessment of the combined proposal has been performed by Hemsley Planning Pty Ltd. This assessment has adopted the same high level strategic assessment
approach as the WAPC will adopt, having due regard to the purpose and intent of the Shire of Augusta Margaret River Town Planning Scheme No 1 (LPS1), orderly and proper
planning, the preservation of amenity, the need to facilitate development in response to the economic effects of the COVID-19 pandemic, in addition to any relevant State
planning policies or other policies of the WAPC.
This assessment has benefited from insights provided by specialist consultant peer reviews of the proposal and the technical reports prepared by the applicant. The peer review
reports are provided as appendices to this report. The principal areas of concern relevant to matters external to the proposed development are discussed within the subsequent
assessment under relevant headings.
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ORDERLY AND PROPER PLANNING
Tourism and hospitality are key industries and major contributors to the Shire of Augusta-

When looking solely at the ‘Village’ component, the land use ratio is tilted substantially

Margaret River’s economy. The provision of Tourism accommodation and ancillary

to favour a residential land use with the proportion of residential dwellings being 61.25%

development on the lots subject to this Development Application form a critical

based on the proposed 49 residential dwellings. LPS1 designates a maximum of 16

deliverable component of the planning framework as it has been prepared for the

residential units across the ‘Village’ component. Further LPS1 designates no residential

Gnarabup townsite. The provision of the tourism component and development of the

dwellings should be built on Lot 783 (Resort site).

Gnarabup townsite in general recognises the fine balance needed to be achieved in
implementing development in a manner such that the highly-valued and tourism

In the hypothetical scenario where the development is approved, the occupation or

reliant environmental and visual landscape amenity is not unreasonably affected, thus

individual sale of any non-tourism component should not occur prior to the completion

undermining the attractiveness of the townsite for tourism pursuits.

(not simply substantial commencement of the resort development component) to
avoid the ‘cherry picking’ of the viable components of the development (the

Through this lens, we are firmly of the view that the proposed land use mix (Tourism vs

residential dwellings) undermining the intent of the zoning and a planning framework

Residential) together with the yield proposed for the ‘Resort’ site is inconsistent with

which designates these land parcels for the purposes of Tourism. The risk that the

LPS1 provisions. The proposal is inconsistent with LPS1provisions as the proportion of

development ultimately yields only residential dwellings is substantial given the

residential dwellings (which do not seek to restrict occupancy and are able to be

separated nature of the parcels of land and the proponent’s reliance on a third-party

subdivided and used as a primary dwelling by a single party for periods exceeding 3

offshore controlled hotel operator to deliver the 121 room hotel. If a condition of

months in any 12-month period) exceed an objective limit considered incidental or

approval linking delivery of each component cannot be considered to be validly

subordinate to the primary and intended Tourism based land use. The proposed land

applicable, then it would follow that the proposal, as it is aggregated together is not

use mix is further exacerbated when considering the practical difficulties faced by the

capable of approval. In turn each development on each freehold lot would need to

decision-maker in ensuring that the economically important, but less lucrative Tourism

be required to be considered a predominantly tourism-based development, or

component (the Resort) is delivered as the Resort is to be situated on a distinct and

alternatively the sites would be required to be amalgamated prior to the

separate freehold lot.

commencement of works.

Across all lots, of the total 201 individually keyed hotel rooms, multiple dwellings and
grouped dwellings, 49 of those premises are residential dwellings and provide no
Tourism related function. The 24.37% residential proportion is substantially increased
when considering the ratio of bedrooms, or floor area as the average size of each
residential dwelling is substantially larger than the average hotel room proposed.
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LAND USE YIELD TABLE
The table below distils the land use mix and yields proposed across the individual development sites and compares those yields to provisions in the planning framework as they are
specifically prepared for the affected lots.

Lot

Accommodation/Dwelling

Yield Proposed

Difference

Yield Anticipated by Framework
Lot 783 [Resort Component]

LPS1 ‘Tourist Zone T2’ (See Schedule 12)
Tourist accommodation is limited to:
▪

28 villas comprising 83 bedrooms.

121 ‘villas’ (Hotel Rooms)

+ 93 additional villas/Hotel

comprising 141 bedrooms

Rooms
+ 58 additional bedrooms

Structure Plan Provisions

LPS1

Lots 501 [‘Village’ Component]

‘Serviced Apartments’ 14 Modules

▪

74 lettable units

Lots 502 [‘Village’ Component]

‘Serviced Apartments’ 16 Modules

▪

A village centre

Lots 503 [‘Village’ Component]
Lots 504 [‘Village’ Component]

31 Tourism Lettable Units

than required

‘Backpackers/Budget Villas’ 14 Modules

with 16

49 Dwellings (unrestricted

‘Budget Villas’ 20 Modules

commercial

accommodation)

‘Serviced Apartments’ 10 Modules

tenancies and 16

Village Centre 16 ‘Modules’ ‘Plus

residential units

Commercial Use’

with one

- 43 less Tourism Lettable Units

+ 33 additional dwellings less
than permitted

+

213m2

Commercial

caretakers
dwelling.
Total [‘Village’ Component]

10

72 Modules + Commercial

Total 80 Units/Dwellings

8 additional ‘Modules’
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LOCAL PLANNING SCHEME NO. 1
The Purpose and Intent of the Tourism zone as established in LPS1 is as follows:
LPS1 6.4.3.2.3 Tourism Zone
Objective: To recognise the capacity of land within the Special
Control Area to accommodate tourist development of a special
form and character notwithstanding the special landscape and

The site-specific controls within Schedule 11 T2 are summarised as follows:

LPS 1 Schedule 11 T2
Item

LPS1 Requirement

Land Use Yield/ Density of

‘Tourist accommodation is limited to 28 villas

Development

comprising

83

bedrooms

and

no

permanent

residential accommodation’

visual amenity attributes of the land.

Setbacks and Access

Minimum of 10 metres, on the northern boundary. No

General: To provide for a form of tourist development on land

vehicle access to the development across this buffer

within the Zone, limited in height and density of building

strip to the public car park access road

compatible with the landscape, amenity and environmental
values of the land.

Height

Shall not exceed 7 metres in height as measured from
natural ground level.

LPS1 Schedule 11 T2 has recognised the capacity of the Resort site to accommodate

Building Materials

Non-reflective

and
with

of

tourism development through a series of specifically prepared controls considered to

compatible

the

deliver an outcome which protects:

surrounding landscape.

a

colour

and

characteristics

texture
of

the

Coastal Access

Provide linkages with the access systems
Vegetation on the site is maintained where possible
Development will not have a detrimental impact on

▪

special landscape amenity attributes of the land;

Vegetation Retention

▪

visual amenity attributes of the land;

Landscape Impact

▪

landscape values of the land; and

▪

environmental values and amenity values of the land.

views across the zone to the coastal reserve
Other Setbacks

Shall be a minimum of 10 metres with vegetation
removal within the setback are being permitted only
for vehicle access and servicing needs

11

Lot 783, Mitchell Drive, Gnarabup [‘Resort’ Component] Lots 501, 502 and 504 Reef Drive and Lot 503 Seagrass Place, Gnarabup [‘Village’ Component] | February 22

GNARABUP BEACH STRUCTURE PLAN 2006
We understand that although the 2006 Structure Plan map is available for viewing, the supporting documentation is not. Notwithstanding the unfortunate inability to find the
supporting document, it remains that the provisions of, and more importantly the overall intent of the Structure Plan relevant to this site remains valid as an instrument of due regard
until 10 years after the 2015 Deemed Provision were gazetted. By viewing the highly detailed structure plan diagram in tandem with the Shire’s Local Planning Strategy, and the then
simultaneously operating ‘Development Control Policy PE.5 Gnarabup 2003’ (DCP PE.5), it is clear that the intent for the site to be used for the purposes of tourism development
(restricted accommodation) existed at the time the Structure Plan 2006 would have been modified.
This DCP identified the ‘Village’ component (lots 501-504) of the proposal as ‘Tourist Development Site No. 1’ with specific land use provisions to ensure a specific Tourism based
development outcome. It reads as follows:
The uses which Council considers appropriate and will be prepared to exercise its discretion to approve on this site, following all procedures required for “AA” and
“SA” uses being satisfied, are as follows;
- Caretakers dwelling
- Residential building (including residential hotel, boarding, guest, lodging house, bed and breakfast)
- Motel
- Caravan Park
- Holiday Cabins and Chalets
- Licensed Restaurant
- Eating House

- Office

(page 1-2) [Note: ‘Residential building’ definition does NOT refer to a Single, Grouped or Multiple Dwelling]

DCP PE.5 further guided land use on this site specifically in stating:
Council will encourage the development of a range of tourist accommodation types, catering for all aspects of the tourist market and in this regard, subdivision
of the site may be supported in the interests of this objective, providing a development concept outlining the types of use has been approved by Council, prior
to such subdivision occurring. (page 2)

The inclusion of any component of residential dwellings on the ‘Village’ sites is therefore incompatible with the intent for the site.
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UNDISCLOSED VISUAL IMPACT
The proponent’s Visual Impact Assessment (VIA) prepared by Emerge commences its executive summary by giving
inappropriate comparative regard to the ‘form and? scale for developments previously approved’ under the guise of
‘the strategic planning context.’ This benchmark for acceptability is not a relevant consideration, and undermines the
objectivity of the VIA in informing the decision maker as to the merit of the proposal.
Our review of the applicant’s VIA sees some critical omissions with respect to viewing opportunities and has subsequently
informed an inappropriate built form response. As no visual impact assessment has been performed from critically
important locations, this is currently benefiting the proponent in downplaying the impact on the location’s highly valued
visual amenity. A more thorough review of the VIA has been performed by William James Landscape Architect FAILA
(refer to appendix 2)
We submit it to be critically important that the decision maker is provided a more comprehensive VIA encompassing all
reasonably available or accessible information to determine the extent of the true visual impact being proposed from
public and private spaces to the immediate east of the proposal. The figure series below detail three critical areas where
surprisingly no observations have been made in the proponent’s submitted VIA.
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Figure 2 View of Village site from balcony of Hn. 2 Marmaduke Point Drive (Source: Google Maps).
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Figure 3 View of Resort site from balcony of Hn. 15 Marmaduke Point Drive (Source: Google Maps).
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Figure 4 View of Village site from future upper floor of Hn. 54 Marmaduke Point Drive (Source: JMW Real Estate).
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Figure 5 View of Village site from ground floor of Hn. 57 Marmaduke Point Drive (Source: RPDATA).
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Figure 6 View of Village site from ground floor of Hn. 58 Marmaduke Point Drive (Source: JMW Real Estate).
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Figure 7 View of Village and resort site from upper floor of Hn. 62 Marmaduke Point Drive (Source: RPDATA).
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Figure 8 View of Village and resort site from anticipated upper floor of Hn. 64 Marmaduke Point Drive (Source: RPDATA).
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Figure 9 View of Village site from ground floor of Hn. 69 Marmaduke Point Drive (Source: RPDATA).
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Figure 10 View of Village and resort site from upper floor of Hn. 73 Marmaduke Point Drive (Source: RPDATA).
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Whilst our review of the proponent’s VIA is not comprehensive, we draw attention to

Secondly, we strongly question the wisdom, and likely implementation of ‘roof

statements made which undermine the credibility of the submission.

planters’ as included in the submission, considering the coastal climate and in an
area of extreme bushfire prone risk. In this respect we consider any reliance on these

Firstly, the VIA states that “[t]rees proposed throughout the village will break-up the

landscaping measures as a means of mitigating the impact of the development on

mass of the built form and potential continuous view of rooflines. The trees will not fully

the highly valued visual landscape are flawed.

block the walls and are not expected to exceed the building height significantly
given the coastal location, but can be used to break up the mass.” This assumption
demonstrates the proposal relies on as yet planted trees in a hostile climate to
mitigate against the appearance of bulk and scale. It is established in Western
Australia that landscaping should not be relied upon to mitigate bulk and scale as is
being attempted in this instance. In Dunbar and City of Stirling [2006] WASAT 331, the
Tribunal stated (at [44]) (cited with approval in Kimber and Town of Vincent [2008]
WASAT 58 at [52]):
As a matter of planning principle, a proposed development
should generally mitigate or accommodate its impact on site. It
is not, therefore, generally appropriate for a development to rely
on landscaping on adjoining properties to mitigate the impacts
of proposed excessive bulk and scale.

Accordingly, although trees shown in a landscaping plan might enhance a
development, it should not be treated as an alternative to the design itself mitigating
against a loss of visual amenity.
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Figure 11 Proponent’s Landscaping plan extract (Resort Site).
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SUITABLE BUILT FORM RESPONSE
With respect to the Resort component of the development application, the built

The seven relevant factors of built form concealment which help to mitigate against

landscape character as proposed is reflective of an agricultural/commercial

visual impact are position, shape, shadow, texture, colour, tone, and reflectivity.

production (large sheds) settlement pattern, as opposed to a coastal settlement

Although it is unreasonable and onerous on a proponent to effectively camouflage a

pattern and forms an inappropriate design response to the established landscape

development, these factors need to be considered when it is considered by the

character and the site-specific planning framework.

relevant planning framework that the visual impact should be significantly mitigated.

The scale of the development (Resort component) is not in proportion to the

The simple approach to ensure the reduced visual prominence of the development

prevailing development pattern and is a misinterpretation of the location’s context

in this natural setting is to create multiple buildings on different alignments to ensure

and the Scheme’s provision seeking 28 individual villas as opposed to 121 hotel rooms

buildings interact differently to the sunlight, rather than in unison as is achieved in

within a single contiguous lineal structure.

proposing development in a straight line with very strong linear visual elements.
Simple measures such as verandas and eaves will reduce reflectivity and glare by
shading walls and windows as outlined in Visual Landscape Planning in Western
Australia a manual for evaluation, assessment, siting and design on page 111.
The use of reflective or bright materials which can include bright limestone, further
increases the impact of one building. In furtherance of this, we consider any mass
installation of rooftop PV panels as proposed would need to be very carefully
considered given their propensity to be highly reflective, located on a roof line, and
requirement to be unshaded.

SUMMARY
We submit the alternative spatial approach to the ‘Resort’ site layout would see a
series of individual buildings clustered to allow space for larger, contiguous
vegetated corridors in between in a manner similar to the outcome achieved at
Bunker Bay resort. By comparison the apparent overdevelopment and overall visual
impact of the Resort site and inability to deliver upon the Scheme provisions is simply
a symptom of the significant yield variation proposed. The coastal visual experience
Figure 12 Pullman Bunker Bay (Source: Pullman Resorts)
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is clearly not maintained and/or enhanced.

Lot 783, Mitchell Drive, Gnarabup [‘Resort’ Component] Lots 501, 502 and 504 Reef Drive and Lot 503 Seagrass Place, Gnarabup [‘Village’ Component] | February 22

RELIANCE ON OFFSITE CAR BAYS
A peer review of the proponents Traffic Impact Statement has been prepared by Urbii (refer appendix 1). The peer review identifies the Resort as providing 121 rooms and seating
capacity for 703 persons. With respect to parking supply and additional demand generated, the Resort component of the proposal will provide an additional 133 on-site car bays
and an additional 74 car off bays offsite on Crown land forming an extension of the existing 37 bay beach user car park. The Resort and beach location will benefit from a net
increase in 207 cay bays. In contrast, the Urbii report calculates during the combined peak use period of the beach and resort, the resort will be generating a demand of 284 car
bays. The location will suffer a net decrease in available parking bays during peak periods of 77 car bays.
This net 77 bay shortfall is compounded by an unacknowledged existing parking supply issue. The existing demand for car bays in the beach car park significantly exceeds the
current supply at peak periods as evidenced by aerial photos included in the Urbii report. Cars are using the shoulders of the access road in order to meet demand for parking in
proximity to the beach. The provision of additional parking bays at the beach will simply meet an existing unmet existing demand (refer figure below) generated by beach users
and activity levels. The proponent’s proposed additional 74 off-site public beach bays would also likely have the effect of inducing additional demand from beach visitors in the
location as supply and convenience increases. To this end, we question the merit of the proponent in relying on the provision of offsite bays to meet demand generated on site. The
gesture appears to simply formalise an existing parking use and demand context.
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Figure 13 Aerial photograph of Gnarabup Beach existing parking (January 2022) (Left) Resort and Spa component site plan extract (right).
As a general principle of planning, any parking demand generated by a development should be provided for on-site. The design is not consistent with this principle. The proponent
is further benefiting from the provision of offsite car parking by not being required to contribute to the costliest components of car parking supply as the land cost component of a
car park and its ongoing maintenance form the greatest cost in providing at-grade carparking.
The proposed car parking supply is much lower than expected demand. This will lead to congestion in the locality as people look for car parking and more informal and likely
unsafe parking habits. This will cause an unreasonable impact on the existing amenity of the location which the tourism industry is reliant upon.
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EMERGENCY ROAD NETWORK CAPACITY
In a mass evacuation event triggered by a bushfire, we ask the question ‘will the traffic generated by the development which substantially increases the anticipated yield compared
to that planned in in the Local Planning Framework, compromise the safety of existing residents in a bushfire event by overwhelming the existing road network capacity?’ A peer
review (refer appendix 3) of the proponents BMP in part answers this question.
The bushfire management strategies for Element 3: Vehicular access suggest there is or will be a new road connection proposed between Prevelly and Gnarabup communities to
Caves Road. This is critical as a single road only services all of these communities. The BMP states the proposed access is supported by the Shire however has not been progressed by
the State Government. The Bushfire Management Plan peer review correctly observes that to consider a proposed road either through private property, Shire land, managed land or
Government/Crown land, written confirmation must be attached to the BMP from the land owners/managers that they agree to an easement or right-of-way on the land in perpetuity
and that no confirmation has been attached to the BMP.
We consider the significant yield variation sought across both the village and resort component of the proposal will compromise the safety of existing residents in a bushfire event by
overwhelming the existing road network capacity.
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APPLICANT’S RELIANCE ON 2004 WASAT APPROVAL
The Local Planning Scheme requires that the Resort component development site is completed with a maximum 28 villas comprising 83 bedrooms. The proposal is for 121 ‘villas’
(hotel rooms) comprising 141 bedrooms. Under the heading of ‘Density of Development’(page 46) in the applicant’s Planning Report, in justifying the lofty yield of the proposed
development, being the 63 additional ‘villas’ (hotel rooms) and 58 additional bedrooms, it is stated that ‘[t]he number of rooms proposed represents a minor increase over the
previous approval.’ This we expect is an attempt to elicit a comparative judgement as to the merits of the proposal and consider the relative impact of the proposal having regard
to any other development which might reasonably be expected to occur on the site.
The proponent justifies the acceptability of the proposal on the Resort site on the basis of a ‘still valid’ development approval granted in 2004 for a 28 Villa development with 83
rooms in a 50 key arrangement. This approval is claimed to be valid on the basis of it being substantially commenced on account of implementation triggered by ‘the clearing of
vegetation, some bulk excavation in the north west of the site, some internal roadworks, some Water Corporation works (including procurement of a wastewater pump) and the
installation of other services’ (page 12).
Since the time at which the Shire advised the 2004 approval as being substantially commenced, Schedule 2 of the Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes)
Regulations 2015 (WA) (the Deemed Provisions) defined the term 'substantially commenced' in cl 1 as follows:
[S]ome substantial part of work in respect of a development approved under a planning scheme or under an interim development order has
been performed[.]
In Auscon Pty Ltd and Town of Cambridge [2021] WASAT at 116 this definition was clarified and interpreted conservatively such that to be considered ‘substantially commenced’ the
2004 approval would have required the developer to have made a ‘positive and unequivocal step towards the construction of the proposed development’, not simply preparing
the site for development, despite works undertaken being expensive, tedious and time consuming works. We submit that the works described are more likely related to the
subdivision of the site and those works would have been a requirement of the subdivision approval. We consider it a stretch to also consider the described works to be part of
substantially commenced development approval.
Accordingly we submit that no weight should be given by the decision maker to the previous approvals during their deliberations as to the merits of the proposal.
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USE OF LAND EXTERNAL TO THE DEVELOPMENT TO MITIGATE
BUSHFIRE RISK
The assessed area, being the Asset Protection Zone (APZ) is reliant on the clearing and managing of reserve land and part of an unconstructed road, Mitchell Drive, in perpetuity
“only if the full proposed landscaping extent is supported”. This is of concern for three reasons:
▪

This suggests a formal agreement in the form of easements or right-of-way on the reserve or road reserve has not been agreed upon to enable management of
vegetation to low threat in perpetuity.

▪

This demonstrates the proposal is reliant upon the management of vegetation (substantial clearing) of land which is not part of the freehold land;

▪

It questions the accuracy of the VIA as the visual material provided cannot accurately contemplate the increased visibility of the proposed development from northern
aspects. The visual impact will be greater than indicated in the VIA.

The necessity for the proposal to clear land external to the boundaries of the freehold title in order to reduce the BAL to an acceptable level is symptomatic of overdevelopment of
the resort site.
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SELF-SERVING ‘COMMUNITY BENEFITS’
Development incentives are not detailed as a formal mechanism in the applicable planning framework however they form a method through which additional development
potential or flexibility (such as additional plot ratio and/or dwelling yield) can be offered in exchange for tangible community benefit, such as public amenities, culture and
recreation facilities or affordable and/or accessible housing. It is important that the cost and value of the community benefit can be objectively measured and assessed to
determine whether the incentive is sufficient to attract investment in the desired community benefit, and also demonstrate that the value of the community benefit is broadly
commensurate with the additional development entitlement.
As previously established, the proponent seeks commercially beneficial concessions in the form of increased accommodation yield and a land use being inconsistent with the
Tourism based zoning in the form of 49 residential dwellings. Key items which the proponent has detailed and would consider as being a contribution of ‘community benefit’ are
detailed and responded to in the table below.
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‘Community Benefit and Facilities’

Commentary

Provision of public parking in the form of 74 additional car bays along Ocean View

The proponent is reliant upon providing these car bays in order to meet demand

Road car park.

generated by the proposal. The proponent is seeking the use of the land required for
offsite car parking free of cost. This aspect of the proposal is self serving being that the
developer is reliant upon these bays.

Additions and upgrades to the shared path network and upgrading of the stairs which

The shared path network upgrades can be reasonably applied as a developer

link the Ocean View Road car park to the beach

contribution in a condition of approval as there is a strong nexus between a need to
provide pedestrian infrastructure due to demand created by the resort.

Provision of a clearly defined and accessible connection to the beach through the

The proponent is reliant upon this land (external to the site) being cleared for the

landscaped Mitchell Drive road reserve.

purposes of achieving a reduced BAL rating. The cost of maintenance of this
landscaped space will be borne by the community for the benefit of the
development.

Provision of access for fire and emergency vehicles through the Mitchell Drive road

The development’s BMP is reliant upon creating the access.

reserve
Provision of food and beverage facilities accessible to the general public

This is an undertaking considered to be commerciallly beneficial to the proponent.

Provision of useable public parkland facilities (picnic area)

The land provided is already Crown Land. The access path created only improves the
access to the public car park which the development is reliant upon in order to meet
the shortfall in car parking spaces proposed on site.

Provision of additional rates and taxes leading to increased ongoing resources to fund

This a generic benefit associated with any development. The rates derived annually

maintenance and enhancements to public spaces in the locality

reflects an annual contribution to cover any number of services such as maintenance
of car parking spaces and public open space adjacent to the proposal.

The proponent’s cited ‘Community Benefit’ are a necessary requirement of the proposed development and are not incentives considered anywhere near sufficient to attract Western
Australian public investment in a desired community benefit. In several instances, the proposal is completely reliant upon delivering these components. The community benefit is of
no significance, and is in any event not commensurate with the additional development yield and subsequent commercial benefit sought by the proponent.
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IMPACT ON KARST LANDSCAPE AND COASTAL HAZARD IMPACT
Both the Resort and Village components of the proposals are located on comparatively low lying areas which are demonstrated by the proponent’s topography and landform
plans to possess NGL which dictate the sites are internally drained. The existence of visible sink holes on the sites confirm the sites are situated on a ‘Karst’ landform.
We have prepared a cross section extending from the coast to the south west through the development site to better understand the proximity to the coast relative to the height of
the terrain to allow a visual approximation and better understanding of the likely composition of the existing natural drainage system.

Figure 14 Cross section of existing coastal landform and resort site to scale (bottom) cross section (top left) typical coastal Karst land form (top right).
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The proponent’s EPA form states that ‘a specific geotechnical investigation is being
undertaken’, however this has not accompanied the detailed submission. We are

▪

Any change to the volume of water discharged into the Karst system could
determinately effect limestone cliff stability on the coast.

concerned this investigation is still outstanding and that the proponent’s Coastal Risk
Assessment and associated advice determining suitable coastal setbacks and future

In the Shire`s Coastal Hazard Risk Assessment in relation to Limestone Cliff Stability it

beach cliff stability have been determined without the necessary guidance that

states that a geotechnical investigation is required to determine long term stability.

would result from a geotechnical report being produced by the proponent. A

SPP 2.6 Coastal planning states that the planning allowance for erosion on lithified

Geotechnical Report would addresses the potential risk posed by Karst formations

sedimentary rock coast when assessing stability should include, amongst other

which has is not able to be adequately assessed.

matters, slope evaluation, slope angle, durability of material, consistency of material
angle of bedding layers and thickness of bedding materials. There is no such

Development on a Karst formation is a relevant planning consideration on account

evaluation presented in the report or DA. There has been no review of the role of

of the following:

groundwater on cliff stability.

▪

▪

The proposed sewerage disposal site has also not been supported by

The DA Report states that ` there are no soils and/or landforms considerations that

investigations including the need for geological and geotechnical data

would constrain or prevent the proposed development at the site. It is our opinion

and the potential for the landforms to allow seepage of nutrients and other

that this is not a valid assumption to make without the benefit of having a

material into the adjacent and wider ocean areas frequented by residents ,

geotechnical and groundwater impact investigation and a more comprehensive risk

visitors and tourists.

assessment addressing those matters listed in SPP 2.6 - planning allowance for erosion

The existence of potential for karst induced subsidence which would be

on lithified sedimentary rock coasts.

exacerbated by intrusion and impact of groundwater;
▪

Obstruction of existing water flow into Karst system may weaken the terrain;

▪

An increase or change in quality of waterflow into the Karst system could
more widely distribute contaminates into sensitive areas for discharge in
ground water springs; and
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PROVISIONS OF PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT AMENDMENT ACT
2020
It is not disputed that the Planning & Development Amendment Act 2020 has discretionary powers to vary the Local Planning Scheme’s development standards and requirements;
however, having regard to orderly and proper planning we do not believe the intent, site specific provisions of the Local Planning Scheme should be varied to the extent being sought
as the Scheme’s objectives are unable to be adequately met and the planning intent for development of the freehold sites is being set aside.
The Planning and Development Amendment Bill 2020’s Explanatory Memorandum prepared by the Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage in May 2020 articulated the restraints
of these powers as follows: [W]hile the Commission is not strictly bound by any planning or non-planning law, rule or other requirement, it must still give due regard to relevant
considerations in making a determination. These relevant considerations include the purpose and intent of any planning scheme, orderly and proper planning, amenity, relevant
State planning policies (‘SPPs’) and other policies. Importantly, the Commission is also required to give due regard to the need to facilitate development in response to the economic
effects of the COVID-19 pandemic.’’
To extrapolate this explanation we respond to each item the Commission must have due regard to:
Item for due regard

Comment

(6) In considering and determining the development application, the Commission must [our emphasis] have due regard to —
(a) the purpose and intent of any planning

We do not consider the proposal is capable of meeting the purpose and intent of the Scheme with respect to the following

scheme that has effect in the locality to which the

Cl 9.Aims of Local Planning Scheme

development application relates; and
The [Relevant] aims of this Scheme are –
1.6.1 Biodiversity and Environmental Values
The South-West Region of Western Australia has been identified as Australia’s only biodiversity hotspot, to acknowledge
that the municipal district of the Shire forms a significant part of this internationally recognised, global biodiversity hotspot
with its forests, rivers and creeks, ocean foreshores and areas of remnant vegetation.
To the extent possible under the Scheme, to ensure, that biodiversity values are protected and, where possible,
enhanced and to arrest any further biodiversity decline by ensuring that future land use and development do not cause
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Item for due regard

Comment
biodiversity loss or diminish its environmental values for present and future generations and, where there is uncertainty,
to apply the precautionary principle.
1.6.2 Landscape and Visual Qualities
To permit development that maintains the overall rural and natural landscape and visual qualities of the Scheme Area
and its visual environs.
1.6.3 Lifestyle and Community Identity
To provide for the expansion of established settlements, the development and consolidation of tourism, and the
preservation of prime agricultural land for a range of broad acre and intensive production purposes all within a broad
objective of promoting a strong sense of community identity and sense of place.
1.6.6 Tourism
To provide for, and foster a diverse tourist industry (which builds on the global market demand for nature based,
wilderness, environmentally friendly and indigenous based learning experiences) with particular support for unique local
niche products and services, which complements the natural, cultural, social and manmade environment, strengthens
the local sense of place and promotes sustainable economic support for the Shire.

(b) the need to ensure the orderly and proper

A proposal for one of the region’s largest hotels on a site created and legislatively designated to accommodate only 28 villas

planning, and the preservation of amenity, of that

has demonstrated itself to be incapable of preserving the amenity of the locality. The resort component cannot objectively

locality; and

be considered to conform to the principles of orderly and proper planning as it is substantially reliant upon modification of
land not owned by the proponent.
LPS1 explicitly details site specific planning provisions relating to land use and yield which are not met by the proposal. The
proposal has sought to package two very different developments together on separate (non-adjoining) freeholds titles to
have the effect of balancing the ratio of tourism to residential land uses, with no suitable mechanism available to the decision
maker to ensure the economically important Tourism component is delivered. To determine an application for development
approval without a mechanism and practically enforceable caveat-able interest in delivering the Tourism component on the
resort site would be inconsistent with the principles of orderly and proper planning.
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Item for due regard

Comment

(c) the need to facilitate development in response

The pretence of Economic Benefit to the state being delivered by the proposal is now flawed given the Act was drafted when

to

the State considered itself to face the ‘greatest economic crisis since the Great Depression’ however the State is suffering

the economic effects of

pandemic; and

the COVID-19

through a skills and ever worsening materials shortage crisis due to the unexpected and immediate success of other stimulus
measures, demonstrating there is no need to facilitate further development in response to the economic effects of the COVID19 pandemic.
The relevant purpose of this Bill as detailed in the current Government’s own Explanatory Memorandum prepared when
introduced to the Legislative Assembly was to:
1. Provide an urgent response to the COVID-19 pandemic, as it relates to planning and development impacted by the
greatest economic crisis since the Great Depression, by:
o facilitating significant development projects;
o removing regulatory road blocks and significantly reduce red tape
Recent comments attributed to Premier Mark McGowan as well as recent economic data demonstrate there is no longer a
‘need’ to facilitate development to respond to the economic effects of the COVID-19 pandemic.
"In the face of the COVID-19 pandemic we've delivered the strongest business confidence in the nation,
the strongest retail growth, job ads, building approvals and housing finance in the nation, while ensuring
the WA health system has been strengthened to manage possible future outbreaks.’’
"The WA Recovery Plan and its initiatives have exceeded our expectations and is the result of so many
people and their hard work and perseverance."
Premier Mark McGowan, Thursday, 24 December 2020
Economic Data per the State Government’s ‘’WA Impact Statement - COVID-19 pandemic - July 2021’’
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Item for due regard

Comment
Underpinned by support from the WA and Australian Governments, residential construction continues
to show exceptional strength. Building approvals are up a record 81% annually to May 2021, while
finance for new dwelling construction was up 145.8% – also a record.
Residential construction and housing market
Activity in the residential construction sector has picked up strongly following the announcement of
construction grants in early June 2020. Residential building approvals reached a total of 24,982 in the 11
months to May 2021 compared to 13,183 over the same period a year earlier, representing an increase
of 89.5%. Demand in the established housing market has also been robust with total sales for detached
homes and units increasing by an annual average of 54% in June 2021.
Skills shortages have emerged as a pressing issue across a range of industries, exacerbated by the
restricted availability of labour from interstate and overseas. There are reports of skills shortages in
industries that are central to the state’s economic recovery, including mining, construction and
transport, as well as in the health and hospitality sectors.

(d) any relevant State planning policies and any

The proposal is inconsistent with State Planning Policy 6.1- Leeuwin-Naturaliste Ridge. The relevant objectives of the policy are

other relevant policies of the Commission.

to:
• Conserve and enhance the special benefits arising from landscape elements that form the fabric of
the region; and
• Respect and conserve its outstanding natural and cultural heritage and environmental values
• encourage a mix of compatible land uses while separating conflicting land uses;
4.5 Tourism
Policies
PS 5.2 Coastal Tourist Nodes will provide for a range of tourist accommodation options, including campsites,
hostels/backpacker accommodation, chalets, lodges and other low-impact tourist development.
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Item for due regard

Comment
The proposal is inconsistent with State Planning Policy 2.6 – State Coastal Planning. The relevant objectives of the policy are
to:
1. ensure that development and the location of coastal facilities takes into account coastal processes,
landform stability, coastal hazards, climate change and biophysical criteria;
4. protect, conserve and enhance coastal zone values, particularly in areas of landscape,
biodiversity and ecosystem integrity, indigenous and cultural significance.
Relevant Policy measures can be found at clause 5.3 Water resources and management.
i) Coastal development should manage water resources in accordance with the principles of water
sensitive urban design and integrated water cycle management. This includes treating all urban
water flows as potential resources, and giving consideration to all water users, including the
community, industry and the environment.
ii) Development on or near

the coast

should

maintain

or

restore

pre-existing or

desirable

environmental flows and hydrological cycles within foreshore reserves. Development on or near the
coast should not discharge any waste or stormwater that could significantly degrade the coastal
environment, including the coastal foreshore reserve, coastal waters and marine ecosystems.
The proposal is inconsistent with State Planning Policy 3.7 Planning in Bushire Prone Areas. The relevant objectives of the policy
are to:
5.1 Avoid any increase in the threat of bushfire to people, property and infrastructure. The preservation
of life and the management of bushfire impact are paramount.
5.4 Achieve an appropriate balance between bushfire risk management measures and, biodiversity
conservation values, environmental protection and biodiversity management and landscape amenity,
with consideration of the potential impacts of climate change.
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1 Executive summary
This peer review has been undertaken by Urbii on behalf of the Preserve Gnarabup Campaign,
with regards to the proposed tourist development, located on Lots 783, 501, 502, 503, and 504,
Wallcliffe Road in Gnarabup.
Urbii has been engaged by the Preserve Gnarabup Campaign to undertake a peer review of the
Transport Impact Assessment report submitted with the DA and to also undertake an
independent, high-level review of traffic, parking and safety.
It is evident that a lot of work has been done as part of the TIA. However, the methodology,
assumptions and reduction factors applied in the TIA have significantly underestimated the car
parking demand of Gnarabup Beach and the proposed resort. Applying more realistic
assumptions Urbii forecasts the total peak demand for parking to be 364 bays, as opposed to
the TIA’s forecast of 184 bays. However for best practice planning, developments should aim for
80% occupancy at peak parking demand periods. This promotes efficient circulation of traffic
and helps people to find car parking easier. In that case, a total car parking supply of 455 bays
would be ideal.
The proposed development does not provide enough visitor parking to support the resort
facilities proposed. The TIA has underestimated external visitors for the resort facilities and
applies corresponding trip reduction factors. However, there is not enough hotel guests to make
use of the capacity of the facilities.
The TIA also considerably underestimates the demand for parking at Gnarabup Beach where
demand currently exceeds supply of formal parking spaces and Ocean View Road and Wallcliffe
Road are used for overflow car parking.
If the proposed development is approved with a deficit in car parking, this will lead to increased
congestion and risk of crashes. Ultimately, this could potentially impact the resort financially, as
the lack of car parking and congestion may discourage people which will cap the number of
visitors to the facilities. It may also discourage local community members and tourists from
visiting Gnarabup Beach, Back Beach and the Headland.
The same assumptions have also resulted in the traffic generation of the proposed development
to be underestimated.
Additional work is required to establish a more reasonable estimate of car parking demand, so
that the applicant can appropriately plan and provide sufficient car parking to ensure the success
of the resort development.
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2 Introduction
This peer review has been undertaken by Urbii on behalf of the Preserve Gnarabup
Campaign, with regards to the proposed tourist development, located on Lots 783,
501, 502, 503, and 504, Wallcliffe Road in Gnarabup.
The subject site is spread across several Lots which are shown in Figure 1. A tourist
development is proposed which entails the Margaret River Resort and Gnarabup Beach Village.
A Development Application (DA) has been submitted to the State Development Assessment Unit
(SDAU). The DA was made open for public comment in January 2022.
Urbii has been engaged by the Preserve Gnarabup Campaign to undertake a peer review of the
Transport Impact Assessment (TIA) report submitted with the DA and to also undertake an
independent, high-level review of traffic, parking and safety.
The key outcomes of the peer review and assessment are documented in this report.

U22.005.r01b
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Figure 1: Subject site
Source: Applicant Planning Report, Rowe Group, December 2021
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3 Referenced documents and standards
The development application documents, technical standards and guidelines
referenced in undertaking this peer review may include, but are not limited to:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Proposed Development Plans (Resort)
Proposed Development Plans (Village);
Applicant Planning Report, Rowe Group, December 2021;
Transport Impact Assessment, Cardno, April 2021
WAPC Transport Impact Assessment Guidelines Vol 4. Individual Developments;
AS-NZS 2890.1-2004 - Off-street Car Parking Facilities;
AS-NZS 2890.2-2018 - Off-street Commercial Vehicle Facilities;
AS-NZS 2890.5-2020 - On-street Parking;
RTA Guide to traffic generating developments;
Main Roads WA – Treatment of Crash Locations Course; and,
Austroads Research Report AP-R509-16 – Safe System Assessment Framework.

For ease of reference, the term “the TIA” refers to the traffic report prepared by Cardno. The
term “this report” refers to this peer review document. Both these terms may be used throughout
this peer review report.

U22.005.r01b
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4 Transport impact assessment review
The Transport Impact Assessment (TIA) prepared for the proposed development
was reviewed against the requirements of the WAPC Transport Impact
Assessment Guidelines Vol 4. Individual Developments.
The peer review focuses on the technical aspects of the reporting. Selected key components of
the TIA have been reviewed individually as follows:

4.1.1 Section 1: Introduction
The TIA identifies the development as generating more than 100 vehicle trips per hour (vph) in
the peak hour and requires a TIA level of reporting.
The WAPC Transport Assessment Guidelines 2016 identifies the proposed development as
being “High Impact” (Figure 2). The TIA correctly identifies the level of reporting required.

Figure 2: WAPC Transport Assessment Guidelines – reporting requirements
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4.1.2 Section 2: Existing site situation
Existing road network
• The TIA provides a description of the existing road network, hierarchy and speed which is
accurate.
Existing traffic volumes
• The TIA provides information on daily traffic volumes on surrounding roads, which was
extracted from Main Roads WA. It is noted that the traffic volumes are outdated. However,
newer data may be skewed due to the change in traffic patterns resulting from COVID and
impacts on tourism. Therefore, use of older data is acceptable in this instance.
Crash data
• The TIA provides details on the 5-year crash record which is accurate.
• The TIA should note that two out of the five crashes occurred inside existing car parks within
the study area. This is significant and equivalent to 40% of crashes in the locality. Crashes
occurring in the car park could be a consequence of underlying parking congestion or design
issues.

4.1.3 Section 4: Pedestrian / cycle networks and facilities
Existing pedestrian / cycle network facilities
• The TIA reports that existing footpaths are provided on Wallcliffe Road and Riedle Drive,
which is accurate.
• The TIA should note the existing paths also provided further to the south, along sections of
Reef Drive and Seagrass Place, which are within the study area.
Future pedestrian / cycle network facilities
• The TIA report proposes a suite of path additions in the vicinity of the proposed resort.
• There is a missing link of footpath on the western side of Wallcliffe Road (north of Ocean View
Road). It is suggested that this gap in the network be closed with path construction (Figure 3).
• The TIA does not appear to consider pedestrian facilities for the Beach Village component of
the proposal. As detailed in Figure 4, it is suggested that the footpath on the western side of
Reef Drive be extended to connect to the proposed path network to the north. Aerial images
show an existing pedestrian crossing is misaligned. This crossing should be corrected for
safety reasons.
• It is recommended that the proposed raised plateau crossings be provided with appropriate
signage and line marking to clearly define who has right of way and who needs to give way.
If it is not a wombat crossing, then signage needs to be installed to warn pedestrians to give
way to road traffic. Signs should also be considered for motorists such as warning signs and
advisory speed signs.

U22.005.r01b
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Gap in
footpath

Figure 3: Suggested addition to the proposed footpath network
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Gap in
footpath

Misaligned
pedestrian
crossing

Figure 4: Suggested additions to footpath facilities on Reef Drive

U22.005.r01b
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4.1.4 Section 5: Proposed development
Proposed development
• The TIA provides a description of the proposed development. The description is mostly
consistent with the planning report.
Access arrangements
• The TIA provides a description of the proposed development access arrangements. The
description is consistent with DA plans.
• The northern access on Reef Drive into Lot 501 is proposed to be located opposite a public
car park entry, forming a 4-way intersection (Figure 5). It would be beneficial if the TIA could
provide commentary on this issue. Perhaps a raised threshold treatment or roundabout can
be considered at this location.

Figure 5: Proposed access forming 4-way intersection
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4.1.5 Parking assessment
Methodology
• The parking assessment in the TIA assumes between 20% to 50% of patrons will be external
visitors for the resort facilities.
• It should be noted that the proposed resort has 121 rooms and seating capacity for 703
people. Due to this skewed ratio, guests staying at the resort have limited ability to fill all the
seats provided in the resort facilities.
• Urbii undertook some high-level calculations to assess the external users’ proportion adopted
in the TIA. Internal users of the resort facilities are associated with the number of occupied
resort rooms and guests. Assuming that the resort rooms are fully occupied at an average
rate of two people per room, equates to a potential 242 guests at the resort. The resort
facilities have a potential seating capacity for 703 people. Based on these numbers, there is
a potential for up to 65% of patrons to be external visitors at the resort facilities.
• Further justification is needed in the TIA for the relatively low 20% to 50% external users
adopted for the resort facilities.
Gnarabup Beach parking
• The TIA assumes that the Gnarabup Beach parking demand is equivalent to the current
supply of formal car parking, which is 37 bays. The TIA presents this assumption as being
robust but acknowledges a lack of data.
• The following photographs have been provided to Urbii, which show heavy parking demand
at the existing Gnarabup Beach car park. The photographs show that the current car park is
full and there is overflow car parking on both sides of Ocean View Road. The beach car
parking demand has been significantly underestimated in the TIA. For analysis, Urbii has
adopted a parking demand of around 80 spaces for the beach component.

U22.005.r01b
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Figure 6: Gnarabup Beach overflow parking on Ocean View Road (Photo 1)

Figure 7: Gnarabup Beach overflow parking on Ocean View Road (Photo 2)
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Figure 8: Aerial photograph of Gnarabup Beach existing parking (January 2022)
Parking demand for resort facilities
• The TIA calculates parking demand based on the LPS1 parking rates. The base LPS1
requirement for the resort facilities is calculated to be 164 bays in the TIA.
• As demonstrated by Urbii, 65% of the resort facility patrons could be external visitors.
Therefore, it is considered that a 35% discount may be applied to account for reciprocal use
by guests. This reduces the resort facility parking requirement to 107 bays.
• The TIA also adds a demand for 40 parking spaces for staff. This would increase the total
parking requirement to 147 bays. In comparison, the TIA overestimates the ability for resort
guests to fill seats and underestimates the percentage of external users. The parking
requirement for the resort facilities is estimated to be 110 bays in the TIA.

U22.005.r01b

16

Resort guest parking
• The TIA quotes a hotel occupancy rate of 72% which is based on rates from the ITE Parking
Generation Manual. This equates to a parking demand of 87 bays. The TIA then estimates
that the occupancy of the proposed resort will be higher at 75% to 80%, which equates to a
maximum of 97 bays for guests.
Parking operation for the resort and spa
• The TIA calculates the sum of the individual parking components to be 234 bays. There is a
minor error in this calculation as 87 bays was adopted for resort guests instead of 97 bays.
Visitor and beach parking demand is underestimated in the TIA. For comparison, Urbii
estimates a combined parking demand of 364 bays (Table 1).
• The TIA then proposes a parking demand temporal analysis to further reduce the demand
from 234 bays to 184 bays. In our professional opinion, no further reductions should be
applied based on peak parking demand times. The proposed uses generate peak parking
demand at the same time at around midday and therefore the total combined demand should
be used.
• Urbii estimates a peak parking demand of 364 bays for the resort and beach, which will occur
at midday. This is a reasonable number in context that the resort development will deliver 121
accommodation rooms and 703 seats in various facilities. It also includes existing parking
demand for Gnarabup Beach, which is much higher than assumed in the TIA.
• The total parking supply for the resort and beach is 244 bays as quoted in the TIA. The
proposed car parking supply is much lower than expected demand. This will lead to
congestion in the locality as people look for car parking and increases the risk of crashes. For
best practice planning, developments should aim for 80% occupancy at peak parking demand
periods. This promotes efficient circulation of traffic and helps people to find car parking
easier. In that case, a total car parking supply of 455 bays would be ideal.

Table 1: TIA and Urbii parking estimate comparison
User group
Resort guests
Resort visitors
Resort staff
Beach visitors
Total

Peak parking demand
TIA

Urbii

87
70
40
37
234

97
147
40
80
364
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4.1.6 Analysis of transport network
Development trip generation
• The TIA assumes 20% to 50% external visitors for the resort facilities and applies
corresponding trip reduction factors. This means that traffic generated by the resort facilities
is being reduced by a factor of 50% to 80%, which is very high. This approach is not feasible
when studying the ratio of guest rooms to resort facility seating. There are too many seats for
the hotel guests to fill, and therefore external visitors must fill them.
• In Urbii’s view, a maximum reduction factor of 35% should be used for traffic generated by
the resort facilities. This is based on the ratio of hotel guests to seats. For example, 242 guests
divided by 703 seats is 35%.
• The TIA underestimates the traffic generation of the resort.
Intersection performance analysis
• The TIA presents SIDRA analysis outputs for the roundabout intersection of Wallcliffe Road /
Ocean View Road. The analysis suggests there is ample spare capacity at the roundabout.
Even though the TIA underestimates the traffic generation of the resort, it is unlikely to
significantly impact the performance of the roundabout. However, the performance of the
roundabout should be confirmed through sensitivity testing with increased traffic flows and
development traffic generation.
• The proposed development crossovers should also be analysed as a network in SIDRA to
confirm that the crossovers are located a sufficient distance away from the roundabout.
• The TIA is vague on the proposed measures for the intersection of Wallcliffe Road / Reed
Drive. Different options for treatment are mentioned but no recommendations are made. In
Urbii’s view, a roundabout would be a good option for this intersection as it would provide
capacity for traffic movements while slowing traffic. SIDRA analysis of this intersection should
be provided in the TIA.

U22.005.r01b

18

5 Conclusion
This peer review has been undertaken by Urbii on behalf of the Preserve Gnarabup
Campaign, with regards to the proposed tourist development, located on Lots 783,
501, 502, 503, and 504, Wallcliffe Road in Gnarabup.
Urbii has been engaged by the Preserve Gnarabup Campaign to undertake a peer review of the
Transport Impact Assessment report submitted with the DA and to also undertake an
independent, high-level review of traffic, parking and safety.
It is evident that a lot of work has been done as part of the TIA. However, the methodology,
assumptions and reduction factors applied have underestimated the car parking demand of
Gnarabup Beach and the proposed resort. The same assumptions have also resulted in the
traffic generation of the proposed development to be underestimated.
If the proposed development is approved with a deficit in car parking, this will lead to increased
congestion and risk of crashes. This could potentially impact the resort financially, as the lack of
car parking and congestion may discourage people which will cap the number of visitors to the
facilities.
Additional work is required to establish a more reasonable estimate of car parking demand, so
that the applicant can appropriately plan and provide sufficient car parking to ensure the success
of the resort development.
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Appendix 4
Review of Traffic Impact Assessment by Paul Lane, building designer and
long-term tourism accommodation provider in Margaret River

Lots 501, 502 and 504 Reef Drive and Lot 503 Seagrass Place and Lot 783 Mitchell
Drive, Gnarabup.
Report on Development Application as part of Preserve Gnarabup submission to the
State Development Assessment Unit
Paul Lane

502 Carters Rd, Margaret River, WA
paulanguslane@gmail.com
0427 770 492
As a building designer / tourism accommodation provider / long term resident and beach user I would
like to share my observations on beach usage and the proposed Westin Margaret River Resort + Spa.
The applicants for the proposed resort and residential and tourism village development have chosen
to rely on several false assumptions. Please find my analysis of these false assumptions below:

Existing beach use rarely peaks for more than a few days a year.
Beach usage is based on outdated data, not current data and definitely does not take into account
projected usage with a growing permanent population and tourism industry.
Undesignated, off road and overflow parking is already consistently utilised year round, with weekend
and holiday parking already at over capacity along the River Mouth Beach to Boodjidup Beach coastal
stretch.
The greatest parking congestion is in the lower and upper car parks at Gnarabup Beach, a part of the
coast highly utilised and loved by visitors and locals alike. At Gnarabup this sees people regularly
parking off the side of the road on the length of Ocean View Road and on Wallcliffe Road near the
entrance to the lower car park.
The development applicant has chosen to significantly downplay the existing use and congestion in
the area.

Parking at the resort is based on 70% occupancy.
Designing for 70% occupancy is a furphy.
As a long term provider of tourism accommodation in the Margaret River I know that 100% occupancy
Friday and Saturday + 60% occupancy Sunday to Thursday = 70% occupancy over the week.
Currently accommodation in Margaret River is at 100% occupancy most weekends and holidays,
onsite parking has to be designed for this consistently high occupancy rate.
Peak periods in Margaret River have steadily increased and lengthened in duration over the past
decade and this has to be taken into account. This increase is not simply caused by COVID-19 travel
restrictions over the past two years. Unsurprisingly, use of parking areas along the coast peaks at the
same time as short stay tourism accommodation (ie on weekends and school holiday periods).

Shared parking bays based on different usage by different people at different times.
There is no rational reasoning behind the Development Application’s assumption that staying guests,
resort facility visitors, staff and beach users will use the car bays at the different times and therefore
there is no need to provide parking at the level stipulated by the Shire of Augusta-Margaret River’s
Local Planning Scheme and standard parking requirements for developments. Each of these
carparking users will require the same parking bays at the same time.
Share use type parking is applicable and works when there are two clearly different times when
parking is required by distinct user groups, for example. a Tavern and a Supermarket have different
trading hours and are therefore able to have a crossover in parking usage and can operate on shared
car parking bays.
From my observations of holiday makers, people wanting to use restaurants, bars, hospitality staff
and local beach goers, peak usage for parking at Gnarabup beach and the proposed resort will be at
precisely the same time periods.

The majority of guests will arrive by private chauffeur driven vehicles and not require
individual parking bays.
This is absurd. From our 20 years’ experience in providing high quality tourism accommodation in
Margaret River, 100% of guests arrive by private vehicle. Further, even if this assumption was correct,
where will the 60+ chauffer driven vehicles park?

74 offsite parking bays on Crown land
Included in the design proposal is the formalisation of 74 offsite parking bays within the existing
Gnarabup upper carpark and along Ocean View Road. These ‘parking bays’ though informal road
side parking and within the existing carpark, already exist and are heavily utilised by beach goers
during peak periods.
Why is a design that includes the use of 74 existing parking bays on publicly owned Crown land put
forward for consideration as part of a Development Application?
The developer has made the assumption, that by sealing existing gravel parking bays they can
assume ownership and use of the Crown land to make up for the shortfall of parking it has provided
for its staying guests, visitors and staff on-site at the proposed resort.
At the same time, the Development Application describes the act of sealing existing gravel parking on
valuable Crown landas giving a benefit to the local community
All parking required for the proposed resort must be correctly calculated according to the applicable
standards (including the Local Planning Scheme 1) and be accommodated on the developer’s
privately owned site.

Calculation of parking bays
The Development Application avoids clear and straightforward calculation of the number of bays
required. Below are the details of number of rooms and seats proposed and below that my calculation
on the required number of car parking bays under various scenarios.
Included in Resort Design
Accommodation 121 rooms
Specialty restaurant 146 seats
Bistro restaurant 132 seats
Bistro Terrace 120 seats
Bar/Cafe 45 Seats
Day Spa
Function Centre 260 seats
(With majority in-house or arriving by coach)

Customers
142
36
33
30
11
4
10

Total number of proposed onsite parking bays

Staff
20
17
15
14
5
4
30

Total
162
53
48
44
16
8
40
121

Assumptions in Development Application
Accommodation Parking
1 car bay per room
Restaurant Parking
1 car bay per 4 customers
Hospitality staff
1 waitperson car bay per 25 customers, 2 back of house car bays per
25 customers
What parking is really required to accommodate guests, visitors/customers and staff
Scenario 1:
Total parking requirements at 100% capacity and room occupancy
Combined guest / customer/visitor / staff parking bays

371

Scenario 2:
Total parking requirements at 100% room occupancy
With no customers from outside the resort and
no conferences taking place.
Combined guest & staff parking bays required

196

What parking is really required to accommodate guests, visitors/customers and staff (cont)
Scenario 3:
Total parking requirements at 70% room occupancy
With no customers from outside the resort and
no conferences taking place.
Combined guest & staff parking bays required

137

In summary:
Current weekend occupancy tourism accommodation in the Margaret River area is 100%,
the proposed design has enough parking for accommodation guests only, no staff parking,
no parking for restaurants, bars and conference facility and no parking for additional visitors.
The proponent has massaged, manipulated and reinterpreted these numbers to substantially
underestimate the number of bays required on site. The proposal is full of unauthenticated
claims of shared use parking, flow graphs showing different users at different times and the
completely unsubstantiated claim that the majority of guests will arrive by private
chauffeur driven vehicles.
The proponent has also laid claim to the 74 existing offsite gravel parking bays to make their
plans work. The design relies on a massive land grab and this is completely unacceptable.
Even if the State and community did accept the Development Application taking over
existing public gravel car parking bays, it still does not provide adequate parking for the size
and scale of the resort. State and local government should not provide parking concessions,
subsidies or gift valuable publicly owned Crown and to any developers, especially large,
well-funded corporate developers who could design a project to fit within their privately
owned site.
It is clear that no matter how the car parking numbers are juggled there is currently a severe
short fall in parking on site. If approved, the Shire of Augusta-Margaret River and rate payers
will be the left to deal with this massive short fall in parking and the serious congestion the
resort will create. The Shire, ratepayers, and the environment will be forced to bear the cost
of resolving these clearly foreseeable parking issues.

Appendix 5
Peer review of Visual Impact Assessment by William James, Landscape
Architect, FAILA

A REVIEW OF A VISUAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT PREPARED BY EMERGE ASSOCIATES FOR A
PROPOSED RESORT AND VILLAGE DEVELOPMENT WEST OF WALLCLIFFE ROAD AT GNARABUP IN
THE SHIRE OF AUGUSTA MARGARET RIVER

WILLIAM JAMES LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT FAILA
Monday, 21 February 2022
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This report provides a review of the Visual Impact Assessment prepared by Emerge Associates for the
proposed Resort and Village Development West of Wallcliffe Road at Gnarabup (the Proposal). The
review was prepared for Preserve Gnarabup and finds:
•
•
•

significant issues with the execution of the methodology adopted by the Assessment;
the reasoning behind the Assessment’s conclusions to be opaque, and without clear
justification; and
little evidence that the Assessment influenced the design of the Proposal.

The Visual Landscape Objectives adopted by the Assessment are limited to Landscape Character.
Explicit Objectives for Views, Access, and Visual Significance would have better informed the
Assessment. Furthermore, my assessment of the project impact descriptions and visual simulations
against the Assessment’s adopted Visual Landscape Objectives, found that:
1. The Proposal does not maintain and/or enhance the coastal visual experience as required by
the Assessment’s ‘Natural Objectives’. The local aesthetic values have not been given priority
in the design as evidenced by the Resort building breaking the Ridgeline, the choice of highly
visible materials in the Village and the Resort and most importantly, the scale and form of the
buildings.
2. The Proposal does not blend with the broader aesthetic character and visual quality of the
local area. A component of the development (the restaurant) is above the height limit of 7m
compared to natural ground level (NGL). While the Assessment concludes that this is not a
major breach, it demonstrates that the proposal does not have due regard for local landscape
values. It does not, therefore, meet the Assessment’s two ‘Urban Objectives’.
The Assessment has failed to establish that the Visual Management Objectives are met.
The Proposal is too large, the roof breaks the Ridgeline when viewed from a close popular viewing
location (Ocean View Road), and the chosen materials are too visible. To respond to the local
landscape values, the size of the Proposal must be reduced, and the materials revised to reduce the
impacts of the buildings.
BACKGROUND AND METHODOLOGY
My name is William Kenneth James. I am a Fellow of the Australian Institute of Landscape Architects.
I have practiced Landscape Architecture in Margaret River for 34 years, in that time I have undertaken
over thirty Landscape and Visual Assessments, many of them in the Leeuwin Naturaliste Ridge. I am
very familiar with this site and landscape issues involved, having been an expert witness for the AMRSC
in a case before the State Appeal Tribunal dealing with a proposed tourist Lodge on the site of the
current Proposal.
Landscape Assessment sets out to answer six straightforward questions:
1. What is there?
2. How valuable is it?
3. What is proposed?
2

4. What are the impacts of the proposal?
5. Are these impacts acceptable?
6. If not, what strategies can be implemented to reduce the impacts to an acceptable level?
This review of the Assessment considers the effectiveness and accuracy of the response to each of
these questions.
The Emerge Associates, hereinafter referred to as the Assessor or author of the Assessment, have
addressed the above six questions generally following the methodology set out in the WAPC Visual
Landscape Planning Guidelines 2007.
An Assessment should be clear, concise, and complete. A successful Assessment will provide enough
clearly presented information for the community and decision-makers to know how the assessor has
arrived at their conclusions, that is to understand where judgements have been made, and how these
judgements were made.
WHAT IS THERE?
The Assessment describes the landscape in terms of the Regional and Local Character. It identifies
both Natural and Urban Landscape Character Units. I question the use of the word “urban” to describe
the character of neighbouring Gnarabup residential area – “settlement” is a more accurate term. The
term “urban” implies a more intensive aggregation of buildings than “settlement” and appears to
establish a presupposition that future intensive development is justified.
The authors have based their Regional Character description on Reading the Remote, Landscape
Characters of Western Australia (CALM 1994). The inclusion of more recent documents, the State
Planning Policy 6.1 Leeuwin-Naturaliste Ridge (WAPC, 2003), LNRSPP, and its associated Leeuwin–
Naturaliste Landscape Assessment Study, Stage 1 Report (CALM, 1997) would have provided a more
complete description of regional landscape character.

HOW VALUABLE IS IT?
The landscape values of a site are established by existing policies, community perceptions and
sensitivity to viewing. The Assessment has not used the first two assessment elements to establish
values of the site and has overlooked established procedures for assessing sensitivity to viewing.
Both the Local Planning Scheme and the Leeuwin Naturalist Ridge State Planning Policy (LNRSPP)
identify the site as a Development Investigation Area (DIA) to be afforded the highest levels of
landscape protection. The LNRSPP identifies the site as a DIA within a Principal Ridge Protection Area,
in a Travel Route Corridor within Natural Landscape Significance. It identifies the site as lying with
the Western Coastal Landscape Character Unit.
The explicit Policies relating to the above Classifications are central to the establishment of landscape
values. These Policies have not been presented or explicitly considered in the Assessment.
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The Assessment quotes the LNRSPP Statement of Intent regarding Landscape and states that the
“LNRSPP identifies landscape classes and landscape units applicable to the site and these are further
discussed in Section 2.” This reviewer could find no such further discussion in Section 2 or anywhere
else in the Assessment.
The Assessment does not address community attitudes but instead provides the following statement
under the heading of:
Stakeholder Consultation
Inputs from the state design review panel (SDRP) (and associated agencies) have been considered
through the proposed built form design and visual impact responses. Specifically, the material and
colour palette proposed is a direct reflection of feedback received through the state design review
panel process, which strongly suggested limestone be a key feature/material given the local context.
As discussed in following sections, this is despite limestone being more reflective than other available
materials (i.e. granite).
A previous Assessment undertaken for the proponents of the Lodge in 20031 addressed community
attitudes in the following way. This reviewer believes this to be an accurate description of current
Community Attitudes.
Community Attitudes
An insight into community attitudes towards the development and towards development in the vicinity
has been provided though the community consultation process conducted for development projects in
the Gnarabup area.
Many people are supportive of the provision of tourist facilities in the designated nodes. The character
and experience of people using the foreshore area and the adjacent reserve has been a notable
concern. There has been expressed desire to retain an experience that is not dominated by buildings,
particularly in those areas to the west of Wallcliffe Road.
The regional community has also expressed in interest in other aspects of development design,
including some relatively minor element, reflecting strong values associated with the area and a desire
to see a development that is appropriate.
An Assessment that does not directly address Community Attitudes is critically lacking.
Having established the landscape values, an Assessment should formulate Visual Management
Objectives to protect those values. The current Assessment establishes Objectives that will be
discussed later.
The final element determining value is Sensitivity to viewing. This is done by mapping the area
potentially visually affected by the project (the Zone of Visual Influence or ZVI, in this Assessment
mistakenly referred to as “seen area”2) and identifying sensitive viewing locations.
There are long-established methods for establishing viewer sensitivity that are absent, or at least not
explicit, in this Assessment. One such accepted classification of viewer sensitivity levels is set out in
the following table.
The author of the 2003 Assessment also authored the Leeuwin–Naturaliste Landscape Assessment Study,
Stage 1 Report (CALM, 1997).
2
Seen area maps all that is seen by an observer, ZVI maps the area from which an object is seen.
1
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Classification

Type of Use - Existing or Formally Proposed

Non-recreation use

Recreation and tourism

Settlement

roads
Level 1

National & State Highways.

Designated tourist roads.

Places with recognised

High Sensitivity

Links between cities and

formally or informally at a national

or assessed scenic or

major towns including rail

or state level, including walking

historic values of

tracks and lookouts.

national or state

Primary access to these recreation

importance.

sites or multiple level 2 use areas.
Travel routes or sites through or
adjacent to scenic or historic areas
with recognised or assessed values
of national or state significance.
Level 2

Main link roads between

Important but undesignated tourist

Places developed to

Moderate Sensitivity

towns and highways.

and recreation roads.

capitalise on views

Recreation sites of regional

or attractions.

importance, including walking tracks
and lookouts.
Primary access to these recreation
sites or multiple level 3 use areas.
Travel routes or sites through or
adjacent to scenic or historic areas
with recognised or assessed values
of regional significance.
Level 3

Minor link roads

Local recreation

Low Sensitivity

Residential areas other
than Level 1 or 2.

Level 4

Roads receiving local

Very Low Sensitivity

non-recreational traffic

Industrial areas.

CLASSIFICATION TABLE - SENSITIVITY TO VIEWING3
If these classifications had been used, the Assessment would have designated the overlooking
Gnarabup settlement with a Level 2, Moderate Sensitivity Level. Surfer’s Point is either Level 1 or 2.
These Sensitivity Levels become an important part of defining the Landscape Values. If the Assessment
had afforded the Gnarabup Settlement a Level 2 Sensitivity Classification, it would have given the
impacts on the settlement detailed consideration. This it failed to do.
3

Williamson, D.N. and Calder, S.W., 1979. Visual resource management of Victoria’s forests: a new concept for
Australia, Landscape Planning 6:313-341 Elsevier Scientific Publishing Co.
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WHAT IS PROPOSED?
This is a description of the physical changes that will occur on the site and perhaps beyond. The
Assessment does this in general terms. It is useful, however, to provide information about changes in
the short-term (construction), medium term (building completion), and long-term (mature planting in
place). Timelines to this are helpful. Changes over time are not considered in the Assessment.
WHAT ARE THE IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSAL?
This is a depiction and description of how and to what degree the landscape values are impacted by
the project’s physical elements.
The descriptions, cross-sections, and visual simulations in this section of the Assessment are adequate.
As outlined previously, the impacted view from Gnarabup settlement, being a Level 2 Sensitivity Level
settlement should have been included in the visual simulations.
A discussion and description of the effect of viewing distance from the project would have been useful.
Distance zones are divided into:
Foreground

< 0.3 km

Close Middleground

0.3 – 1 km

Middleground

1 – 3km

Distant Middleground

3 – 6km

Background

6 km – 15km

Distant Background

>15km

Distance affects visual characteristics in various ways.
It is normal to provide detailed descriptions of how the Project would be viewed from
identified viewing routes and locations. This should include the duration and angle of view
from a travel route, and whether the view is in the main or secondary focus from a viewing
location. This is missing from the Assessment.
ARE THESE IMPACTS ACCEPTABLE?
The Assessment evaluates the impacts against a set of Visual Management Objectives. The adopted
Objectives are based solely on Landscape Character. It would be useful to have separate Objectives
for Views, Access, and Visual Significance - all require and deserve distinct management objectives.
The Visual Landscape Objectives established by the authors are based on two Landscape Character
Units, Natural and Urban. The Objectives are core to the Assessment. If the Objectives are appropriate
and reasonable, and are met, it can be said that the Project meets the visual aesthetic standards
required of the site and its context.
The Visual Landscape Objectives are reproduced below.
Natural
1 The coastal visual experience (views of the Indian Ocean, granite/limestone outcroppings,
pristine beaches and headlands) is maintained and/or enhanced.
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2 The existing topographic features are maintained, in particular views of the ridgelines and
horizon.
3 Broad views to and from the ocean and the natural vegetated backdrop of the LeeuwinNaturaliste ridgeline are generally maintained.
4 Views from key external locations to the coastal reserve adjacent to the sites are managed
to ensure the proposed development principally blends into the surrounding natural/town
environment to minimise visual impact, including from Wallcliffe Road, Surfers Point and
Rivermouth Road.
Urban
1 To blend the proposed development with the broader aesthetic character and visual quality
of the local area.
2 Development is to remain below the 7 m height limitation (compared to the natural ground
level (NGL)) as detailed within the Shire of Augusta Margaret River Local Planning Scheme
No. 1.

The assessor is satisfied that these have been met, however the Evaluation method is opaque, and
without justification.
The evaluation of impacts consists solely of a discussion of impacts from each simulated view. It does
not give any grading to the level of impact, for example, minor, moderate or major, on character,
views, or significance; it does not aggregate the levels of impact on the different elements, it does not
evaluate the accumulated effect of the impacts. It simply describes the impacts, as represented by the
simulations, and concludes that the assessment demonstrates that the impacts are acceptable when
tested against the Objectives.
After reviewing the project impact descriptions and visual simulations this reviewer’s assessment is
quite different.
The first and most important of the Natural Objectives is not met. The coastal visual experience is
clearly not maintained and/or enhanced. The views of the Indian Ocean, granite/limestone
outcroppings, pristine beaches and headlands do not alone make up the coastal visual experience.
The local context is missing, and views should rightly have been evaluated as a value separate from
Character
The impact of any development west of Wallcliffe Road must be such that the local aesthetic values
are given priority. Respecting these values does not demand invisibility but it does require that any
development has minimal visual impact. This has clearly not been given priority as evidenced by the
Resort building breaking the Ridgeline, the choice of highly visible materials in the Village and the
Resort (the Assessment advises against these materials, but this appears to have been ignored) and
most importantly, the scale and form of the buildings.
The second Objective is vague. The exiting topographic features are maintained in that they are not
destroyed but the view of the Ridgeline from Ocean View Road, a very popular local viewing location,
is broken by the Resort.
The third Objective is also vague and poorly defined.
In the fourth, the views are not there to be managed, the project must be managed to maintain the
views.
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The first and second of the Urban Objectives are clearly not met. The proposed development does not
blend with the broader aesthetic character and visual quality (which remains undefined in the
Assessment) of the local area, and a component of the development (the restaurant) is above 7m
compared to natural ground level (NGL).
The Assessment concludes that this is a minor breach – this only reinforces the impression that the
building design has been developed without due regard for local landscape values.
If the minimisation of impacts had been an overriding objective the outcome would have been
different, and the impacts less.
The Assessment has failed to establish that the Visual Management Objectives are met. In addition,
the absence of Objectives for Views, Access, and Visual Significance compromises the Assessment.
WHAT STRATEGIES CAN BE IMPLEMENTED TO REDUCE THE IMPACTS TO AN ACCEPTABLE LEVEL?
The Assessment maintains that the Visual Assessment influenced the building design. There is little
evidence of this – explicit guidelines are required. The only evident influence on the building design
that affects visual impact is the 7m (above NGL) height limit imposed by the Local Authority4.
The following design guidelines were provided by the 2003 Visual Assessment of the proposed
Gnarabup Lodge on the same site. (Development of Gnarabup Lodge Resort, Lot 703 Wallcliffe Road
Gnarabup, Landscape Study, John Cleary Planning, 2003).5
It is recommended that the following design guidelines be adopted for the development:
1.

Provide an adequate vegetated setback from adjacent roads to ensure the dominance of
foreground vegetation as seen from adjacent use areas.

2.

Ensure that buildings on the eastern side of the development are benched into the slope as
much as possible to ensure views are maintained over them.

3.

Keep buildings to single storey on the extreme north-east and south-west corners of the site to
maintain view to the high point to the west.

4.

Ensure that building heights or spacing allow the high point and ridge to the west to be seen
from Wallcliffe Road east of the site.

5.

Ensure that building heights or spacing allow the coastline to the north to be seen from
Wallcliffe Road south of the site.

6.

Ensure that the building patterns provide variety and interest in building form and detailing.

7.

Maintain and enhance the planting in areas adjacent to Wallcliffe and Ocean View Roads.

8.

Endeavour to have a single-entry road (and breach of vegetation screening) to the
development. This entry should not be on Wallcliffe Road.

9.

Vehicle access to buildings and parking should be located internally (ie. not around the
perimeter of the development).

10. Keep the visual magnitude and contrast of built elements low as seen from critical view
locations. Techniques include:

4

5

This has not been adhered to.
Prepared by the author of the Leeuwin–Naturaliste Landscape Assessment Study, Stage 1 Report
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For buildings,
a) adopt low profile roof forms (some curved roofs are encouraged);
b) use small roof planes;
c)

use dark, de-saturated colours for roofs;

d) ensure that roofs have generous eaves;
e)

avoid large, plain, light-coloured wall surfaces;

f)

ensure that bright colours are restricted to small areas (such as trim);

g) present the smallest face to use areas;
h) avoid antennae and chimneys protruding beyond the roof forms; and
For roads,
i)

Use permeable surfaces where possible;

j)

Use coloured, roll-over kerbs;

k)

adopt minimum width profiles.

I suggest that if these, or similar, guidelines had been adopted the impact of the current proposal
would be considerably reduced in scale and visual impact.
CONCLUSION
The Assessment has covered all the required elements but, unfortunately, it has not done this in a
clearly presented, transparent manner.
It is a dense, opaque document that conceals as much as it reveals. Most importantly it does not clearly
present the reasoning behind the assessor’s judgements.
The Visual Management Objectives are based on Character alone and are quite limited. It would have
been more instructive to consider Character, Views, Access, and Visual Significance as separate values.
The Assessment does not adequately convey the potential visual impacts of the Proposal and the
conclusions reached by the assessor do not satisfy this reviewer that the landscape values have been
properly considered and respected in the project as presented.
The principal flaws of the Proposal are its scale and form, and the chosen materials. To respond to the
local landscape values, the size of the Village and Resort must be reduced, and the materials revised
to significantly reduce the accumulated impacts of the Proposal.
William James FAILA

Professional Background

The practice of William James Landscape Architect was established in Margaret River in 1988. It has
successfully undertaken a wide range of projects. The firm comprises Bill James as principal and sole
practitioner.
William (Bill) was the Consultant Landscape Architect to the University of Western Australia for from 1988
until 2006.
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Bill has 48 years’ experience in the practice of Landscape Architecture. Prior to moving to Margaret River
Bill worked in Perth, Sydney and Canberra for private firms, statutory authorities, and government
departments.
Qualifications:
Bachelor of Applied Science (Natural Resources) 1978, Canberra College of Advanced Education (now
the University of Canberra)
Professional Accreditation:
Registered Landscape Architect. (Reg. No. 220)
Professional Associations:
Fellow of the Australian Institute of Landscape Architects
Experience in Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment
Bill has undertaken 34 Landscape and Visual Impact Studies in the last 34 years. He has conducted two
invited peer reviews of Landscape and Visual Impact Assessments and two reviews for Local Authorities
of Visual Assessments supporting Development Applications.
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Appendix 6
Report of geological, coastal erosion and bushfire risk by Peter Lane,
Geologist

Lots 501, 502 and 504 Reef Drive and Lot 503 Seagrass Place and Lot 783 Mitchell Drive,
Gnarabup.
Submission to State Development Assessment Unit Public Consultation on Development
Application
Peter Lane, Geologist

January 2022

Introduction
This document forms part of the Preserve Gnarabup submission to the State Development
Assessment Unit Public Consultation on the Development Application in respect of the above
locations. It addresses coastal hazard and climate change, bushfire risk and geology of the area
proposed for development.

Summary and conclusions
In reviewing the various documents provided by the applicant for its Development Application and
to the WA Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) and on making site visits, these are the
principle findings of my investigation.
•

A field survey could find no evidence of the presence of limestone over a distance of
approximately 165 metres as had been mapped as “Limestone Bluffs” in the Margaret River
Resort Coastal Hazard Assessment included in the Development Application. The evidence is
that this stretch of the Gnarabup Back Beach is an (easily erodible) sandhill, possibly back to
as far or beyond the western limits of the proposed development. It may or may not be
underlain by limestone.

•

A field survey could find no evidence to support the location of the “Coastal Erosion Hazard
Allowance” in the above mentioned Margaret River Resort Coastal Hazard Assessment and
that an objective interpretation would place it a minimum 75 metres to 135 metres further
east than shown in the report.

•

The catastrophic cliff collapse at Gracetown on 27 September 1996 was almost certainly
triggered by groundwater (surficial aquifer) weakening the cliff, yet the role that
groundwater may or may not play in cliff instability has not been considered in any of the
reports commissioned by the applicant and provided with the Development Application.

•

Climate change and its likely impact on sea level rise and direction and intensity of storms
has not been addressed in any of the reports commissioned by the applicant and provided
with the Development Application.

•

In respect of bushfire risk, the impact of climate change has not been addressed in any of
the reports commissioned by the applicant and provided with the Development Application.

•

The bushfire management plan provided with the Development Application recommends a
secondary access road, but as an apparent contradiction it does not make this a condition of
approval of the Development Application.

•

The engineering report provided with the Development Application does not refer to the
predictable seepage of nutrient-rich water from the site and its discharge into Gnarabup Bay
and very likely into Gnarabup Back Beach.

•

An on-site investigation of the Sewerage Disposal Site shows that it would lie well within the
“Coastal Hazard” zone as contemplated by the applicant’s consultants and the Shire of
Augusta-Margaret River in its Coastal Hazard Risk Management and Adaptation Plan (2015)

Coastal hazard and climate change
“Protect, conserve, enhance and maintain natural coastal values” (the first objective of WA Coastal
Zone Strategy).
In considering the risks due to sea level rise (“SLR”) I have reviewed the report titled Margaret River
Resort Coastal Hazard Assessment of August 2020 by M P Rogers & Associates commissioned by 5
Star Margaret River (‘MRRCHA’) (and supplied by the proponent to the EPA), revision 1 of October
2021 of that report (‘MRRCHA rev1’) and have also referred to the Augusta-Margaret River Shire
Coastal Hazard Risk Management and Adaption Plan by Shore Coastal, 2015 (‘CHRMAP’) and the
Limestone Cliff Stability Assessment by Golder Associates, 2017 (“LCSA” – this report addresses the
more immediate risk of cliff collapse and methods of mitigation and prevention of injury).
The science and understanding of climate change is fast moving and in view of this I consider aspects
and conclusions of both versions of the MRRCHA (and the CHRMAP) report need to be re-visited.
First, I reviewed the geology primarily as discussed in both versions of the MRRCHA. As these reports
show major differences in mapping the geology and landforms I have undertaken on-site
reconnaissance of the area of conjecture and could find no evidence to support the interpretation in
the most recent report (MRRCHA rev1).
I have also noted that none of the reports reviewed considered the role of groundwater may or may
not have on cliff instability.
Geology
The coastline consists of limestone bluffs, beaches with limestone bluffs a short distance inland, and
beaches backed by sandhills with no or an indeterminate amount of limestone. The reports describe
the different characteristics of the beaches and the bluffs, however where exposed the nature of the
limestone varies considerably as does its resistance to erosion.
The MRRCHA states “Both Gnarabup Headland and to a lesser extent Grunters Headland are
composed of limestone and as such are expected to have significantly less erosion than the
surrounding sandy beaches. …... Significant limestone bluffs are also visible slightly inland from the
existing shoreline and cover almost the entire length of the development area.”
The CHRMAP identifies the Gnarabup headland as being a “weakly lithified sedimentary rock coast”.
The limestone is a product of rainwater percolating through sandhills, dissolving and precipitating
calcium carbonate. This is a progressive process and as partially illustrated in the photos below, all

stages appear to be represented along this coastline (also refer section ‘Geology of the area
proposed for development’, below).

S

Gnarabup Back Beach

Gnarabup Back Beach

Relatively robust beach limestone

Easily eroded limestone and slope
collapse

Path to Gnarabup Back Beach
Friable limestone

Gnarabup Back Beach
Sandhill
(possibly underlain by limestone)

In each of the reports referred to above there are differences in the number and naming of the
geological units as well as in place names. Where appropriate I have kept with the terminology as
used by MRRCHA or, as above, have used simplified descriptive terms. The LCSA states “The mapped
clifftop retreats differ significantly from those in the CHRMAP study” (9.5.2.1). This is not a debate I

would care to enter, I simply include the statement to highlight the inexactness of the science of
examining the geology by eye from the surface.
The nature of the limestone on this stretch of coast will have a major influence on the type, speed
and extent of the erosion it may suffer. In generalised terms the response will vary from erosion and
removal of grains, especially during storms, to that of catastrophic collapse (as occurred in 2021 at
Riflebutts at the northern end of Gnarabup Bay) induced by a number of factors, including repeated
storm and tidal (including SLR) events undercutting the cliffs.
The catastrophic cliff collapse at Gracetown on 27 September 1996 with the loss of nine lives was
almost certainly triggered by groundwater (surficial aquifer) weakening the cliff. Groundwater is
known to move through the Headland and enter the ocean at Gnarabup Bay and almost certainly
elsewhere, yet the role that groundwater may or may not play has not been considered in any of the
reports.
Considering the two reports by M P Rogers & Associates (MRRCHA and MRRCHA rev1) there is a
significant difference in the mapped location of the limestone bluffs and consequently of the
“Coastal Erosion Setback Allowance” in the MRRCHA compared to what is called the “Coastal Erosion
Hazard Allowance” in MRRCHA rev1. The original interpretation was that the Coastal Erosion
Setback Allowance was some 15 metres west of the planned development location. In the revised
document the Coastal Erosion Hazard Allowance was shown to be from 75 metres to 135 metres
from the planned development location.
The “100 year allowance for coastal processes” as shown in the CHRMAP ranges from approximately
seven metres up to 40 metres from the proposed development location boundary as it runs the
length of the development.
In view of these inconsistencies I visited the site in January 2022 to examine the geology and
landform. Due to very dense vegetation access inland from the crest of the coastal dunes was
restricted, nevertheless I had a clear view of those areas not covered by vegetation. As shown on the
map below, these areas were all sand; there was no limestone nor evidence of a “Limestone Bluff”.
Below I have shown the various lines indicating the mapped location of limestone bluffs and the
limits of the coastal hazard zones from the three reports on one map for ease of reference. I have
also shown the location from which both I and the authors of MRRCHA riv1 have photographed,
images appearing on the following pages.

Below is a selection of photographs taken from those vantage points shown on the map above. The
photograph, fig 2.7, provided in the MRRCHA rev1 report shows the sandhills backing the beach,
while the photograph of fig 2.9 of “Calcaranite bluffs that back Gnarabup Back Beach” is of the bluff
in the far south of the map and beyond. Neither of these photographs shows evidence of limestone
bluffs in the relevant area as shown in the MRRCHA rev1 report (map, solid black line).

Gnarabup Back Beach.
Showing the nature of the landscape east of the sandhills immediately behind the beach. All
exposed areas observed were sand; there was no evidence of limestone or of a limestone bluff.

Storm Events
The MRRCHA states “SPP2.6 requires that the storm event used to determine the S1 allowance be
representative of an event with an exceedance probability of 1% (equivalent to an ARI of 100 years)
and should be based on a recorded storm event for the area”. The storm events selected for the
MRRCHA modelling were those of 1991 and 1996. It is questionable if these events are now relevant.
The MRRCHA rev1 makes no reference to modelling.
Neither MRRCHA rev1 nor its appendix (Galt Geotechnics) make any mention of the effects of
climate change, predicted sea level rise or change in the direction or intensity of storms, and for
these reasons I bring your attention to the following:
1. As the oceans and atmosphere warm they hold more energy. Over the past three decades the
Southern Ocean has experienced the greatest increases in both wind speed and wave height of the
Earth’s oceans. “Decades of satellite data show changes in the ocean that could lead to more
destructive storm surges and coastal erosion” and “According to the research, the Southern Ocean
surrounding Antarctica has seen the most dramatic changes. Over 30 years, extreme wind speeds
have increased by 5 feet per second or 3.3 miles per hour, an 8 percent jump. Extreme wave height
has increased a little less than a foot, or 5 percent.”(Ocean Wind and Waves Have Grown Stronger
Over the Last Three Decades, Smithsonian Institute, 26/4/2019
https://www.smithsonianmag.com/smart-news/ocean-wind-and-waves-have-grown-stronger-overlast-three-decades-180972048/.)
2. The modelling of MRRCHA report assumes the storm will be from 255O, that is from the west-souwest. Atmospheric warming is predicted to push cyclones to higher latitudes "So that makes the
southern part of Australia a little bit more prone to hurricane hazards than they are even
presently,"(Cyclones to bring more rain further south in future, say the weather experts, ABC
9/4/2021 https://www.abc.net.au/news/2021-04-09/cyclones-moving-south-climatechange/11956040 ). Cyclone intensity but not frequency, is predicted to increase, as are storm
surges from the north, Gnarabup beach being most vulnerable to waves from this direction.
Seal level rise (“SLR”).
MRRCHA is based on projected SLR as estimated by the IPCC in 2013 (section 5), this being 0.9
metres this century (also refer “Planning approaches in Western Australia” 28/3/2018
https://coastadapt.com.au/planning-approaches-western-australia.) There are a number of events
and scientific advances over the past decade which warrant revising this figure upwards. I set these
some of these out below:
1. It is now recognised that Southern Oscillation events are predicted to strengthen. La Ninas push
warm water across the Arafura Sea causing sea levels to rise in northern Australia. These high levels
are then carried to the South West by the Leeuwin Current. Professor Ryan Lowe, joint author of a
UWA report on rising sea levels in the southwest dated 12/4/2021
(https://www.uwa.edu.au/news/article/2021/april/wa-coastal-flooding-risk-rising-rapidly-studyreveals) stated:
“During La Nina, sea levels dramatically rise north of Australia and are then carried southward along
the WA coast by the Leeuwin Current.
At this time, sea levels can be elevated by up to 30 centimetres, which is nearly double the total sea
level rise that has occurred over the past 50 years in WA.

“These events are interesting in the global context, because La Nina conditions effectively cause a
large sea level rise scenario along the WA coast that can be used to assess how coastal flooding and
erosion will increase in the future,” Professor Lowe said.
“The south west of WA is particularly vulnerable to sea level extremes. Because of the usually smaller
tidal fluctuations, coastal populations and infrastructure in these locations are generally not as well
prepared for large sea level variations.”
2. Analogous to La Nina events, it is anticipated that negative Indian Ocean Diodes will strengthen and
drive warm waters eastward across low latitudes of the Indian Ocean, again increasing SLR and
having a similar effect of increasing sea levels in the south-west (author’s opinion).
3. Warm oceans are significant contributors to SLR. Recent research indicates oceans are warming
faster than had been predicted a decade ago. “The globally averaged ocean surface temperature
shows a mean warming trend of 0.062 ± 0.013°C per decade over the last 120 years (1900–2019).
During the last decade (2010–2019) the rate of ocean surface warming has accelerated to 0.280 ±
0.068°C per decade, 4.5 times higher than the long term mean.” (An Overview of Ocean Climate
Change Indicators: Sea Surface Temperature, Ocean Heat Content, Ocean pH, Dissolved Oxygen
Concentration, Arctic Sea Ice Extent, Thickness and Volume, Sea Level and Strength of the AMOC
(Atlantic Meridional Overturning Circulation). Frontiers of Marine Science 21/09/2021
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fmars.2021.642372/full.)
Warm oceans expel CO2, a positive feedback which increases atmospheric CO2 concentrations and
accelerates global and ocean warming. Oceans become acidic, hold less oxygen and combined with
warming this kills corals and other biota and inhibits the growth of calcium carbonate organisms, a
further, albeit smaller positive feedback.
4. Polar ice sheets, glaciers and sea ice are melting at a faster rate than predicted, increasing the rate
of SLR.
Melting is being closely studied in Greenland. “New climate models suggest faster melting of the
Greenland Ice Sheet” (Carbon Brief, 15/12/2020 https://www.carbonbrief.org/new-climate-modelssuggest-faster-melting-of-the-greenland-ice-sheet ).
In Antarctica it is now recognised that sea ice is rapidly melting and breaking up, the potential being
that at some stage this would enable glaciers to advance into the ocean. In a paper published in
Science entitled ‘The uncertain future of the Antarctic Ice Sheet’ (March 2020), Dr Mathieu
Morlighem and Dr Frank Pattyn state:
“About a third of the Antarctic ice sheet is marine based, resting on bedrock below sea level, and
most of the ice sheet margin terminates in the ocean, making it susceptible to dynamical instabilities
that can cause rapid ice loss”. (https://www.science.org/doi/10.1126/science.aaz5487#con2)
In a paper published in Nature Geoscience, entitled ‘Interannual variations in meltwater input to the
Southern Ocean from Antarctic ice shelves’ (August 2020), Susheel Adusumilli, Helen Amanda

Fricker, Brooke Medley, Laurie Padman and Matthew R. Siegfried state: “Satellite observations show
that most Antarctic ice shelves are currently thinning, primarily because of contact with warm
subsurface ocean water” (https://www.nature.com/articles/s41561-020-0616-z ).

The Thwaites Glacier, the world’s largest, has received much attention and recent reports highlight
the risk of earlier than previously predicted melt resulting in more rapid SLR. The grounding line of

this glacier is up to 1200 metres below sea level, making it particularly vulnerable if unprotected
from warming ocean (through loss of ice shelf). The impact of this Glacier melting could see sea
levels rise from 0.65 metres to three metres. (“Antarctica’s ‘Doomsday Glacier’ could meet its doom
within 3 years”, Space.com December 2021 https://www.space.com/agu-antarctica-thwaitesglacier-future and many other sites). There are numerous other Antarctic glaciers (eg. Totten Glacier,
Moscow University Glacier) at risk. “… there is a 5% chance that the Antarctic contribution to SLR rise
could be as much as 145 centimetres by 2100” [Bamber et al., 2019].
On temperate zone glaciers, glacial melt has accelerated in the Himalayas, the Andes and on other
mountain chains.
“Numerous studies largely based on field measurements and/or remote sensing techniques have
documented the recent glacier shrinkage throughout the Andes. This observed ice mass loss has put
Andean glaciers among the highest contributors to sea level rise per unit area.” (A Review of the
Current State and Recent Changes of the Andean Cryosphere, Frontiers in Earth Science 23/6/2020
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/feart.2020.00099/full).
I note and support the following statement from the CHRMAP: “The coastal processes around
Prevelly, Gnarabup..….are complex and relatively poorly understood. Investigations are
recommended to improve understanding and facilitate responses to coastal processes in these areas”
(CHRMAP, Key recommendation 5).
I would stress that the rate of SLR is non-linear and the timing of events is largely unpredictable. The
rapidity of global warming calls for consistent updating of the potential effects and risks – we are
entering ‘unknown territory’. Relying on dated data is not appropriate for this Development
Application.

Bushfire Risk
The proponent has provided a “Bushfire Management Plan” by Emerge Associates, August 2021
(“BMP”). There are two aspects of this report which raise concerns.
Apart from a brief mention that the effects of climate change have been taken into account in
respect of a building to be used for shelter (3.1.1.2) there is no reference to the likely impact of
climate change on fire intensity or behaviour.
Secondly the report states “Specifically, evacuation (the preferred emergency response option) ..... is
not expected to be hindered by the proposed development….” (5.2.6) and yet goes on to state
“Recommendation. Implement secondary access for the community based on the Gnarabup Second
Access Road …. Addresses the legacy single access” (Table 7).
I profoundly disagree that increasing the population of that area by more than 200 people would not
hinder evacuation.
In 2011 the coastal heath, from Ellensbrook to Redgate, suffered a major fire driven by northerly
winds. Since then wildfires in the southwest, in the eastern states and indeed worldwide have

become more frequent and more intense and planning to manage the risk from fire is now
considered paramount.
As referred to in the above section, both temperature and wind velocity have since increased and,
driven by climate change, these increases are anticipated to continue. Temperatures on continental
land masses have risen faster than global averages, and hottest day temperatures have risen faster
still (there are numerous website references available). Increased wind velocity has the effects of
both rapidly drying out the land and of driving bushfires. Suffice to say “Impacts (of a 1.5OC global
temperature increase) may include the effects of changing hazards, such as the frequency and
intensity of heat waves”. (IPCC Special Report: Global Warming of 1.5OC section 1.3.1
https://www.ipcc.ch/sr15/chapter/chapter-1/).
In 2016/17 (during which time I was an Augusta-Margaret River Shire Councillor) the Shire of
Augusta Margaret River accompanied by various State Government bodies, considered the viability
of constructing a road to Gnarabup from the south-east. There being only one road to
Gnarabup/Prevelly/Surfers Point/River Mouth, the prime purpose was primarily as an alternate
escape route from bushfires. Although the risk to residents and visitors to the region was
acknowledged, and even though it was concluded that the building of such a road would be the
Shire’s preference, it was acknowledged that it would not necessarily materially reduce that risk and
it was not progressed.
It is my strong view that significantly increasing the population of the region without greater fire
escape would entail an unacceptable risk – both to the current population and new residents and
visitors.
Geology of the area proposed for development
I refer to “Engineering Servicing Report, Gnarabup Westin”, JDSI Consulting Engineers, May 2021
“ESRGW”).
Even though the Proponent’s EPA Form for referral of a proposal states “A site-specific geotechnical
investigation is being undertaken ….” (Landforms, point 6), if indeed completed, the results have not
been made available. ESRGW point out “A site specific Geotechnical Study has not been completed”
(2.3).
I also note that the Development Application Planning Report records the State Design Review Panel
comments that: "The Panel looks forward to the provision of a geotech report, and flora and fauna
survey." https://online.planning.wa.gov.au/data/sdau_transfer/SDAU-00021/Applicant%20Planning%20Report.pdf
Although there is no detailed geological map of the area proposed for development it is confidently
considered to be predominantly karst limestone (not necessarily a universal view; the Proponent’s
EPA Form for the referral of a proposal states “…..there may be some limestone encountered”).
There is the probability of deep (in terms of constructing buildings) sand in places.
The Proponent’s EPA Form for referral of proposal can be found published along with all other
documents submitted by the referring organisation and the proponent on the EPA’s website:
https://www.epa.wa.gov.au/proposals/gnarabup-tourism-development-%E2%80%93-resort-andbeach-village

In view of the above observations there are two aspects which need to be considered:
1. The original nature of the limestone. This is well described in the LCSA (5.1 Geology), the limestone
being an eolianite (also spelt aeolianite, sedimentary rock deposited by wind), from bottom up
generally consisting of a paleosol (buried fossil soil), a zone of highly erodible sandy material, and
finally a caprock of dense calcium carbonate. Calcrete (dense calcium carbonate that binds other
material such as sand and gravel) makes up most of the caprock and also occurs at irregular intervals
throughout the limestone. Note, the nomenclature varies in different reports, for example the
CHRMAP uses the term ‘Weakly Lithified Sedimentary Rock Coast’, the same being termed
‘Foredune Eroding’ by University of Tasmania Smartline (refer CHRMAP section 2), with these terms
referring primarily to the zone of highly erodible sandy material.
https://www.amrshire.wa.gov.au/library/file/0Publications/Documents%20SD/Coastal%20Hazard%
20Risk%20Management%20and%20Adaptation%20Plan%20with%20attachments%20compressed.p
df
2. Solution cavities caused by percolating water. These can be of a micro-nature or measured in terms
of cubic metres. Although the four metre deep cavity shown in the photo on page 40 of the Golder
report is the result of wind erosion, it demonstrates the significant difference in integrity of the zone
of highly erodible sandy material and the caprock and that the caprock can be self-supporting, giving
no indication of the presence or absence of an underlying strata or of the condition of the underlying
strata.
The nature of this karst limestone and sand raises two principle concerns.
The first is the integrity of the rock as a base for construction. Building on karst limestone incurs the
inherent risk of subsequent subsidence, be it measured in centimetres or metres. There is ample
evidence that the presence of a hard caprock is unrelated to the nature of the underlying rock and is
no indication of its suitability for the construction of buildings or roads. As well as the Geotechnical
Study, ESRGW recommend “that a Geotechnical Engineer be engaged to inspect and approve the
earthworks during construction in accordance with A3798”
The second concern is that of seepage of nutrient-rich water from the site and its discharge into
Gnarabup Bay and very likely Gnarabup Back Beach. The bay is well-known for its ‘cold spots’, subsea springs where cold ground water enters the ocean. These are strongest at the southern end of
the bay, close to Gnarabup Headland. It appears to be inevitable that nutrient-rich water from
fertilising gardens and lawns, use of grey water by the resort and chlorine from pools will enter the
Bay and very likely Gnarabup Back Beach. The Bay is part of the Ngari Capes Marine Park. This aspect
has not been addressed ESRGW, nor as far as I am aware by any other report.
The ‘cold spots’ occur soon after rain, attesting to the porous and highly permeable nature of the
limestone.
Sewerage (“waste water”) Disposal Site
Of note, in respect of the Sewerage Disposal Site, close to the coast, no geological or geotechnical
information has been provided. Although entry to this area is prohibited there is strong evidence of
the works being located on sandhills. This would place it within the zone of “Coastal Erosion Hazard
Allowance” (MRRCHA rev1), that is it is vulnerable to coastal erosion. In the author’s view this is an
extraordinarily inappropriate site for such a facility.

Gnarabup Sewerage Disposal Site, showing the extensive sand dunes. The dark material is
laterite, trucked into the site; there is no evidence of limestone at the site.

Satellite image of the Sewerage
Disposal Site. The brown material
is laterite which has been trucked
to the site, and while there is no
evidence of limestone being
present, minor amounts of
limestone were observed on the
eastern road verge to the east of
the site.

Peter Lane, Geologist
502 Carters Road
Margaret River
WA 6285
petelane@westnet.com.au
27 January 2022

Appendix 7
Hydrogeology of Gnarabup and Prevelly by Richard Martin,
Hydrogeochemist

Hydrogeology of the Prevelly and Gnarabup areas
Prevelly and Gnarabup are situated on the western margins of the coastal Aeolian
Limestone ridge which caps the Leeuwin-Naturaliste ridge in most areas between Cape
Naturaliste and Cape Leeuwin.
The basement rocks of the ridge are Granite and Gneiss and are characterised by a recent
(Geologically) covering of aeolian calcarenite. This later unit is a calcareous, predominately
lime sand which was deposited as a capping over the existing granitic rocks during periods
of successive marine transgressions and regressions. The sands were formed sub aqueously
during transgressive marine cycles. This lime sand was then mobilised during regressive
phases (by wind) to cover the granitic basement rocks. Aeolian sands of calcareous nature
have been mapped to an elevation of approximately 120 meters along the ridge.
The slope from the ridge Crest to the Ocean is covered by selective native vegetation
comprising low scrub and local “peppermint trees” which have established in transported
soils which in places blanket the calcarenite in deposits.
Groundwater is formed when rain water infiltrates into these aeolian deposits, dissolving,
then precipitating lime to consolidate the formation, and contemporaneously to form caves
and solution channels. This complex mechanism has created the present-day landscape,
leading to uncertain aeolian limestone development with numerous caves and sink holes
(collapsed cave structures).
All rainfall infiltrates the aeolian limestone capping form the Ridge to the Ocean, and the
groundwater that collects, drains down to the basement granite before discharging towards
the Ocean along the coastal margins. The subsurface drainage patterns are random, mainly
depending on the topography of the underlying granite basement and governed by low
gradients on the coastal margins. There is no surface stream development along the coast
in the vicinity of Prevelly or Gnarabup.
Many houses in Prevelly had a shallow bore supplying groundwater to their properties
before the original development of Gnarabup. The original Prevelly settlement also relied
on the disposal of waste water via septic tanks and then leach drains. This process of
groundwater disposal of septic waste has resulted in contamination of the water beneath
Prevelly and the necessity of discontinued bore use in most cases.
When Gnarabup subdivision was approved in mid-1990’s, a secured reticulated water
scheme was provided at cost to the Prevelly residents. Although this fixed the
contaminated drinking water issue, it has not solved the ongoing groundwater pollution
problem beneath Prevelly resulting from leaching of faecal coliforms into the groundwater
system. Underneath Prevelly, this highly polluted groundwater continues to flow to the
local beaches, where it discharges along costal margins into the shallow Ocean waters.

This present scenario of partially treated septic waste water is also occurring at Gnarabup,
where the local waste water treatment plant is discharging secondary treated waste water
in the local dunes before it discharges into the Ocean at Gnarabup.
Following my attendance at presentations by the proponent of the Gnarabup development,
it was clear that they had no understanding of the complex and highly unstable
development of coastal Aeolian limestone and indeed the difficulty in building on the
eroded surfaces. For example the village of Prevelly was developed on a section of the
coastal plain which represents a collapsed limestone cave structure.
In summary, the proposed new development at Gnarabup does not address any of these
critical issues discussed above. There needs to be further definition of the following:
1. The highly unstable nature of the aeolian sandstone as described by its origin of
deposition and mechanism of dissolution, making it an unstable building substrate
close to the Ocean.
2. The disposal of waste water and storm water such that it will result in negative
impact on the present environment and not lead to further degradation of the
unstable aeolian limestone capping rocks.
3. The current situation of polluted groundwater beneath the proposed building site.
4. The consequences and impact of continually discharging secondary treated waste
through the practise of dune infiltration and subsequent migration to the Ocean.

Richard Martin
February 2022
Hydrogeochemist and Prevelly resident

Biography
Richard Martin completed his studies in Hydrogeochemistry in 1979 at the University of Western
Australia and was awarded a doctorate for his research into the chemical composition of shallow
groundwater on the Swan Coastal plain. He then started a Consultancy in groundwater Engineering
which employed a staff of 50 people Australia wide. The business was sold in 1994 and since then he
has provided advice to Mining, Agricultural and Public water supply companies on the location,
adequacy, development and quality of groundwater resources. He currently assists local farmers and
individuals on the securing water supplies and waste water disposal issues.

Appendix 8
Review of Documentation (fauna, flora and Aboriginal heritage)
by Rachael Wedd, Director Abrus Consulting, B.Sc. Grad.Dip.Sci. MTEM

0429 137 757
PO Box 186 Nannup WA 6275
rachael@abrus.com.au

Review of Documentation
Gnarabup Development – Development Application
Environmental and Heritage
For Preserve Gnarabup
This report reviews is a report by exception. The intent of the report is to focus attention
(and potential management considerations) on only those areas requiring immediate
action.
Flora and Vegetation
The Detailed Flora and Vegetation Assessment as prepared by Emerge Associates (May
2021) is a straightforward report on the flora and vegetation in the proposed area.
1. Section 2.4 (Hydrology and Wetlands)
“A review of the Geomorphic Wetlands Leeuwin Naturaliste Ridge and Donnybrook to
Nannup - Unreviewed dataset indicated that no wetland features occur within the site.
The closest mapped wetland feature is located approximately 300 m north east of the
site.”

Given that this feature is present, appropriate linkages and conservation measures
should be taken into consideration for project assessment.
2. Section 2.5 (Regional vegetation)
“The ‘Kilcarnup, KE’ vegetation complex has 92.66% remaining, of which 63.01% is
protected for conservation purposes (Government of Western Australia 2019). Therefore,
the percentage of this complex protected for conservation lies above the 30% retention
objective. “

Given the ecological fragility of the coastal area (particularly in consideration of
recent regional fires) an area such as this has high ecological value for now and
into the future as a potential high level reserve. It should be considered that the
30% retention objective as discussed should be considered is an inadequate
retention objective, particularly as there is a wetland feature in close proximity to
the site. Retention of additional area should also be considered, given the points
made in 2.7.3 (in relation to the recent and potential future fires in this region),
being potential habitat for threatened or priority fauna species. The Government of
Western Australia (DER) provides a guideline document for assessing native
vegetation clearing applications and this guideline clearly states that assessment of
biodiversity is complex and the dangers associated with land degradation. Given
the examples provided in this document any clearing of an ESA should be
approached with great caution.
3. Section 2.9 (Environmentally sensitive areas)

2.

“The north western portion of the site lies within an ESA which extends to the north and
south along the coast. The location of this ESA is shown in Figure 3, however is not
located within 5 Star Margaret River Pty Ltd landholding. “

Although the proposed area is not part of the ESA its proximity needs to be taken
into account for development/future management purposes. ESA’s are classes of or
areas of native vegetation where exemptions for clearing do not apply and require
application to clear (unless authorised through relevant legislation). In this
proposal the ESA’s are not provided with any protection and should be assessed
during referral.
4. Section 2.11 (Ecological linkages)
“Ecological linkages are ideally continuous or near- continuous as the more fractured a
linkage is, the less ease flora and fauna have in moving within the corridor (Alan Tingay
and Associates 1998).”
“There are no mapped ecological linkages within the site. One regional ecological linkage
(no. 109) occurs approximately 900 m east of the site and extends to the north and south,
as shown in Figure 3. Review of aerial imagery indicates that the vegetation within the
site is connected to extensive areas of native vegetation within the local area including
that associated with mapped linkage no. 109. “

The area may currently be connected to and with vegetative community linkages,
however future potential habitat fragmentation is not discussed (not in the scope of
the report), which given the fragility of the coastal region must be taken into
consideration for this Development Application and any other future
developments. Ecological connectivity and corridors are essential features for flora
and fauna.
5. Section 5.3 (Vegetation condition)
“It is likely that, over time, the vegetation will continue to recover and improve in
condition. “

As most of the vegetation (MhScAISg classification) is discussed in the report as
being in ‘very good’ condition (due to structure alteration) it is noted that it should
continue to recover and improve. This community is vital to the area and should be
left intact to improve and recover, not contribute to further fragmentation of the
coastal environment.
6. Section 5.5 (Local and regional significance)
“The vegetation is contiguous with extensive areas of vegetation outside of the site which
comprise similar or more intact native vegetation. The vegetation within the site
contributes to broad ecological linkages but disturbance to the site would not disrupt
these linkages.”

It needs to be determined if the linkages would be disrupted or not by the proposed
development. Given the Proponent states their intention to clear all native
vegetation linkage disturbance appears clear. If the development is approved an

3.

appropriate management condition for consideration would be to not only retain
but enhance the linkages in the area via various methods.
Fauna and Targeted Western Ringtail Possum Assessment
The Basic Fauna and Targeted Western Ringtail Possum Assessment as prepared by
Emerge Associates (May 2021 version provided to the EPA and August 2021 version
supplied as part of the Development Application) is a straightforward report on the fauna
in the proposed area.
1. Section 2.8 (Environmentally sensitive areas)
“One ESA is located within the north-western portion of the site and extends to the west,
south and north. The location of this ESA in relation to the site is shown in Figure 3,
however is not located within 5 Star Margaret River Pty Ltd landholdings. “

As per Figure 3 the ESA plus the fact that the Leeuwin – Naturaliste National Park
is very close to the proposed site area (refer Section 2.10) the importance of the
potential ecological linkages in the area appears understated, particularly given the
ongoing recovery of the vegetation in the area and the frequent loss of others in the
region from bushfires.
2. 4.3.3 (Conservation significant fauna)
It must be noted that although suitable survey methodology was used (both desktop

and field) that species such as the Carnaby’s Cockatoo (recorded as fly-over only,
with potential foraging habitat), Baudin’s Cockatoo, the Forrest Red-tailed Black
Cockatoo and Western Ringtail Possum are frequently sighted at the proposed
development site, along with the Hooded Plover and Osprey. Locals have also
noted an unidentified subterranean frog/toad and Quokkas.
Woylie (stated as locally extinct), Chudditch (recorded as unlikely to occur),
Quenda (possible to occur) could occur in the area as they have been seen nearby
by locals. Given that these animals are seen to use this area and are all species of
conservation significance, additional surveys should be undertaken and/or
management methods should be implemented if the development is to proceed.
Subterranean Fauna

The Preliminary Assessment of subterranean fauna habitat as provided to Emerge
Associates Pty Ltd by Invertebrate Solutions Pty Ltd clearly states that it is a Technical
Memorandum only. It is noted from the development plans that the subsurface area to be
impacted from building would be to a depth of 5m. However, there could be potential
impacts from this (direct physical impact as well as potential contamination through the
rock to the subterranean environment, such as from hydrocarbon spills). As such, given
the potential occurrence of subterranean fauna in the proposed development area it should
be recommended that a complete desktop survey be undertaken by the Proponent using a
suitably qualified person and dependent on the results of the report, field survey work be
undertaken.

4.

Aboriginal Heritage

The Due Diligence Risk Assessment Advice prepared by Brad Goode and Associates
(May 2021) is a straightforward report on the Aboriginal heritage in the proposed area. It
must be noted that it is a risk assessment, not a comprehensive archaeological nor
ethnographic report. Some points that require consideration include:
1. Site Inspection

“Mr Webb expressed the view that an area of seven metres radius around the
gnamma hole that includes the surrounding limestone platform be determined as
the heritage place boundary and an exclusion zone.”
2. Discussion
“An Aboriginal person monitoring any clearance and excavation would ensure
that any potential surface and sub-surface archaeological deposits are identified.
Should such material be identified then the DPLH should be contacted for advice.
It is likely that DPLH would require an archaeologist to be called to assess the
material and advise on whether the work can continue and if consent should be
sought.
The Aboriginal consultants did not identify any contemporary ethnographic
values. In terms of management they recommended monitoring for archaeological
material.”
Given the points above, and with reference to other previous author’s work, due to
the uncertainty of the presence of other archaeological features a full site survey
should be recommended as a condition as part of the assessment process.
Dependent on the results of such a survey the archaeological significance of the
site can be determined and an appropriate Heritage Management Plan developed
(whether for ongoing management as a reserve area with the Augusta Margaret
River Shire or in relation to applying for consent to disturb the site and works
progressing). Given the importance of Aboriginal heritage (from both a cultural
and historic perspective) all possible efforts should be made to avoid impacts on
places of heritage, which can include buffer and exclusion zones, as appropriate
(for example, the recommended 7m radius buffer for the gnamma hole).
In relation to ethnographic concerns, although as pointed out in the discussion
section that there were no contemporary ethnographic values identified, there may
be historic ethnographic matters that should be taken into consideration (as noted
in other referenced documents in the report) and a comprehensive consultation
with the relevant Traditional Custodians should be part of the assessment prior to
any works being undertaken.
In summary – this project, if it were to be approved could unfortunately, if not managed
appropriately, contribute to the loss of biodiversity and heritage in the region – the classic
death by a thousand cuts. Given the sightings of Critically Endangered and Endangered
species at the proposed development site, this proposal should be referred to the

5.

Department of Agriculture, Water and Environment for assessment as a possible
Controlled Action under the Environment Protection Biodiversity and Conservation Act
prior to any consideration of approving the Development Application.

Rachael Wedd
Director
B.Sc. Grad.Dip.Sci. MTEM

Appendix 9
Review of construction matters, Tim Coleman, Construction Project
Manager

A REVIEW OF CONSTRUCTION CONSIDERATIONS
RELATING TO THE DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION PROPOSAL FOR
THE CONSTRUCTION OF A RESORT AND VILLAGE
AT GNARABUP IN THE SHIRE OF AUGUSTA MARGARET RIVER

THE WESTIN MARGARET RIVER RESORT + SPA
LOT 783 MITCHELL DRIVE
GNARABUP VILLAGE
LOTS 501, 502 AND 504 REEF DRIVE
LOT 503 SEAGRASS PLACE

TIM COLEMAN
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Introduction
This document forms part of the Preserve Gnarabup submission to State Development Assessment Unit
Public Consultation on Development Application in respect of the above locations. It addresses a range of
hazards and impacts that could arise as a result of the construction and project management of the
proposed development on Lots 501, 502 and 504 Reef Drive, Lot 503 Seagrass Place, Lot 783 Mitchell Drive,
including the adjoining coastline and Ngari Capes Marine Park.
The Resort:
WA companies Saracen Properties and Security Capital Australia are partnering with Marriott International
to construct “The Westin Margaret River Resort & Spa” at Lot 783 Mitchell Drive, Gnarabup, Western
Australia.
The developer plans to build the 120 room resort & spa on the southern headland of Gnarabup Beach with
additional features to include on-site dining venues, meeting and event spaces, a swimming pool and an
expansive car park.

Image of the proposed “Resort & Spa” location at Lot 783 Mitchell Drive, Gnarabup, Western Australia, as outlined in red.

The proposed resort & Spa design fails to provide any real sense of architecturally eco-considerate design
originality. It fails to demonstrate architectural sensitivity that’s sympathetic and befitting of the surrounding
environment and its fragilities. It is an excessively large, monolithic design that fails to blend the facility in
amongst its natural surroundings, as could be the case had the design incorporated some degree of
harmonic detachment between different parts of the building, its rooms and facilities.
While the developer proposes to maintain a low resort roof line, anyone residing in or frequenting the area,
especially those on the hill to the east will find the massive expanse of hotel roof and solar array impacting
their view over the ocean and rolling coastal dunes and heath to the West. What was once a scenic vista of
coastal heath will become an unsightly view of the resort’s expansive colourbond roof, solar panels,
potentially the air conditioning system and other roof mounted infrastructure.
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The grand scale of the resort and above mentioned rooftop components will detrimentally impact the
natural visual amenity enjoyed by the residents that look down over the site. The owners of these properties
should be able to rely on the Local Planning Framework as a yardstick against which any future development
of these lots would be approved. The proposed Development Application does not meet the requirements of
the Local Planning Framework with both the resort and village exceeding the scale, density and cleared land
area size stipulated.

The hotel will block views toward the coast as currently enjoyed by patrons of the “The Common” and the
resort on the East side of Walcliffe road directly opposite the proposed resort development.
While the hotel is likely to offer wonderful views of its surroundings, the location exposes the hotel to the
full brunt of WA’s wild winter storms and salt air. Extensive and ongoing maintenance will be required to
counter the degradation of building materials.
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The Village:
WA Company Saracen Properties plans to build the “Village” on Lots 501, 502 and 504 Reef Drive, and Lot
503 Seagrass Place, Gnarabup on a thin strip of coastal land between Gnarabup back beach and Wallcliffe
Road. The village development will contain 51 villas, 4 townhouses, 25 apartments and a shop. Additional
features include swimming pools, landscaped public open spaces and car parking. The village will contain a
combination of privately owned residential properties and short stay accommodation properties.
Excessive use of Rammed Earth and Concrete:
As illustrated in the images below, the village design, while broken up into separate residences, is in places
dense, congested and demonstrates the excessive and repetitious use of rammed earth for construction of
external walls, hence the design fails to utilise a more varied and balanced variety of primary building
materials, architectural forms and finishes that will better compliment and blend in with the natural
surrounding environment.

This overuse of rammed earth runs the risk of creating an industrialised, repetitive, bunker like atmosphere
within the village development. Concrete and other cement stabilised based products are known to trap
heat and in a village of this size the excessive use of rammed earth, concrete and other cement stabilised
products could create an urban heat island effect that leads to an increase in temperatures, and subsequent
increase in energy consumption by air-conditioning units, that would not otherwise occur had the site not
been developed or alternatively, had the village design been less dense and a more environmentally friendly
variety of primary construction materials been selected.
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Rammed earth, concrete and cement stabilised products can be susceptible to degradation and cracking.
Concrete is known to cause damage to the most fertile layer of the earth, the topsoil, noting in this instance
a substantial portion of topsoil will be cleared and grubbed from the area along with the surrounding
vegetation when the site is cleared and developed. Rammed earth, concrete, cement stabilised and
bituminous products create hard surfaces that direct water run-off to surrounding areas that causes
flooding, pollution, silt and soil erosion and run-off into surrounding areas, and prevents natural absorption
of rain water into the ground upon which it would naturally fall. As a rule, areas susceptible to run-off from
paved and rooved areas could experience up to or in excess of five (5) times the usual run off they would be
naturally exposed to.
The cement industry is one of the main producers of carbon dioxide, a known and potent greenhouse gas.
Cement stabilised products should be used sparingly, not excessively as is the case with this development
proposal.
In excess and repetition, concrete and even rammed earth can be forceful, unattractive and foreign to the
surrounding natural environment, thus posing considerable potential to create an adversely high visual
impact. As is anticipated with the resort, views from neighbouring properties will be adversely impacted.

Project Execution Impacts
Clearing and Grubbing:
The first physically destructive phase of execution on any construction site is the clearing and grubbing of
the site. While the impacts of clearing and grubbing in less vulnerable environments may not be considered
significant, in locations such as Gnarabup, clearing and grubbing Lots 501, 502, 503, 504 and 783 is expected
to severely impact native flora and fauna, some of which is critically endangered.
It is in this phase of a project that environmental licencing requirements must be followed, strict clearance
boundaries must be established to prevent over clearing, with accurate survey controls essential to prevent
clearance boundaries from being breached, whilst also ensuring areas of environmental and cultural
significance are avoided.

Photo of an example of clearing and grubbing at an unrelated site where vegetation is being stockpiled.
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In the case of fauna, three (3) things occur during the clearing and grubbing phase:
1. Fauna is killed outright by civil plant and equipment operations;
2. Fauna is injured by civil plant and equipment operations;
3. Fauna, if able, will seek refuge in surrounding areas that they would not otherwise need to seek
refuge in under natural circumstances unless due to fire, flood or other natural event. In many cases
only birds and faster moving land animals have any chance of escaping the civil plant and equipment
while land clearing takes place. The exodus of fauna from one site to another puts undue, unnatural
pressure on surrounding environments, with detrimental effect.
During the clearing and grubbing phase, spotters should be utilised to alert operators of fauna, thus allowing
the protection of fauna from harm and allowing the rescue and relocation of injured and or displaced fauna.
Topsoil Removal:
Once vegetation has been cleared, grubbed and stockpiled, topsoil is the next to be stripped to make way for
bulk and detailed earthworks and site establishment. The removal of topsoil, and earth beyond the topsoil
layer, can have a devastating impact on natural ecosystems. These impacts include but are not limited to:
1. The clearing of topsoil can expose the earth below to the full impact of wind and storms, resulting in
unnaturally accelerated rates of erosion and sedimentation of the site and if not managed,
surrounding areas. In the case of the proposed Gnarabup development sites, it is anticipated that
wind erosion and storm water run-off will occur, the latter likely posing the greatest risk to
surrounding areas if not adequately managed to prevent the movement of sediment to the
surrounding environment, both land and marine. Other than the many forms of environmental
damage caused by erosion and sedimentation, other effects of erosion and sedimentation can
include the blockage of drains and culverts and sediment deposits on roads and paths to name a
few. Blockages can lead to flooding and flood related damage while sedimentation build up on roads
and paths can create public, departmental and organisational health and safety issues.

2. Clearing will expose the surrounding environment to the likelihood of pollution as a result of land
clearing activities, specifically risks associated with re-fuelling, servicing, breakdown and wash-down
of mobile plant and equipment. All of these activities and occurrences are commonly known
polluters that occur, to some extent, on every construction site almost every day, with varied
severity and consequence.
In the case of mobile plant and equipment breakdowns, burst hoses and leaks associated with the
failure of gaskets, hydraulics, machine and engine parts cannot be predicted and prevented in many
cases. When leaks do occur it can be some time before the leak is discovered, during which time
substantial volumes of hydrocarbons can be spilt on the ground.
Spilled contaminants can move fast on cleared land thus increasing the potential to impact
surrounding environments including but not limited to the land, flora & fauna, soil microbiology,
waterways, aquifers and marine environments. It is understood that water flows through the
limestone karst on the resort development site to the cove at the Southern end of Gnarabup beach
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into what is the Ngari Capes Marine Park. Given the likelihood of pollution during clearing,
construction or day to day operation of the resort and or village this impact could be significant.
The long term impacts of clearing, grubbing and topsoil removal from Lots 501, 502, 503, 504 and 783 at
Gnarabup are expected to result in the eradication of a significant portion of naturally occurring flora and
fauna from the sites. Clearing, grubbing and topsoil removal, while an essential construction process, is a
practice that should be prevented from occurring in fragile, natural environments the likes of Gnarabup.
Construction Impacts:
Once a site has been cleared, grubbed and stripped of topsoil, the construction process can begin. From the
commencement of earthworks through to completion of the build and landscaping, all manner of
environmental hazards and impacts may apply. These include, but are not limited to:
1. Erosion:
Construction sites are renowned for causing erosion and sedimentation issues if robust storm water
management and erosion management controls are not in place and effectively managed. Such
issues can often impact surrounding areas and environments, noting this is a very real possibility at
Gnarabup due to the topography of the proposed development sites where it is anticipated that
wind erosion and storm water run-off will occur, the latter likely posing the greatest risk to
surrounding areas if not adequately managed to prevent the movement of sediment to the
surrounding environment, both land and marine. Other than the many forms of environmental
damage caused by erosion and sedimentation, other effects include the blockage of drains and
culverts and sediment deposits on roads and paths. Blockages can lead to flooding and flood related
damage while sedimentation build up on roads and paths can create public, departmental and
organisational health and safety issues.
2. Storm Water Management
The overall combined surface area of pavements and rooves at the resort and village will be
substantial once complete, both in terms of total square meters, and as a percentage of the total lot
size (Roof & Pavements versus Natural Vegetated Land).These factors do not appear to have been
fully quantified or considered by the developer, and assessed as part of the development application
and respective approvals processes, to determine likely storm water run-off volumes and
appropriate storm water management strategies,
The planning report states the Development Application will not provide details of Stormwater
management. Stormwater will be a significant issue to be managed. The soil type in this area is
highly impermeable when dry and the area is subject to intense rainfall events. Stormwater
management planning will be important to this development and should have been completed as
part of the Development Application.
It is anticipated that combined storm water run-off volumes from pavements and rooves at Lots 501,
502, 503, 504 and 783, if development is to go ahead, will equate annually to multiples of mega
litres even in lower than average rainfall years, hence the need for a robust, highly effective and
environmentally considerate Storm Water Management Plan.
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Questions for the developer include:
•

Where will storm water runoff and associated sediment be diverted to and how will it be
managed?



Will storm water run-off and sediment be channelled to catchments on site and or
downstream to surrounding areas, noting the Margaret River region is prone to flash flood
events?

•

If storm water run-off from the site is released into the environment, what will the impacts
be on the environment downstream?

•

Has the Developers drafted a Storm Water Management Plan, even if preliminary? If so, at
what stage of design is this at? While the developer has included topographic drawings in its
development application of the land in its current form, has the developer identified where
storm water run-off currently sheds to? Where it will shed to during construction, and once
Lots 501, 502, 503, 504 and 783 have been developed?

3. Contaminants in Storm Water, Construction and Process Water:
As with all construction projects, it is inevitable run-off of construction by-products and
contaminants such as wash down water, cement and concrete additives, acids, alkalines, paint,
adhesives, plaster, glues and solvents, cleaning chemicals, petrochemicals, industrial dust and other
miscellaneous chemicals and materials will occur if not adequately managed. It is upon the
developer and construction contractor to ensure any such contamination events are prevented
through the implementation of strict controls. Such contamination events will put flora, fauna and
the biology and integrity of surrounding soils and porous karst limestone at risk, notwithstanding
risks posed to surrounding waterways and the Ngari Capes Marine Park if contaminants are able to
make their way into the ocean.
The Saracen Properties proposal is to construct the resort and village on top of a porous karst
limestone ridge. Rainfall and the release of construction contaminants into the environment will
inevitably lead to runoff through the limestone karst and into the ocean and Ngari Capes Marine
Park. While the proponent’s report to the EPA claims that there will be no impact on marine
environment quality this is yet to be proven by the proponent. Given nitrogen and heavy metals
from the Gnarabup Waste Water Treatment Plant is known to be impacting surrounding ground
water and marine environment at Grunters Bay Beach, one would expect the same to be the case at
the resort and village sites especially given the location of the development in such close proximity
to the beach, and the developers intention to construct expansive lawns requiring fertilizer and
pools requiring large amounts of chlorine and or salt. With consideration for these factors and those
associated with run-off as a result of construction, commissioning and operational processes, one
cannot see how the leaching of water and contaminants into the surrounding limestone karst and
eventually the Ngari Capes Marine Park cannot occur. The developer does not appear to have
adequately addressed the risk of run-off and pollution in the plans provided to the EPA and as part
of the Development Application.
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Comprehensive site specific environmental and ecological surveys, geological, geotechnical and
hydrogeological surveys had yet to have been provided by the developer. It is not clear whether the
developer ever intends to provide them. At a minimum the developer should be required to conduct
all relevant surveys to determine what impacts any form of development will have on
environmental, ecological, geological, geotechnical, hydrogeological characteristics of the proposed
development sites, with “Zero Environmental Harm” on the surrounding National Park and Marine
Park being the primary objective.
There is evidence of cold water pooling at the base of the limestone structure in the Southern
corner of Gnarabup Bay immediately following rainfall events, indicating high water flow through
the limestone with a significant head likely pushing from the direction of the ridge behind. Other
than the impacts on flora and fauna populations as a result of clearing and grubbing the site,
construction and post-construction run off of water and contaminants could pose yet another
significant impact to the environment at the proposed development sites, adjoining waterways and
the Ngari Capes Marine Park.
Development on the site could potentially alter hydrological regimes between the site and the
ocean, and directly and or indirectly threaten terrestrial and sub-terrestrial fauna including
shorebirds that live, feed and breed along the Gnarabup coastal strip. Is it possible that
development on the site could alter natural surface and ground water flow regimes, water depth
and water temperature? Changes to flows can lead to permanent inundation or drying down of
connected areas, and changes to the timing, frequency and duration of floods and water flows.
These changes can affect both habitat availability, habitat type, and can disrupt the natural
lifecycles of plants and animals in the food chain, thus impact food availability.
The dolphin in the images below was photographed in front of the White Elephant Café, Gnarabup,
on Thur 24/02/2022 where it was observed stirring up seaweed on the sea floor. The dolphin was
also observed making several high speed runs in what appeared to be a predatory manner. It was
clearly feeding in the bay, which is located only several hundred metres from development site.
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Finally, what impact will swimming pools at the resort and or village have on the surrounding
environment? Where will pool water be backwashed to and how will that water be managed to
ensure it doesn’t adversely impact the surrounding environment. Will backwash water be managed
on site or will it be pumped to Gnarabup Waste Water Treatment Plant? What will be the impacts of
saline and or chlorine loaded water on areas impacted by discharge from the pool, be it as a result
of splashing and overflow through general use by patrons or overfilling, backwashing or other
maintenance and servicing related tasks?

4. Earthworks and excavations:
Site works on a project of this magnitude will require substantial tracts of land to be cleared to cater
for access, egress, site offices and amenities, parking, material laydown areas, excavations and
construction footprint, civil and landscaping materials stockpiling, equipment servicing and
maintenance areas etc.
In the case of the proposed resort and village developments, it is hoped that the Public
Environmental Review process will encourage the developer investigate and assess, with rigour, all
potential impacts the development could have on the surrounding environment, including but not
limited to the following:


What will be the impact of general earthworks and excavations on the environment at the
proposed resort and village sites?



Could general earthworks and excavations, deep or shallow, damage the underlying
limestone karst that’s known to exist in the area and or other geological, geotechnical and
hydrogeological features and characteristics on the sites and surrounding areas?



Do cavities exist within the limestone karst on the site and if cavities exist, what subterranean forms of life exist; be it plants, animals or other organisms?



If water flows through the limestone karst on the site, will excavations and associated
construction processes prevent the natural flow of water and what impacts would this have
on the surrounding environment?



Does the developer plan to maximise the reuse of naturally occurring materials that result
from earthworks and excavations. If materials cannot be reused onsite, will they be disposed
of or recycled?

5. Dust Pollution:
It is inevitable that construction activities at the resort and village will generate dust. The question is
how much dust will the construction of the resort and village generate? What will the impacts of
dust pollution be on the surrounding environment? What measures does the developer propose put
in place to mitigate dust pollution?
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6. Noise Pollution:
The construction process can generate harsh, artificial, unfamiliar noises in natural soundscapes and
can alter the acoustic environment within terrestrial and marine habitats.
The effects of construction generated noise pollution could also impact members of the community
who reside nearby in Gnarabup. To compound the matter, the developer has forecast construction
duration of 46 months; hence members of the community can expect to be exposed to elevated
noise levels daily over a sustained duration of almost 4 years. Noise pollution could impact the
health and well-being of members of the community and could well lead to a reduction in occupancy
rates and patronage of local hospitality and tourism accommodation businesses in the immediate
area.
Sources of noise pollution can range from mobile plant and equipment such as dozers, loaders,
graders, excavators, rippers and rock-breakers, drill rigs, trucks, cranes, EWP’s (elevated work
platforms and scissor lifts), pumps, air compressors, generators and lighting plants to nail guns,
saws, drills, rattle guns, impact drivers, grinders, hammers and other types of power tools. Virtually
every phase of construction is responsible for increased noise levels, all of which can impact the
surrounding environment and community.
7. Unnecessary Land Clearing:
As demonstrated in the image below, the developer proposes to build a lookout on the knoll to the
north of the resort, to offer guests a view of surrounding areas and coastline, noting the presence of
the resort and Gnarabup Top Carpark will detract from the view at that location, with potential for
the Main Gnarabup Carpark to also impact views of the area from that location. While the concept
of a new lookout may sound attractive, it involves the unnecessary clearing of land, destruction of
environment and will detract from the views already enjoyed by residents and visitors to the area.
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Visual Impacts of the Resort and Village:
1. Visual impacts of the resort on views from surrounding areas, residences and businesses:
As seen in the image below, the resort appears substantive and monolithic and shows little in the
way of an attempt to use natural vegetation to adequately screen the hotel from public view and
create an environmentally aesthetic, stylish, and eco-interactional design.
If this image is correct, the resort will obstruct the views of residents, passers-by and those enjoyed
by patrons of “The Common” and Margarets Beach Resort. It is anticipated the loss of visual amenity
has potential to impact patronage at “The Common” and Margarets Beach Resort if current views
are obstructed by the resort.
The developer should be aiming to substantially and naturally screen the resort from passers-by and
surrounding properties to minimise adverse visual impacts, and in doing so show-case the facility as
a marvel of eco considerate design. The design should seek to complement the surrounding
environment and limit any adverse aesthetic impacts created by the presence of the resort.

While the resort entrance may appear visually appealing, as depicted in the image below, views of
the resort and car park from vantage points to the North, South, East and West, as based on the
devlopers designs, depict a stark and monolithic design that has potential to detract from the
surrounding environment and views already enjoyed by residenst and visitors to the area.
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As demonstrated in the image below, the sheer size of the resort eclipses that of all surrounding
developments, the result of which is likely to be substantial adverse visual impact to surrounding
properties and passers-by.

While curvature has been incorporated into the resort roof design to enhance the aesthetic qualities
of the building with consideration for the surrounding topography, the vast majority of walls at the
resort are long, tall and straight, and further accentuate the stark, planar, monolithic features of the
building, the result of which will further diminish the visual amenity of the building.
Views from Resort Swimming Pool Area:
As can be seen in the image below, as per the developer’s submission, there is no view of the ocean
from the resort swimming pool. This seems to defeat the purpose of building a resort by the beach.
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2. Impacts of the village on views from surrounding areas, residences and businesses:
As seen in the images below, the village design, while broken up into separate residences, is dense,
congested and demonstrates an excessive and repetitive use of rammed earth for construction of
external walls, hence the design fails to utilise a more varied and balanced variety of primary
building materials, architectural forms and finishes that will better compliment the natural
surrounding environment.
If the design submission by the developer is a true representation of what the village will look like
once complete, at a minimum the village will impact views of the ocean from Wallcliffe Road and
properties on Marmaduke Point Drive.
Given the density, size and location of the village it will be near impossible for the developer to
screen the village to any real extent from surrounding roads and properties. While natural screening
of the village through the planting of trees and other forms of vegetation may soft the visual impacts
of its presence, the likelihood of this having any real screening effect in the short to medium term is
minimal unless a substantial number of large mature trees and vegetation are planted throughout
the village to complement the surrounding environment and minimise any adverse visual impacts
created by the presence of the village.
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The images below not only demonstrate the extensive use of rammed earth, but also exhibit a scene
of dense urbanisation by Gnarabup Standards, that will bring considerable change to the
environment and alter the social dynamic of Gnarabup.
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Car Parking:
With consideration for the size of the proposed resort & spa and anticipated patronage, especially
during peak season, the allocation of 136 parking bays is likely to be a gross under estimation of the
resort’s true parking needs when considering these car parks need to cater for overnight and
external guests when they come to stay or visit the resort’s restaurants, bars, cafes and conference
rooms. Then add resort staff, service and maintenance personnel into the equation and the need for
parking will grow substantially.
To put the size of the resort entrance and car park into perspective, the image below shows the
proposed resort car park and entrance as taking up approximately twice the area as that taken up by
the “The Common”, its neighbouring businesses, and the car park that services them.

According to the Margaret River Local Planning Scheme 1, for a hotel containing 121 rooms a
minimum of 121 guest parking bays is needed plus an additional 30 for visitors. For restaurants,
under the Scheme, 1 space per 5 seats or 1 space per 30m² NLA whichever is the greater. According
to the developers, non-staying guests will be encouraged to utilise the restaurants, cafes, bars and
conference facilities. In the case of the resort, an absolute minimum of 150 car parks is needed,
excluding parking for staff and service vehicles; hence the developer appears to have grossly
underestimated the minimum car parking requirements of a resort of this size.
Aesthetically, the proposed car park is unlikely to offer anything beneficial in the way of visual
amenity to the site and its surroundings. The proposed car park location on the corner of Wallcliffe
Road and Ocean View Road is an unsightly prospect. At a minimum it should be screened and
landscaped using natural vegetation and locally sourced landscaping materials to screen the
imposing and unimpressive view of the back walls of the resort and its expansive car park.
The amount and location of at-grade parking shown on the plans will produce a poor aesthetic
outcome. Ideally, basement parking would eliminate the aesthetic impacts associated with above
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ground parking; however this would require, at a minimum, additional civil and structural works and
would expose the surrounding terranean and sub-terranean environments to further impact.
Given the current car parking issues at Gnarabup, if not adequately addressed prior to development,
the Top Gnarabup Carpark will become an overflow car park for resort staff and guests. This will
have a massive impact on car park availability for general public at the top Gnarabup carpark, issues
that are anticipated to flow over to Gnarabup back beach car park and the main Gnarabup carpark
below. Beachgoers, many of whom are long term locals will have no option other than to park on the
verge of the road leading to the top car park and other areas, noting anyone parking outside
designated car parking areas runs the risk of being fined as has been seen of late.
To further compound the issue of car park availability at Gnarabup, if the image below is accurate, as
per the developer’s design, the western extent of the resort site will connect with the top Gnarabup
car park, as visible in the rear left portion of the image. This image shows a café like scene with
upwards of 30 seats visible. If this is a true and accurate representation, such a scene is likely to
attract substantial numbers of patrons to the site and have a massive impact on car parking
availability in the top Gnarabup carpark and surrounding areas during peak periods.

While the developer has proposed to contribute to the construction of additional public car parking
bays along Ocean View Road, an ongoing lack of car parking is likely to occur during peak periods
due to the presence of the resort, the village and the ever increasing numbers of visitors to the area.
The Shire has expressed concern about building additional parking on Crown land, and such
expansion is opposed by members of the community. Locals are rightfully concerned about not
having a place to park when they visit the beach at Gnarabup as they have done for years, and about
the prospect of being fined for parking illegally due to a lack of parking as a result of this
development and ever increasing numbers of visitors to the area.
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The developer’s plans assume that a significant number of resort guests will not be travelling by
private vehicles. Based on local tourism industry experience it is believed that this assumption is
incorrect and irrespective of whether guests are from interstate, overseas or within Western
Australia, upwards of 90% travel predominantly by private vehicle.
The developer’s villa development proposal to the south has acknowledged this and allocated three
underground parking bays per villa, with the Developer stating villa parking is designed for an
assumed 70% occupancy rate. While this assumption cannot be supported, and irrespective of the
developers design and occupancy forecasting, the developer must design parking for peak periods
when occupancy is 100% otherwise it will impact the available public parking. Anything less will
further compound the issues associated with the gross lack of parking at Gnarabup.

Economic benefits from construction:


It is a near certainty the construction of the resort and village will be executed by a construction
company based outside the Margaret River Region, thus disadvantaging local construction
companies.



Construction Workforce: There is a high probability the construction company awarded the
contract to build the resort and village will either utilise its own workforce or sub-contract
substantial portions of the Scope of Work to other companies. There is also a high probability
that a substantial portion of sub-contracted works will be awarded to and executed by
companies and workforces based outside Margaret River and the Margaret River Region.

Construction and hotels staff accommodation:
Any workforce not from Margaret River or the Margaret River Region will be reliant on the
availability of accommodation in the Margaret River area. Such demand will place immense pressure
on what is an already critically saturated rental and accommodation market and will make it even
more difficult for locals of all ages and demographics to find rental accommodation locally. To
further compound the issue, such demand will lead to rental and accommodation price rises thus
creating further affordability issues for members of the local community who are already struggling
to make ends meet. It should be noted that the average wage in the Margaret River Region is among
the lowest in the state. With this in mind, other factors to consider include:


While the development will create additional jobs in the local hospitality industry, such roles in
the hospitality industry are already in short supply. Where will all these staff come from?



If the resort and village developments go ahead, where will all the construction personnel and
Westin employees live, if not already residing in the area? There is currently a critical shortage of
accommodation in Margaret River?
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What plan does the Shire and relevant government bodies have in place to manage current and
future accommodation issues within the Margaret River community and are those plans
sustainable?



Does the developer have a plan in mind to provide accommodation for construction and hotel
staff?

Availability of affordable accommodation is currently a massive issue impacting the Margaret River
Community and is one with potential to get substantially worse if not resolved. This aspect of the
development will only serve to put further strain on the Margaret River Community.

Coastal Erosion:
Be it due to natural forces or climate change, sections of the coastline between Gnarabup Beach and
Boodjidup Beach are being gradually eroded away. Day to day wave, tide and storm action,
combined with rising sea levels are expected to play a continuing role in erosion and potential
reclamation of coastal land, all of which will have potential to impact Gnarabup, including Lots 783,
501, 502, 503 & 504.
One only needs to walk up the concrete stair case on the south side of the White Elephant Café to
the Top Carpark overlooking the café to see where erosion is causing the gradual undermining of the
stair case, cliffs and dunes in the southern corner of Gnarabup beach. Notably, erosion is occurring
directly below the stair case to such an extent that a 10m x 3m (approx) section of the cliff has been
armoured and stabilised with shotcrete in an attempt to protect the structural integrity of the stairs,
cliff and dune below. Given the certainty of ongoing coastal erosion, the undermining of the dune,
cliff and stair case will be an ongoing issue that is expected to eventually claim the staircase and land
around if not addressed.
If sea levels rise, swell crossing the outer reefs at Gnarabup will have a far greater likelihood of
directly impacting the shoreline, thus increasing the rate of coastal erosion at a considerably greater
rate than usual.
If owned by a private entity, what would happen in the future if coastal erosion, be it due to natural
forces or climate change, were to claim sections of the coastline between Gnarabup Beach and
Boodjidup Beach? Would this mean public and departmental access and amenity to the beaches,
properties and infrastructure in the area could be impacted? Could coastal erosion have a
detrimental impact on the Gnarabup Waste Water Treatment Plant?
If in the long term, the high tide mark was to impinge upon land in these areas what would be the
impacts? Could this result in damage to properties and infrastructure? If the Gnarabup Waste Water
Treatment Plant were affected could this impact the health and wellbeing of local community and
visitors to the area?
Would the loss of land mean the shire and other government departments could lose jurisdiction of
the area if the only remaining land was privately owned? Could the coastline and damaged
foreshore be maintained and repaired? What would we as a community lose and at what cost?
The remediation of damaged coastline would be costly and would at some point become unviable to
maintain, repair and protect if the ocean were to claim coastal land at a rate faster than it can be
safely and practicably remediated?
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It’s one thing to protect a natural landscape; however the protection of private properties such as
the proposed resort and village at Lots 783, 501, 502, 503 & 504 is not a cost the local Margaret
River community must ever be expected to bare, be it through rates or other taxes and levies. Any
such cost, if ever such an event were to occur should be borne by those who invest in property at
Lots 783, 501, 502, 503 & 504 and the Government Departments that allowed the development to
proceed in the first instance.

Photo of the collapsed limestone block retaining wall at the White Elephant Café, and erosion of staircases,
boat ramp and dunes on the Gnarabup beachfront during September 2013 (Cristina Da Silva, DoT 2013).

In addition to erosion caused by natural forces, the development will lead to a substantial increase in
vehicular and pedestrian traffic, both on designated walkways, tracks and roads, but also through
what is undisturbed coastal heath. People will gradually beat new paths, thus resulting in more
unwanted damage to the environment. The developer proposes to build more car parks and
footpaths in the area, even a lookout. All will result in more loss of land that should not occur.
As seen in the photos below, an ever increasing human and domesticated animal presence at
Gnarabup is contributing to the damage of vegetation, cliffs and sand dunes. The more they are
trampled the more damage is done. It is expected that the development Lots 783, 501, 502, 503 &
504 at Gnarabup will see more and more paths beaten through the dunes resulting in the added loss
of vegetation, displacement of fauna and further destabilisation of what is already a fragile and
compromised coastal dune system.
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Photos erosion around the Gnarabup back beach stairs taken 24/02/2022

Photos of erosion on the path to Gnarabup back beach, and trampled vegetation off the path, taken 24/02/2022
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Photos of sand dune erosion at Gnarabup back beach as a result of human activity, taken 24/02/2022

Photo of sand dune erosion at Gnarabup back beach as a result of human activity, taken 24/02/2022
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Photo of coastal erosion and partial dune collapse at Gnarabup back beach, taken 24/02/2022

Photo of erosion around limestone at Gnarabup back beach, taken 24/02/2022
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Photo of Gnarabup Headland taken from Gnarabup back beach footpath, 24/02/2022

Beach and Infrastructure Access/Egress:
If owned by a private entity or entities as will be the case with Lots 783, 501, 502, 503 & 504 if the
development is to go ahead, there is a real risk that public and departmental access and amenity to
areas in Gnarabup will be affected. A particular place of concern is Gnarabup Back beach. While
development should not occur, public and departmental access/egress to Gnarabup’s beaches must
never be impacted by private development.
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Impacts to existing Services/Utilities:
The developer plans to tie-into existing above and below ground services at Gnarabup, to cater for
the power, telecommunications, water and sewerage needs of the resort and village. The following
is a list of services and infrastructure that have potential to be impacted by the development.

1. Gnarabup Waste Water Treatment Plant (WWTP) & Sewer Reticulation:
Gnarabup WWTP was established in 1991 and is located on Gas Bay Rd approximately 300m south of
the nearest residences at Gnarabup and 200m east of the Indian Ocean at Grunters Bay Beach, and
is surrounded by natural bushland and coastal heath.

The Gnarabup WWTP treats waste water to a secondary standard and consists of an Intermittently
Decanted Extended Aeration (IDEA) plant. Treated waste water (TWW) is infiltrated into three onsite
infiltration ponds. Waste activated sludge is collected and dried in sludge drying beds prior to
disposal. Supernatant from the sludge drying beds is returned to the plant for processing.
Gnarabup has now met and exceeded the population limit identified in State Planning Policy 6.1.,
thus begs the question, “What will be the impact of additional development on the Gnarabup Waste
Water Treatment Plant?”
By all reports, the Gnarabup Waste Water Treatment Plant is unlikely to have the capability to cope
with the additional volumes of waste water that will be generated by the proposed resort and village
developments. The developer, Saracen Properties, has clearly stated they have no intention of

25

contributing to another waste solution and have pushed the onus of responsibility back onto the
Water Corp.
The developer proposes to send sewerage to the Gnarabup WWTP. The Gnarabup WWTP’s 2019/20
Annual Environmental Report recorded elevated levels of Nitrate in ground water. A May 2021
DWER report notes Nitrate, Arsenic, Lead and Manganese exceeding triggers, monitoring bores may
not be adequate to assess baseline water quality and ‘data gaps’.
Monitoring has been non-compliant since 2016 and DWER doesn’t have information required to
understand terrestrial environment impact. It will take at least three years of monitoring to have
meaningful results. This alone is reason for concern and warrants a detailed investigation into
Gnarabup WWTP compliance before any further development with plans to tap into the Gnarabup
WWTP is permitted.

2. Water Supply:
The developers “Applicant Engineering Servicing Report” identifies that The Water Corporation owns
and maintains all water reticulation systems in the area. Any new property connections will require
application to Water Corporation as part of the building licence process. Any new infrastructure will
need to be designed and constructed in accordance with Water Corporation requirements. The
internal water reticulation system for the Development will need be designed and constructed in
accordance with AS3500 and will be subject to acceptance by the Plumbers Licensing Board.
Based on the Water Corporation EsiNET data, existing water infrastructure exists in the vicinity of
the development area noting the developers “Applicant Engineering Servicing Report” identifies new
property connections as being required for Lots 503 and 783 and that all new and existing property
connections will need to be sized based on the required flow rates as determined by a suitably
qualified hydraulic consultant.
If additional works are required to integrate a new resort and village water reticulation system into
the existing Gnarabup water reticulation system will residents, businesses and visitors in Gnarabup
be affected, and what will these impacts be?

3. Power Supply:
The developers “Applicant Engineering Servicing Report” identifies that Western Power owns and
maintains all overhead and underground power reticulation systems in the area of the proposed
development. A 3 phase underground HV cable exists on the east side of Wallcliffe Rd, between the
north side of Riedle Drive and Reef Drive. This cable then runs along the south side of Reef Drive to a
transformer located on Seagrass Place, adjacent the Water Corporation pump station. There is also a
transformer located mid-way along the boundary of Lot 783. Pillar connections exist on Lots 501,
502, both portions of Lot 504 and near the northern end of Lot 503. Based on Western Powers
Network Capacity Mapping Tool there is between 20 and 25 MVA of capacity on the main feeder,
noting however that this data was last updated in 2017 so is unreliable. Once electrical loads are
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determined a Design Information Package request will need to be submitted to Western Power to
determine what infrastructure upgrades are required to service the Development. All new works will
generally be at the Developers expense and will be designed and installed to Western Power
requirements.
If additional works are required to integrate a new resort and village power reticulation system into
the existing Gnarabup power reticulation system will residents, businesses and visitors in Gnarabup
be affected, and what will these impacts be?

4. Telecommunications impacts:
The developers “Applicant Engineering Servicing Report” identifies that it is the National Broadband
Network (NBN) preference that new large scale commercial developments be serviced via a fibre
connection, which would improve service capacity to levels consistent with a hotel style
development and would accommodate communications systems such as in-room Wi-Fi. The report
also states that considering there is existing fibre services to the wider Gnarabup area it is not
anticipated that major backhaul works would be required, noting this is still subject to confirmation.
To progress a fibre connection a New Development Application will need to be submitted to NBN
and this agreement would confirm any applicable development costs.
While the developers “Applicant Engineering Servicing Report” identifies the presence of a 100mm
conduit containing a single telecommunications cable on the east side of Walcliffe Road between
Riedel Drive and Resort Place, what is not clear is whether the integration of a new resort and village
telecommunications network into the existing Gnarabup telecommunications network will adversely
impact existing internet speed and bandwidth capability in Gnarabup, Prevelly and surrounding
areas, or whether shutdowns will be required to tie the new resort and village telecommunications
networks into the existing Gnarabup telecommunications network, noting shutdowns are likely to
impact existing telecommunications network users in the area.
If additional works are required to integrate a new resort and village telecommunications network
into the existing Gnarabup telecommunications infrastructure network, or if existing
telecommunications infrastructure in Gnarabup needs to be upgraded or replaced to support a new
telecommunications system for the resort and village, will residents, businesses and visitors in
Gnarabup be affected, and what will these impacts be?

5. Roadworks Impacts:
The surrounding road network is under the control of the Shire of Augusta Margaret River and as
such all works on and abutting the public roads will be subject to their approval. The roads abutting
the development are generally considered to be Access Roads, with the exception of Wallcliffe Rd,
which is a Regional Distributor type changing to a Local Distributor south of Riedle Drive.
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Based on the current plans, access to the Development sites will be via the existing Gnarabup road
network, with no access proposed directly from Wallcliffe Rd. It is understood that a Transport
Impact Assessment is being completed by the developer to inform the Development Application,
including recommendations on any intersection upgrades required to accommodate the increased
traffic loading. Any new public roads, parking areas and footpaths will need to be designed in
accordance with Shire of Augusta Margaret River standards and guidelines and the Local
Government Guidelines for Subdivisional Development (IPWEA).
If additional works are required to integrate a new resort and village road and path network into the
existing Gnarabup road and path network, will residents, businesses and visitors in Gnarabup be
affected, and what will these impacts be? Will roads and paths be closed or will changes to road and
path conditions apply, and how will this be managed safely to ensure the safety of the community
and other users?

Biography
With over 20 years’ experience in the construction industry in Australia and Germany, Tim Coleman
specialises in project and construction management on residential, commercial, industrial and
mining projects. Having owned and operated plastics engineering businesses and worked for
engineering and mining companies in the construction sector, he understands the importance of
design integrity and aesthetics, environmental compliance, constructability and sustainability,
operability and maintainability, safety, quality and effective communication. He currently shares his
time between Margaret River and mining construction projects in the Pilbara.

Disclaimer & Copyright Statement
The information contained in this report has been prepared with care by the author, noting some
information has been supplied to the author by apparently reliable sources. In either case, the
author has no reason to doubt its completeness or accuracy. However, the author cannot guarantee
all information, noting information provided by the author does not and is not intended to form part
of any contract. Accordingly, all interested parties should make their own inquiries to verify the
information, as well as any additional or supporting information supplied, and it is the responsibility
of interested parties to satisfy themselves in all respects.
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Appendix 10
Peer review of Bushfire Risk Assessment, Bushfire Management Plan and
Evacuation Plan by Mike Scott, Planning Director, Bushfire Prone Planning,
Accredited BPAD Level 3 Bushfire Practitioner

Our Ref: 220010

Level 1 159-161 James Street, Guildford WA 6055
PO Box 388 Guildford WA 6935
P: 6477 1144

9 February 2022
Astrid Serventy
Dear Astrid
RE: REQUEST FOR A REVIEW OF EMERGE ASSOCIATES BUSHFIRE MANAGEMENT, BUSHFIRE RISK
MANAGEMENT AND BUSHFIRE EMERGENCY EVACUATION PLANS DATED AUGUST 2021 FOR LOT
783 MITHCHELL DRIVE, LOTS 501, 502 AND 504 REEF DRIVE, LOT 503 SEAGRASS PLACE AND LOT
5484 WALLCLIFF ROAD, GNARABUP.
My desktop review of this Bushfire Management Plan (BMP) and associated
documents is conducted in my capacity as an experienced an accredited BPAD
Level 3 Bushfire Practitioner (Accreditation No 27794). I have over 45 years’
experience in bushfire management including formally DFES State branch
manager for Bushfire Mitigation and Level 3 incident controller. Relevant
competencies and qualifications include Fire Management, Bushfire Behaviour
Analyst and Graduate Diploma in Bushfire Protection.
My review methodology is to work through the subject, in order of, (1) Bushfire
Management Plan, (2) Bushfire Risk Management Plan (BRMP) and (3) Bushfire
Evacuation Plan (BEP) and make any necessary comments against items of the
content - in the order that it is written. The Bushfire Management Plan, Risk
Management Plan and Evacuation Plan are documents that are intrinsically
linked.
The Bushfire Risk Management Plan is to inform relevant persons, at the appropriate
planning stage, of available bushfire protection measures to be incorporated into
siting, design, construction, use of material and management, to optimise bushfire
performance. The results from the Bushfire Risk Assessment inform the Bushfire
Management Plan and the Bushfire Evacuation Plan.
A summary statement of the review is provided.

The Intent of the Review – Establish the Following Items
1.

If the author is working within their accreditation level as established by section 6.14: ‘WA
Bushfire Accreditation Framework’ of the Guidelines (WAPC 2017 v1.3) and Position
Statement: Tourism land uses in bushfire prone areas;

2.

If all the content sections and level of detail provided in the BMP, BRMP and BEP satisfies
the requirements established by the ‘Guidelines’ (WAPC 2017 v1.3), Appendix 5 and
Position Statement: Tourism land uses in bushfire prone areas;

1|P A G E

3.

If all potential bushfire impact assessment inputs have been correctly determined,
including the application of the BAL determination methodology established by
AS3959:2018;

4.

If all potential bushfire hazard issues have been identified;

5.

If the assessment against the bushfire protection criteria has been correctly applied with
sufficient information to inform decision makers;

6.

If all relevant responsibilities have been correctly identified for the implementation and
maintenance of the applicable bushfire protection measures;

7.

If the Bushfire Risk Management Plan meets acceptable risk management objectives
and applied the appropriate assessment process;

8.

If the bushfire protection measures implementation and recommendations are
appropriate; and

9.

If the Bushfire Evacuation Plan is appropriate.

Bushfire Practitioner Accreditation
10. The document Reviewer is an accredited BPAD Level 3 Practitioner (Anthony Rowe BPAD

36690), accredited to perform the work or review the work at the required level.
1 - Review Comments – Bushfire Management Plan
11. Bushfire Assessment Results (BMP p9)

a)
b)

c)

Vegetation classification within 150 metres from the subject site is correct.
Fire Danger Index (s3.1.1.1) – The information regarding the risk assessment supporting
the performance solution (localised FDI) is discussed below under BRMP.
Note: In my opinion, the calculated FDI values for forest as detailed in the BMP serves
no purpose and does not support the performance solution, it adds confusion for
decision makers assessing the content of the Plan.
Post Development Assumptions (S3.1.1.2) – the use of 1200k and FDI 80 is appropriate
for the shelter in place building and sites. Slope and vegetation classifications are
appropriate. However, the assessed area determining the Assessment Outputs (s3.1.2)
are not correct, as set out below.
The assessed area, being the Asset Protection Zone (APZ) is based on clearing and
managing reserve land and part of an unconstructed road, Mitchell Drive, in
perpetuity (management of surrounding reserve (BMP s3.1.2, Para 1 & 2). The second
paragraph states “only if the full proposed landscaping extent is supported”,
suggesting formal agreement in the form of easements or right-of-way on the reserve
or road reserve has not been agreed upon to enable management of vegetation to
low threat in perpetuity.

d)

BMP 3.1.2, second paragraph suggest BAL-10 can be achieved, only if the full
proposed landscaping extent is supported, otherwise the buildings, including the
shelter in place building will be exposed to BAL-29.
Note 1: Shelter in place buildings must be located in 10kWm2 or less radiant heat
flux exposure.
Note 2: Throughout the BMP and BRMP, the author has confused BAL construction
requirements and calculated heat flux exposure (kWm 2). It is important the author
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of the BMP and BRMP understands the difference to ensure the approval decision
makers are given the right information regarding the shelter in place building and
location. On the basis of the current report, the correct information on which to
make a decision to approve is not provided.
12. Identification of Bushfire Hazards Issues (BMP p22, s4

e)

This section of the BMP has not fully responded to the Bushfire Management Plan
requirements established by Appendix 5 of the Guidelines for Planning in Bushfire
Prone Areas (WAPC 2017 v1.3). This section of the BMP must identify if the proposal is
likely to be able to comply with the bushfire protection criteria. The following example
statements below detail the information that is required to be considered in
identification of Bushfire Hazards Issues and will help the reader of this review
understand the requirement of this section. Full consideration of the following points
would enable the report author to document the broader landscape considerations
appropriately to allow for assessment.
• Proximity of settlements and emergency services;
• Bushfire prone vegetation types and extent (including conserved vegetation);
• Topography and fire behaviour interactions; Example: The topography is
undulating rather than rugged. Some areas of flat land but most has slopes of
zero to five degrees and up to ten degrees over significant areas. Bushfire rates
of spread can double for every ten degrees of upslope while downslopes will slow
the rate of spread.
• Potential for extreme fire behaviour and pyro convective events;
• Constraints to implementing required and/or additional bushfire protection
measures;
• Environmental constraints; and
• Potential bushfire impacts (firebrands/embers, smoke etc)

13. Assessment Against the Bushfire Protection Criteria (BMP p 23)

f)

The BMP has used both the Guidelines Bushfire Protection Criteria and the Position
Statement: Tourism land uses in bushfire prone areas November 2019. The Guidelines
Bushfire Protection Criteria and tourism Position Statement are listed separately below.

14. Bushfire Protection Criteria – Guidelines for Planning in Bushfire Prone Areas (Table 5, p26)

g)

Element 1: Table 5, p26 – Has mixed the Guidelines and Position Statement.
• The “Intent” has been copied from Appendix Four of the Guidelines
• The “Compliance statement” states the location is in accordance with Shire of
Augusta Margaret River Town Planning Scheme No. 1 and the Gnarabup Beach
Structure Plan.
Comment: The performance principle and acceptable solution detailed in the
BMP is not correct. The management strategies and compliance in this report
should provide decision makers an assessment on proposed bushfire risk
management measures, not information regarding strategic planning,
developing in accord with a town planning scheme or structure plan.
The strategies and compliance in this section of the report are to assist in the
assessment of proposed bushfire risk management measures required for the
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development. For example, can the development achieve moderate or low
bushfire hazard level, or BAL-29 or less.
h)

Element 3: Vehicular access – not compliant
• The bushfire management strategies for this element suggest there is or will be a
new road connection proposed between Prevelly and Gnarabup communities
to Caves Road. The BMP states the proposed access is supported by the Shire
however has not been progressed by the State Government.
Comment: To consider a proposed road either through private property,
Shire land, managed land or Government/Crown land, written
confirmation must be attached to the BMP from the land owners/managers
that they agree to an easement or right-of-way on the land in perpetuity.
No confirmation has been attached to the BMP.
•

•

A3.5 Private driveway – The development is open to the public.
Comment: The internal road system will experience heavier traffic volumes
than a residential private driveway. In my opinion the internal road network
should be constructed to public road technical requirements, however the
local government should provide the advice on this matter.
A3.6 Emergency access way – Is proposed linking Breeze Cove and Seagrass Place
Comment: The EAW will require an easement or right-of-way to ensure the
local government is supportive and the easement or right-of-way will
become the local government responsibility. Local government should
provide the advice on this matter.

15. Position Statement: Tourism land uses in bushfire prone areas – (Table 6. P33).

i) Acceptable solution 1. Siting and Design
Comment: (Acceptable Solution 1.2). The author refers to BAL-10 and BAL-3,

however there are no such BAL levels. The BMP has confused Bushfire Attack
Level (BAL) requirements for construction and calculated radiant heat
exposure expressed as kWm2.
Assembly building bushfire exposure - The information provided is not correct as
the assembly building will be exposed to greater than 10kWm2 @ 1200k heat
flux as per the Position Statement requirement.
j)

Acceptable Solution 1.3. (p35). The author provides incorrect information. The BMP
and BRMP suggest the shelter in place building will be constructed in part to
community refuges standard, then states the building is only required to be
constructed to BAL 12.5 requirements, then states the building will be constructed to
BAL-29 standards.
BAL-12.5 and BAL-29 is not the correct standard specified by the Design and
Construction of Community Bushfire Refuges Handbook.

k)

Acceptable Solution 2.1. (p35 & 36). This acceptable solution cannot be met,
therefore a risk assessment must be provided.
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The BMP states a risk assessment has been provided in Appendix G of this BMP to
address the legacy single access route in accordance with the Tourism Position
Statement.
In my opinion, the risk assessment is not compliant and is discussed in the BRMP section
below.
16. Landscape Management (S5.2.2, P40). The landscape planning, within the site and

surrounding the site refers to management of lands that is not under the resorts control,
for example;
• As discussed above, agreement in principle by offsite landowners must be
provided with the BMP;
• Offsite firebreaks are being considered as managed areas (low threat). Offsite
Firebreaks are not usually considered as part of the APZ. However, the local
government should be consulted and their advice included as an attachment
to the BMP if they accept offsite firebreaks as part of the subject site APZ.
17. Table 7. Recommendations (p43). There is no supporting information regarding the

recommendations.

18. Responsibilities for Implementation and Management of Bushfire Measures.

This review has not considered this Section, as the responsibilities actions are
associated with the above and below matters.
2. - Review Comments – Bushfire Risk Management Plan
19. The Author, Anthony Rowe BPAD Level 3

20. Risk Identification and Risk Analysis.
21. Scenarios and Risk Analysis (3 & 4, p10-21)

l) The report has used scenarios to provide a basis for anticipating the features of a bushfire
event to identify risk treatments. Providing scenarios in my opinion is problematic as
set out below.
It is my opinion that it should be assumed a bushfire will occur. It should be assumed it can
occur within any timeframe and could result in loss or life or injury, or unacceptable
damage to property and or unacceptable disruption to services. This approach accepts
that the requirements for fire is fuel, ignition source and oxygen and these will always exist.
That is:
• The fire fuels being considered will always be there unless physically removed
permanently;
• A potential ignition source will always exist through lightning and/or human
activities; and
• The potential for adverse fire weather conditions to exist at some point within
each year will always be present.
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This contrasts with applying a quantitative approach based on the historical record of
past bushfire event and determining the mathematical probability of a future event. This
approach is problematic to achieving increased bushfire resilience at all stages of
proposed development/use for these reasons:
• Historical data may not be available or have enough data sets to be accurate.
It cannot account for future changes in climate that may result in a different
occurrence period. Consequently, further assumptions need to be made;
• Siting, design and construction of development to resist bushfire threats is much
easier, more practical (and likely economical), to incorporate at initial planning
and approval stages;
• Time spent conducting historical research, performing statistical calculations and
modifying risk levels, apart from being costly, is likely better spent assessing
potential threat, exposure and vulnerability levels and developing appropriate
protection measures; and
• The likelihood of occurrence cannot modify the levels of hazard threats, exposure
or vulnerability. Despite the existence of vegetation that can burn, there are
other mitigating physical conditions that may exist that make the likelihood of
ignition and severity of bushfire behaviour lower.
With regards to the above, the assumption should be that any unmanaged vegetation
will burn, therefore the subject site and roads will be impacted by a fire at some time in
the future. Starting out with this assumption is more appropriate than considering risk
scenarios on limited data which may be unlikely to fully reflect future fire risk in a changing
climate.

22. Likelihood, Consequence and Risk Treatments (s4.6,m p26 - End)

Important information: The risk management approach adopted and referenced
(p47 BRMP) for the Emerge Bushfire Risk Assessment is titled “Department of
Planning Lands and Heritage, (DPLH) 2020, Risk Management Approach for Tourism
Development”. This risk management approach was a partially developed
proposed methodology that was not adopted. It is a draft unapproved concept
design that was not adopted by the Department of Planning, Lands & Heritage.
The document was distributed to BPAD Level 3 and government officers for
comment and was not to be used or distributed to other persons.
In my opinion, the Emerge Bushfire Risk Assessment has not aligned to a credible
and robust process, therefore the risk treatments cannot be substantiated. The
Emerge Bushfire Risk Assessment is not a supportive approach.

3. - Review Comments – Bushfire Emergency Evacuation Plan
23. Introduction. (s1, p6)

The 3rd paragraph states “This Bushfire Emergency Evacuation Plan (BEEP) together
with the Bushfire management Plan (BMP) seeks to mitigate and manage the risk
associated with a bushfire emergency threatening the site’, and is prepared to
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satisfy the requirements of State Planning Policy 3.7 Planning in Bushfire Prone Areas,
and follows the Position Statement: Tourism land uses in bushfire prone areas”.
Without a robust Bushfire Risk Management plan, the Bushfire Emergency
Evacuation Plan, in my opinion, cannot be supported as it is not clear if the applied
risk assessment process, has accounted for the potential for loss of life, injury, or
destroyed or damaged assets which results in personal loss and economic loss, and
there is no commitment by the State or Local Government to a second road out of
Gnarabup.
Summary
The risk management approach adopted for the Emerge Bushfire Risk Assessment is titled
“Department of Planning Lands and Heritage, (DPLH) 2020, Risk Management Approach for
Tourism Development”. This risk management approach was a partially developed draft
proposed methodology that was not adopted by Government (DPLH), therefore, in my
opinion the Risk Management Plan, Bushfire Management plan and Bushfire Evacuation Plan
should not be supported.
The key issues are outlined below;
• The risk management process adopted for the Bushfire Management Plan and Bushfire
Risk Assessment is unable to effectively provide the required outcomes for assessing the
risk associated with natural hazard (bushfire) or evaluate the impact of specific bushfire
protection measures. A mix of National Emergency Risk Assessment Guidelines (NERAG)
and a draft unapproved concept design, that is no longer being considered by state
government, has been relied upon to determine the mitigation measures.
• Offsite landscaping proposed to achieve BAL separation distances. No evidence
provided from offsite landowner (state government) or manager (local government)
agreeing to provide an easement or right-of-way to the development in perpetuity.
• The proposed assembly building (shelter in place) cannot achieve 10kWm2 or less heat
flux exposure in its current location without offsite vegetation management. The shelter
in place building location does not comply with the Tourism Position Statement, 1. Siting
and Design.
• The BMP states the shelter in place building will be constructed in compliance with the
ABCB Design and Construction of Community Refuges Handbook, however,
contradicts this requirement by building to a lesser construction standard, detailing
BAL-29 as the standard.
• Road reserve. The BMP proposes landscape management on the unconstructed
Mitchell Road. The BMP does not provide evidence that an easement or right-of-way
will be agreed to by the owner (state government) or manager (local government).
• Bushfire protection Criteria Element 1: Location, which assesses the threat of bushfire
hazard levels, has not been addressed.
• The Bushfire Management Plan and Bushfire Risk Management Plan authors have
continually referred to BAL-10 and BAL-3. There are only 6 basic BAL Levels and BAL-10
and BAL-3 are not included. The authors confuse BAL construction requirements with
heat flux exposure.
The Bushfire Management Plan and Bushfire Evacuation Plan are informed on the mitigation
measures determined by the Bushfire Risk Assessment. The Bushfire Risk Assessment, Bushfire
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Management Plan and Evacuation Plan for this proposed development, in my opinion should
not be supported for the above reasons.
If you have any questions, please call the undersigned.
Yours Sincerely

Mike Scott
Director
Bushfire Prone Planning
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Appendix 11
A Conformity Review of the Planning Context and Guidelines for
Assessing a Proposed Resort and Village Development Located West
of Wallcliffe Road at Gnarabup in the Shire of Augusta-Margaret River,
Richard McKellar. Town Planner BSc, MSc, LLB

A REVIEW OF
THE PLANNING CONTEXT AND GUIDELINES
FOR ASSESSING A PROPOSED RESORT AND VILLAGE DEVELOPMENT
LOCATED WEST OF WALLCLIFFE ROAD AT GNARABUP
IN THE SHIRE OF AUGUSTA MARGARET RIVER

Richard McKellar
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Executive Summary
A proposal has been lodged to develop a hotel / spa and 80 units on land at Gnarabup, WA.
This report analyses several aspects of the proposal and provides recommendations for the
WAPC assessment panel and the Council of the Shire of Margaret River.
Rationale for the Proposal
The development proposal claims that: ‘The overall development will complete the missing
market segment in the South West Region for high end tourist accommodation and an all
service five-star hotel product,’ (see page 5). However, there are already several or even
many ‘high end’ tourism accommodation providers in the South West Region and within the
Cape to Cape Sub-region. The meaning of ‘all service five-star hotel product’ is uncertain
even within the hotel industry, but several existing hotels in the South West Region would
meet whatever definition the proposal was intending use.
Recommendation:
The proposal should be assessed for what it is – as a hotel development with some facilities
and some accommodation units.
Current Planning intent for Gnarabup - the type and scale of the proposed hotel / spa
The proposed hotel / spa development is for 121 rooms, restaurant, bar, conference centre
and other facilities. By comparison, the Lord Forrest Hotel in Bunbury has 116 rooms, suites
and apartments. The Gnarabup proposal is thus of the same scale as the Lord Forrest Hotel.
Recommendation:
The establishment of a major hotel / spa facility in a small coastal village node like Gnarabup
is not supported by key planning documents. The development may have a valid approval,
but if so it should not be expanded. This is supported by LPS 1 that states an upper limit on
development at the hotel site rather than leaving the size of the development unclear or
uncertain.
Conflicting uses for a scarce coastal resource
The State Planning Policy for Coasts (SPP 2.6) recognises that demands for coastal access
and use can conflict due to limited opportunities even on WA’s expansive coastline. SPP 2.6
addresses this potential conflict for demand for coastal access and use by differing users.
Policy measure (iii) states “Ensure that when identifying areas suitable for development,
consideration is given to strategic sites for coastal access and commercial development that
is demonstrably dependent on a foreshore location including ports, boat harbours and
regional boat ramps.”
Recommendations:
If the existing development approval remains valid it should be honoured, but development
should be strictly limited to tourism uses, with other uses such as residential uses directed
towards appropriately located and zoned localities.
If the existing development approval is no longer valid, the WAPC should review the zoning
of the project area to determine appropriate types and scale of development, especially in
light of information and events that have become apparent since that approval was granted.
This includes new information about climate change impacts such as changed fire regimes
and ocean processes, and recent WAPC policy responses to these changes.
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Coastal node concept
SPP2.6 states that WA’s ‘… coastal zone varies in character and patterns of use and
includes: urban coasts, natural coasts and remote coasts.’ Gnarabup has characteristics of
all three types.
Recommendation:
The scale and type of development at the Gnarabup hotel / spa and Beach Village proposal
should be in accordance with the location (a) on the coast, (b) in a small village, (c) at the
end of a single two lane road, (d) in a high fire risk zone and (e) in one of the few areas
zoned for tourism use.
Unlimited Stay (ULS) and / or residential use in a tourism zone
The proposal seeks approval for 49 units to be used as ‘unlimited stay’ (ULS)
accommodation. In essence, as described in the proposal, these units would constitute
residential accommodation in everything but name and reduce the value of the tourism
opportunity and benefits of the site.
Recommendations:
Consideration of ULS units within the Village should be subject to the provision of a detailed
case for assessment as required under Planning Bulletin 83 and the LTPS that such
determinations should be on a case by case basis.
Any consideration and potential approval of proposed ULS sites should be limited to a small
proportion of the units on each of the four lots. Consideration of ULS units within the context
of several lots or differing uses (eg hotel vs self contained units) is not supported under the
LTPS and would amount to develop rights transfer across titles and ownerships.
Any ULS that is approved should be managed in accordance with Planning Bulletin 83 and
the LTPS, that is, subject to a three month within 12 months residential limit, and availability
for short stay accommodation for the remainder of each year.
There is no support for residential use per se in the LTPS description of Site #2. There
should be no consideration or approval of de facto or explicit residential use in the
development.
Parking
Parking is a necessary part of the transport system, and is an effect of a destination or
activity that has generated the transport demand. In other words, parking is only required if
people want or need to travel to a location; the extent of parking required is determined by
the number of people who wish to travel to or from that location and the realistic travel
options available to them.
Recommendation:
A scenario analysis of projected parking requirements for the proposed development should
be undertaken. This should apply several scenarios including the general assumptions and
analysis already provided in the Transport Impact study, but also several involving differing
projections of facility use, vehicle occupancy rates, staffing rates and special events such as
weddings, conferences, simultaneous high demand throughout all activities, and the like.
Specific, detailed and transparent data and underlying functional relationships and
assumptions associated with the scenarios and projections should be provided.
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1. Rationale for the Proposal and the role of Planning
The proposal for development at Gnarabup is to establish a major tourist destination in a
location that is poorly served by transport options including only a single two lane road, no
public transport and limited pedestrian and cycling facilities. The location is also within a high
fire risk zone, and close to or within a coastal risk zone. Why would such a proposal be
made, and why would it be considered?
The main reason is that the proposed site is zoned for tourism use. There are very few
undeveloped sites located on the coast between Augusta and Dunsborough that are zoned
to allow tourist uses. In view of the growing demand for tourism in the region it’s appropriate
that proposals to develop such sites for tourism should be assessed, in line with
development policies, including the WA Coastal Zone Strategy 2021 (WACZS):
‘The coast is an attractive place to live and provides a variety of recreational activities
including swimming, boating and fishing. It is an invaluable asset for the health and
wellbeing of the community. The coast is vital for the State’s economy in providing
locations for ports and other coast-dependant facilities.’ (see Introduction).
The WACZS highlights the need to ‘get development right’ in key parts of the coastal zone to
ensure that the right development is allowed in the right place.
‘A strong land-use planning framework is required to ensure long-term sustainability.
This includes consideration of the physical capability of the coastal land as well as
protection, conservation and enhancement of coastal values including covering
landscape, biodiversity, aboriginal and cultural issues,’ (see Introduction).
The Vision of the WACZS is: ‘A sustainable coast for the long-term benefit of the community
and visitors to the State.’
This requires that planning should take a long term perspective when assessing proposals
for any development within the coastal zone – is it designed to meet last year’s needs? – is it
designed to meet this and next year’s needs? or is it designed to meet the needs of both
current and future residents, visitors and tourists, of future generations of Western
Australians?
Planning has a key role in avoiding poor development decisions and promoting good
development decisions. The Planning Institute of Australia (PIA) gives the following purpose
and role for planning:
Planning supports our everyday life; connecting us with places to live, to work, to
study and to play. It supplies us with clean water and air; with energy to power our
lives; and with food to nourish our bodies. Planning is the tool that creates places that
we love and that nurture us now and into the future. …‘… good planning is the best
way to generate economic development that contributes positively to the well-being
of individuals and communities and the natural and built environments on which we
rely.’ 1
Planning is a combination of two distinct elements: (a) a values-based determination of
desirable current and future outcomes from an action (eg a development) and (b) a technical
determination of how these outcomes can be achieved effectively, efficiently and sustainably
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1. Rationale for the specific proposal
The proposed development at Gnarabup is stated in the Proposal Document as follows:
‘The overall development will complete the missing market segment in the South
West Region for high end tourist accommodation and an all service five-star hotel
product,’ (see page 5).
This section assesses this assertion – is there a missing segment in the tourist market in the
south west region, and if so is it high end tourist accommodation and an all service five-star
hotel product?
First: What is high end tourist accommodation and an all service five-star hotel product?
It is hard to credit the claim that there isn’t any high end tourist accommodation in the South
West Region (whether defined by the WA Tourism Commission or by the South West
Development Commission). Cape Lodge, Indijup Spa Retreat, the Grand Mercure Basildene
Manor, La Foret Enchantee and other highly reviewed accommodation providers in the Cape
to Cape region, and several others elsewhere in the south west region, all provide excellent
accommodation.
In terms of five-star all service hotels, there is no apparent certainty about what this term
means beyond a commitment to quality finishing and service and facilities that go beyond
accommodation rooms and a café. It could refer to a ‘tourism product’ meeting the minimum
facilities and services defined by an accreditation group, such as the ‘five star alliance’:
https://www.fivestaralliance.com/article/what-5-star-hotel
In Australia accrediting five star hotels under this categorisation has been managed since
2017 by the Australian Tourism Industry Council (ATIC)
https://tourism.act.gov.au/2017/05/australian-tourism-industry-council-takes-on-star-ratingsscheme/ Looking at the products of this process shows that the ATIC system is more a user
review rating system than an objective assessment of the ‘tourism product’s’ facilities and
services https://www.starratings.com.au/info/what-are-star-ratings See a simple discussion
of this in the US context at https://www.rd.com/article/four-star-vs-five-star-hotel/ and a
possibly more technical discussion at https://hoteltechreport.com/news/hotel-star-ratings.
These and even academic searches for the meaning of a ‘five star hotel’ product reveal the
term to be variable across the globe, and more responsive to the expectations of clients than
determined by specific inclusions. But in general the term means a complete hotel
experience, with great service, and, more recently, meeting sustainability principles including
no impact beyond the boundary of the development (eg clearing, sewerage, parking, etc)
and no impact on native flora and fauna.
Searches on websites such as Trivago reveal many five star rated accommodations within
the South West Region, including those places noted above but also many others scattered
throughout the Cape to Cape Subregion and elsewhere in the South West Region. In
addition, some of the five star rated accommodation sites provide facilities that would
constitute ‘full service’. In Bunbury, The Mercure Lord Forrest has an indoor pool, a fitness
centre and a restaurant and bar; and the Mercure Bunbury Sanctuary Golf Resort has an 18hole golf course, tennis court, an outdoor tropical swimming pool, a restaurant and a bar. In
Busselton the five star rated Aqua Resort has good on-site facilities and lots of activities
nearby, and the Pullman Bunker Bay Resort is also 5 star rated.
So the claim that there is a missing market segment can be contested. The proposal should
be assessed for what it is – as a hotel development with some facilities and some
accommodation units, rather than as a development that will complete the tourism
experience in the South West Region by filling a ‘missing market segment’.
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2. Current Planning intent for Gnarabup - the type and scale of the proposed
hotel / spa
The proposed hotel / spa development is for 121 rooms, restaurant, bar, conference centre
and other facilities. By comparison, the Lord Forrest Hotel in Bunbury has 116 rooms, suites
and apartments. The Gnarabup proposal is thus of the same scale as the Lord Forrest Hotel.
LPS 1 – Augusta Margaret River SC
LPS 1 defines the use of the proponent’s Hotel / resort land in terms of the 2004 approval –
the proposal argues that the 2004 approval remains valid and that it allows the land owner to
develop a facility of the type and scale of that development approval.
However, the proponent goes further to assert that the LPS 1 designation merely establishes
a ‘baseline’ for a further application and approval for a larger development (Section 2.3.2.1
of the Proposal), but this is incorrect. If the 2004 approval remains valid, then the proponent
can act on it if it is able to satisfy all other requirements, but LPS1 defines a limit on
development rather than a baseline.
Leeuwin Naturaliste Ridge Statement of Planning Policy (SPP 6.1)
SPP 6.1 was developed and gazetted in 1998 to provide clear direction on future land use
for the policy area for a 30 year period (to 2028).
The ‘Statement of Intent’ for Settlement in SPP 6.1 is that “A range of … settlement options
… will be based on
•
•
•

major urban growth within the Principal Centres;
other urban growth focused on inland centres;
designated Coastal and Tourist Nodes; …”

Policy 1.3 notes: “The coastal settlement at … Prevelly and Gnarabup will permit a mix of
tourism and residential issues.”
The ‘Statement of Intent’ for Tourism in SPP 6.1 is that: ”A diverse and sustainable tourism
base which complements the existing character and lifestyle of the policy area will be
facilitated by … * integrating large-scale tourist development into Principal Centres and other
settlements; * promoting low-scale tourist development that is consistent with local
characteristics; …”
SPP 6.1 nominates Dunsborough, Margaret River and Augusta as ‘Principal Centres of the
settlement hierarchy” (s5.1). There are 7 levels to the Settlement Hierarchy of PPS 6.1: 1.
Principal Centre, 2. Village, 3. Village with enclaves, 4. Hamlet, 5. Hamlet with enclaves, 6.
Coastal node, and 7. Tourist node.
Prevelly and Gnarabup are shown as the second to lowest level: ‘6. Coastal nodes’. The
function of these nodes is composite tourist holiday accommodation and general residential
use. All land in Gnarabup zoned for ‘general residential use has been developed’; all
remaining undeveloped land (that is, the subject site) is zoned for tourist use (see LPS1 Map
6, page 111). The nature of the tourist development would reflect the ‘local characteristics’ –
that is, the lowest and smallest type of settlement. Thus SPP 6.1 would support lowest and
smallest tourism development.
Leeuwin Naturaliste Sub-Regional Plan
The LNSR Strategy (2019) was developed to define WAPC priorities for the LeeuwinNaturaliste Sub-Region for the period 2019 to 2039. It thus provides insight to current
thinking about suitable land use at Prevelly -Gnarabup. The Strategy states a ‘Settlement
6

hierarchy’ of 6 levels. The highest level is Regional Centre (Busselton); then Sub-regional
centre (Margaret River), the third (major town), fourth (town) and fifth (village) levels are
considered as a group, and the sixth level (tourist node) is addressed separately from the
others.
The Proposal document correctly states that: “the Gnarabup locality is identified in the
Strategy as a ‘village’. Essentially the settlement is intended to offer a level of service that
‘generally deal with the daily needs of the service population.’” (page 16)
The text in the Sub-Regional Plan that follows the text quoted in the Proposal document is:
“Three separate tiers allows for distinction to be made where particular settlements service a
larger population catchment and /or offer a greater number of services relative to others.”
The highest tier in this grouping (Major town) includes only Dunsborough, the second tier
(town) includes only Augusta, Cowaramup and Vasse; the third tier (village) includes
Prevelly / Gnarabup in addition to Karridale, Kudardup, Yallingup and Eagle Bay. Notably,
the Gnarabup proposal lies within the Prevelly-Gnarabup village, that currently offers
commercial facilities that include daily grocery needs (milk, bread, meat and the like), a
liquor store and café, and a restaurant in Prevelly as well as the facilities in Gnarabup (pubcafé and several further shops), and a café at the boat ramp. These facilities already meet
the daily needs of local residents, contrary to the assertion in the proposal that “It is,
however, debatable if the Gnarabup locality does indeed fulfil this role at the present time,”
(page 16).
In comparison with the other settlements in its tier, Prevelly / Gnarabup is relatively well
endowed with facilities able to meet the daily needs of its community. Witchliffe is also listed
in the third tier and its service levels are slated to increase as the population grows there.
The Proposal planning document also seeks to find support in the Sub-Regional Strategy for
the development: “… the Strategy specifically notes in section 13.2 that accommodation
types ranging from campsite to 5-star hotels need to be supported.”
Note that in my copy of the Strategy the relevant section is 12.2.
The text to which the Proposal document refers is as follows: “To maintain the sub-region as
a tourism destination a range of accommodation types, ranging from campsites through to 5star hotels, need to be supported and maintained to suit different visitor budgets.” (section
12.2)
The focus here is the need to ensure that there is a wide variety of options available within
the sub-region, there is no reference to a location within the sub-region, and no suggestions
that a hotel the size of the Lord Forest should be established within a village.
The preferred location for differing types of accommodation is addressed in SPP 6.1 in terms
that make it clear that large scale tourist developments are not recommended for coastal
tourist nodes:
•
•

“PS 5.2 Coastal Tourist Nodes will provide for a range of tourist accommodation
options, including campsites, hostels/backpacker accommodation, chalets, lodges
and other low-impact tourist development.
PS 5.3 Tourist development which is inappropriate in rural locations, will focus on or
be adjacent to existing Principal Centres. Where tourist development is proposed in
other areas, the proposal will comply with the Settlement Hierarchy, Policy
Statements for the area and the use category under the Land Use Strategy.”

PS 5.2 notably does not identify large hotel / spa / conference centre developments /
operations as appropriate for coastal tourist nodes. PS 5.7 notably requires a proposal to
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comply with the settlement hierarchy, Policy Statements for the area and the land use plan
for the area.
What is a ‘Coastal tourist node’? The settlement hierarchy lists several tourist nodes
(Hamelin Bay, Bunker Bay and Smiths Beach) all of which are located on the coast.
The Sub-Region Strategy defines the settlement hierarchy as set out above, with PrevellyGnarabup lying at the bottom of the settlement node hierarchy – as a small village – located
as a node on the coast.
SPP 6.1 uses the term ‘coastal node’ to describe and define the Prevelly Gnarabup area
(Table 1).
Conclusion
Under the relevant policies and strategies, major tourist facilities should be located in centres
appropriate to their size, with the requisite infrastructure and tourist facilities. The proposed
hotel / spa is of a similar scale to the largest hotel in the region, the Mercure Lord Forrest in
the centre of the largest city in the region, Bunbury.
The current proposal for a hotel / spa with conference facilities is not linked to the coast for
any function other than views from some parts of the facilities.
If a development of this scale were to proceed in the Leeuwin-Naturaliste sub-region it
should be located in or at a major subregional centre where there is a range of facilities that
can augment and enhance the experience of clients for shopping, dining and so on. In such
a subregional centre location, the facility would support the economic growth and financial
wellbeing of the centre within which it was located as well as the region as a whole. It would
also strengthen the value of public transport and other infrastructure in which the State has
already invested. Locating the development in a major centre would also avoid impacts on
the ecosystems surrounding the proposed development site, limit the risk of fire to clients
and visitors to the hotel, and enable complementary parking facility use thus reducing overall
parking space demand and associated environmental and other impacts and costs.
Recommendation:
The establishment of a major hotel / spa facility in a small coastal village node like Gnarabup
is not supported by key planning documents. The development may have a valid approval,
but it should not be expanded. This is supported by LPS 1 that states an upper limit on
development at the hotel site rather than leaving the size of the development unclear or
uncertain.
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3. Conflicting uses for a scarce coastal resource
The State Planning Policy for Coasts (SPP 2.6) recognises that demand for coastal access
and use can conflict due to limited opportunities even on WA’s expansive coastline. SPP 2.6
states: “There are pressures on the coastal zone for use by different groups in the
community for a variety of purposes including a mix of recreational, residential, industrial and
commercial uses. Planning for coastal zone land is about balancing these often competing
needs and desires in a way that takes into account the values of the coastal zone, which
include its scenic, aesthetic and ecological qualities; recreational opportunities; and social,
indigenous, cultural and economic importance.”
Gnarabup already is facing conflicting uses – where dogs affect nesting places of vulnerable
bird species; where demand for available parking exceeds parking demand by swimmers,
café users and boaties during busy periods or on days when seas are quiet; and where
boaties and swimmers are active near the ramp and jetty. These and other potential and
actual conflicts are managed primarily through good will as they mainly involve local
residents and thoughtful visitors.
The conflicts arise because Gnarabup is one of very few places on the Leeuwin-Naturaliste
coast or even between Busselton and Albany where opportunities coincide for safe
swimming lessons, other water sports and a usable boat launch. It is actually one of few
places along the Leeuwin Naturaliste coast where any of these are possible, other than
surfing, which is possible wherever a surfer sees a swell.
SPP 2.6 addresses this potential conflict for demand for coastal access and use by differing
users. Policy measure (iii) states “Ensure that when identifying areas suitable for
development, consideration is given to strategic sites for coastal access and commercial
development that is demonstrably dependent on a foreshore location including ports, boat
harbours and regional boat ramps.”
Under this policy measure, the area around a rare location offering a range of activities
including a boat ramp would be primarily maintained and developed for uses that are
dependent on the characteristics of that location. In this case, dependent uses include
swimming lessons, lessons for other water users such stand up paddleboards, boat
launching, and swimming for vulnerable people (eg elders, children, people having a
disability), plus uses necessary or associated with these uses – such as parking, toilet and
change rooms and social facilities immediately associated with the coastal location and
dependent uses, such as the café at Gnarabup’s safe beach and the boat ramp.
Conclusion:
Uses not dependent on this coastal location, such as a major hotel / spa having conference
and similar facilities and residential housing, should be directed towards more appropriate
locations, especially towards larger centres having better infrastructure and facilities.
Recommendations:
If the existing development approval remains valid it should be honoured, but development
should be strictly limited to tourism uses, with other uses such as residential uses directed
towards appropriately located and zoned localities.
If the existing development approval is no longer valid, the WAPC should review the zoning
of the project area to determine appropriate types and scale of development, especially in
light of information and events that have become apparent since that approval was granted.
This includes new information about climate change impacts such as changed fire regimes
and ocean processes, and recent WAPC policy responses to these changes.
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4. Coastal node concept
SPP2.6 states that WA’s ‘… coastal zone varies in character and patterns of use and
includes:
• urban coasts – where the adjacent uses are predominantly residential and commercial and
there is a high demand for recreational activity;
• natural coasts – with less intensive hinterland uses and concentrations of tourism and
associated recreational and cultural activities; and
• remote coasts – with limited opportunity for low key tourism and associated recreational
and cultural activities.’2
This coastal node definition becomes complicated in the context of the Leeuwin-Naturaliste
region.
•

•
•

While there can be high demands for recreational activity at Prevelly / Gnarabup, and
this village has the greatest population (Prevelly / Gnarabup) along the Leeuwin Naturaliste coast, it is only defined as a village in the Leeuwin-Naturaliste Sub
Regional Plan;
Much of the nearby coast remains natural, with a low intensity hinterland used for
hiking, bushwalking and bird watching; and
Much of the coast in the vicinity is difficult to access and affords wild camping
opportunities.

Gnarabup is thus characterised by elements of all three listed types: • adjacent residential
and commercial uses, • hinterland uses and tourism, recreation and cultural activities, and •
nearby remote coastal and land areas. This combination of uses within a small physical area
is an element of the attractiveness of the Gnarabup / Prevelly locality to visitors, just as the
broader south west region is attractive because of the great variety of opportunities it affords
for recreation.
The significance of this characterisation defines the nature and scale of a development that
would be located in any of these types of nodes.
•
•
•

An urban coast node connotes very high quality infrastructure, low risk from fire and
other biophysical forces, easy access to a range of services and so on. Gnarabup
has none of these features.
A natural coast node is closer to the nature of Gnarabup – concentrations of tourism
and recreation opportunities surrounded by low intensity hinterland.
A remote coast node is also relevant, because of the limited access to and
infrastructure at the Prevelly Gnarabup village and the tightly defined area that has
been developed.

Under SPP 2.6 tourism and recreation are appropriate in all of these types of coastal node,
on a decreasing scale from urban to natural to remote. Allowing a major hotel development
in a natural coast node would inevitably have the effect of rendering the nature of the node
more urban, and would have a similar impact on its coast and hinterland, moving towards an
urbanisation or at least a greatly increased level of use of and impact on that part of the
Leeuwin Naturaliste coast.
Recommendation:
The scale and type of development at the Gnarabup hotel / spa and Beach Village proposal
should be in accordance with the location (a) on the coast, (b) in a small village (c) at the
end of a single two lane road, (d) in a high fire risk zone and (e) in one of the few areas
zoned for tourism use.
2

SPP2.6 s2.1

10

5. Unlimited Stay (ULS) and / or residential use in a tourism zone
The proposal seeks approval for 49 units to be used as ‘unlimited stay’ (ULS)
accommodation. In essence, as described in the proposal, these units would constitute
residential accommodation in everything but name, as the units would not be required to be
made available for tourism accommodation pool when they were not occupied by the owner
nor would an owner be limited to staying in their unit three months per year. All of the 49
ULS units would be established within the Beach Village; none of the accommodation units
in the resort are proposed to be ULS.
The proposal would result in about 25% of all units in the combined project sites to be used
as what are termed ‘unrestricted-stay residential dwellings’ (section 1) as ‘a complementary
component of the development comprising beach villas, apartments and commercial
premises. [that] … provides an authentic WA beach-side community experience and context
with a range of accommodation typologies to cater for both tourists and local residents.’
These units are termed ‘Unrestricted Length of Stay’ (ULS) in the Schedule in the same
section. Of the 80 villas, apartments and townhouses proposed to be within the Gnarabup
Beach Village, 49 are proposed as ULS in the proposal. The proposal seeks to have the
entire development of the hotel / spa and the Beach Village considered as a whole.
Section 2.3.2.2 outlines the planning and assessment history of the Beach Village sites, and
notes that ‘… It is understood that the villas approved on Lot 504 were unrestricted in terms
of length of stay / occupancy.’ This lapsed approval is irrelevant to assessment of the current
proposal, which must be assessed under current applicable policies, strategies and plans
and in the context of current financial, social and environmental opportunities and threats.
Section 3.1.1.2 uses yet another term for these units: ‘… unrestricted stay residential
housing …’, within a claim that higher density housing is supported by the LeeuwinNaturalist Sub-Regional Strategy. Medium to high density tourism accommodation is already
the local vernacular in the tourist resort immediately on the other side of Wallcliffe Road,
where none of the units are either explicitly ‘residential’ in use, or implicitly used as
residential units through the nomination of them for ‘unrestricted length of stay’.
In section 3.1.1.4, relating to WAPC Planning Bulletin 83 – Planning for Tourism, the
proposal document notes that ‘A tourism taskforce was established in September 2002 to
examine issues surrounding the impact of residential use within tourism developments.’ No
further comment was made in this section about this matter in this section, however in
section 3.1.1.5 the proposal states that ‘ … [Planning Bulletin 99 – Holiday Home Guidelines]
identifies the potential conflict between the use of holiday homes and permanent residential
occupancy …’
The interchangeable use of the terms ‘unrestricted stay’, ‘unrestricted length of stay’,
‘unrestricted in terms of length of stay’, unrestricted stay residential housing’, and ‘residential
use within tourism developments’ complicates discussion of this aspect of the proposal. But
in all cases, whatever term is used, it appears to mean – residential housing. This use can
allow an owner to reside in the unit they have purchased without having to allow the unit to
be rented either in their absence or at all.
Why would a planning or local authority allow potentially conflicting uses to co-locate,
especially in locations that are zoned for tourism - a specific and socially and economically
beneficial use that is normally only allowed in tourism sites? And why would tourism zoned
areas be used for ‘residential housing’ when there is and will be ample land zoned for
‘residential housing’ and very few areas zoned for tourism?
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The rationale for allowing ‘unlimited stay’ ‘residential’ accommodation in tourism
developments has been that some developments that are solely focussed on tourism may
require a financial boost that may be available from selling part of the total development for
what is in essence residential use.
But ULS ‘residential’ units reduce the value of the site for tourism purposes, in turn reducing
the opportunity for visitors to enjoy the site and the area, and for the locality and the area to
benefit from tourism activities and associated employment and so on. This inherently
conflicts with the statement in the Shire Local Tourism Planning Strategy (LTPS): ‘ULS uses
will not be supported on tourism sites where such development would result in a loss of
ability to accommodate existing or staged development to meet tourism demand and growth
in the long term, including the retention of key forms of tourist accommodation,’ as the
allocation of more than 60% of the accommodation units in the Beach Village for ULS
‘residential’ use will permanently remove this portion of the development from helping to
meet long term tourism growth demands for accommodation.
Where ULS or residential use is permitted, the result is a lowering of the tourism potential of
the development site overall forever. Where the site has very high value for tourism, as this
site does, where there is high and growing demand for tourism accommodation in the area,
as this region is experiencing, and where there is and will be a scarcity of sites suitable for
tourism use in the area, as is the case on the coast in this region, allocating any
development potential to residential rather than tourism use will reduce the benefits from the
site to the community over the short, medium and long term.
Planning Bulletin 83 is quite clear about the challenges inherent in co-locating potentially
conflicting uses and the need to protect areas zoned for tourism from being used for other
purposes not directly linked to tourism use.
Planning Bulletin 83 states that “… where tourism is considered significant within a locality or
region, it is recommended that a more detailed tourism component of the local planning
strategy be prepared … [to identify] … Tourism precincts: Localities of tourism value or
amenity that incorporate or have the potential to incorporate the ‘5A’s’ of tourism destination
development (attractions, accommodation, access, amenities, activities) … and Tourism
sites: Sites which are zoned for tourism purposes or have an existing tourism function, and
that have qualities and attributes which necessitate their retention for tourism purposes.”
There is little doubt that the south west region generally, the Cape to Cape (Leeuwin
Naturalist) Sub-region in particular and especially the Shire of Augusta Margaret River are
significant tourism destinations, with the Shire being the most visited LGA outside of the
Perth Metropolitan Region.
Planning Bulletin 83 addresses the question of including residential uses within tourism
precincts. Section 7 states: “7. Mixed use/residential development within tourism sites Proposals for non-tourist accommodation developments (such as permanent residential,
commercial, retail, conference/ reception centre, restaurant/ café) within tourism sites, to
facilitate the development of tourist accommodation, should be considered on a case by
case basis. …
Thus, Planning Bulletin states that where a proposal is made to include non-tourist
accommodation at a tourism site this should be considered on a case by case basis. For this
to occur, the proponent would need to include a case for this use to be allowed rather than
simply asserting that residential use is either required or a normal outcome. The rational
outlined in Planning Bulletin 83 is that such non-tourist use might be necessary to render a
proposal to establish a tourism development facility financially feasible (‘ … to facilitate the
development of tourist accommodation …’); no other rationale is offered. The inclusion of
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this rationale, and the instruction that it should be considered only on a case by case basis,
demonstrates that under Planning Bulletin 83 residential use should not be allowed in a
tourism site unless a convincing case can be made, and that residential use is not an ‘as of
right’ option for every tourism development.
The case would involve a detailed financial outline of the proposed development, the capital
available, financial projections with and without ULS use as part of the development, all
taking account of the historic low interest rates and the high level of available credit. The
case should be made public with the opportunity for public comments as part of the process
of considering the proposed ULS element of the proposal.
Point 7 of P Planning Bulletin 83 continues: ‘… Where a tourism site has high tourism value,
local governments may consider setting a higher limit for the tourism component to reflect
the significance of the site. … In all cases, the scale of residential development should
complement the tourism component and priority given to locating the tourism component on
those areas of the site providing the highest tourism amenity (e.g. the beachfront).’
In this statement guidance is given to consider the tourism potential of a site, with a smaller
proportion of the whole development being allowed for ULS at a site having high tourism
potential. In addition, a proposal for ULS at a high tourism potential site would require a
stronger case, with greater analysis to ensure the bone fides of the case put forward for
ULS.
Thus, if the local government policy states a maximum proportion of ULS use within a total
tourism development, only a smaller proportion of ULS use or no such use at all would be
allowed in a development at a site having high tourism potential.
Planning Bulletin 83 is explicit in how the ULS component of a tourism proposal should be
used. Section 8 states: ‘8. Length of stay provisions for tourism accommodation - To reduce
the likelihood of tourism accommodation being used as permanent or semi-permanent
accommodation, a maximum length of stay provision of three months in any twelve month
period should apply to the tourism units on all developments.’
The mechanism for this is set out in Section 8: ‘Where strata titling is proposed for tourist
accommodation, appropriate management arrangements in a management statement which
ensures that all tourist units will be let out for tourism purposes, preferably by an on-site
letting agent (manager).’
The proposal does not refer to or conform with this requirement. It states: “Homes with an
unrestricted length of stay promote a proportion of year round occupancy and activation in
an area where it is clearly understood that tourism and short stay accommodation is also
promoted.’ To allow residential ‘year round occupancy’ under the guise of ULS would be
contrary to Planning Bulletin 13.
The Proposal document explicitly recognises the potential conflict where short stay holiday
accommodation occurs where residential activities also occur: “Homes with an unrestricted
length of stay promote a proportion of year round occupancy and activation in an area where
it is clearly understood that tourism and short stay accommodation is also promoted.
Acknowledgement of the flexibility in accommodation types through the development
approval process will reduce the potential for future conflict.”
It is clear that mixing residential use with tourism use within a small development pod is a
recipe for conflict between very different users – one group holiday makers legitimately
seeking an opportunity to enjoy their holiday and the other group home owners legitimately
seeking quiet enjoyment of their homes. This is the basis for the 2002 tourism task force
referred to in s3.1.1.4 of the proposal, and the resulting WAPC and LGA policies and
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strategies. To suggest that the potential for future conflict will be reduced by a development
approval process is naïve, as the owners and users of the relevant units and villas will have
no knowledge of the development approval process that occurred and few will take account
of it once they are informed about it.
The process used to separate potentially conflicting uses is termed “zoning”. The zoning
process considers the requirements, benefits, costs and nuissances of various activities and
seeks to separate activities that may conflict through a zoning map and policies. This allows
each of the activities to operate to its fullest capacity and benefit.
When Gnarabup was first established, part of the community area was allocated and zoned
for residential use, and another part was allocated and zoned for tourism use. The intent of
the zoning process and outcome for Gnarabup would be undone by allowing residential use
within the major tourism site within the Gnarabup community on a site of very high tourism
potential in that community and on what the Proposal document terms ‘… one of the only
appropriately zoned undeveloped sites in the region.’
The operational elements of Planning Bulletin 83 are reflected in the 2015 Shire of Augusta
Margaret River Local Tourism Planning Strategy (LTPS). The purpose of the LTPS includes
‘Providing guidance to inclusion of other uses in tourism developments, such as ULS units or
activities incidental to tourism’ (section 1.2). The aims and objectives of the LTPS (section
1.3) also provide guidance as to how and how much non-tourism uses, such as residential
and ULS uses, should be considered, including (c) ‘protect identified tourism locations or
sites from the effects of conflicting land uses.’
Table 2.7 of the LTPS summarises potential sustainability issues associated with tourism
development and activities, including lifestyle tensions and risks of antisocial activities. Table
2.9 outlines actions the Shire could take to support the tourism sector, including point 18:
Recommendation: Consider allowing greater levels of residential development within tourism
accommodation developments on a case by case basis to increase future investment in
tourism accommodation.
Implementation: The incorporation of residential development into tourism developments will
need to be subject to consideration of criteria set out in policy, and with site specific
assessment provided for major sites.
Here once again, allowing ULS or residential development may be considered, but it is not
an automatic right for developments. Section 4 of the LTPS sets out land use controls for
tourism activities, including ‘… setting a position on Unrestricted Length of Stay - ULS
(combined residential and short stay uses) in the Shire …’
Section 4.1 describes the various accommodation types and tourist amenities for land use
classes in LPS1. Two types are relevant to the proposal. Firstly, Resorts are described as
being ‘often destinations in their own right (providing motivation for the visit). … [and
providing] a range of accommodation forms and recreation facilities. [They are] …generally
supported in or around townsites or located close to coastlines … not recommended that
these types of developments be permitted outside townsites or areas of key tourist
attraction. … the Strategy can support [these developments] through adopting a flexible
approach to the provision of mixed use ULS / short stay use on tourism sites.’ Secondly,
motels and hotels are discussed: ‘Motels/hotels are best suited near an urban centre or on a
major tourist route. … It is not recommended that motels/hotels be permitted outside
recognised townsites.’
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This raises the question of what the proposal comprises: is it a resort? or is it a hotel with
associated facilities? And in either case, why is it being proposed on a coastal site that has
limited transport, sewerage and water availability, and lies within a high fire risk area.
Section 4.5 of the LTPS addresses ULS developments in tourist developments, and sets out
‘criteria [that] reflect the outcomes of PB83 and deal with Unrestricted Length of Stay (ULS)
component through a performance based assessment rather than the rigid 25% residential
threshold previously set out under the older version of PB83 and currently included in LPS1.’
Reflecting concerns about potential conflicts between long term residents and visitors and
tourists this section of the LTPS states ‘The size of a ULS component and its location in a
tourism development are important to the level of conflict and detrimental impact on the
tourism experience that can result.’ Section 4.5 acknowledges that some ULS may be
necessary to provide the necessary capital to enable new tourism development, but notes
only that ‘There is a potential for a limited ULS component to be included in the development
of tourism zoned sites …’
Thus ULS is seen to carry the potential for conflict, could impact on the inherent nature of
the tourism site and could result in a detrimental impact on the tourism experience, but in
some cases it may be allowed to a limited extent, as assessed through a performance based
assessment.
Table 4.5 sets out the requirements for approval of any level of ULS within a tourism
development, including none. Most of the requirements relate to explicit allowance or at least
conformity with applicable LGA and WAPC policies, strategies, etc. Under Planning
Regulation, the sixth requirement relates to determining ‘the percentage limit [of ULS units to
reflect] the strategic and/or regional tourism importance of the site.’ Under Sustainability the
second requirement is concerned about not allowing ULS where this ‘…would result in a loss
of ability to accommodate existing or staged development and growth in the long term, …’
Under Design, the first requirements is that ‘Areas of the site providing the highest tourism
amenity … shall be retained for short stay purposes only, and not designated for ULS uses.’
The third requirement is that ULS units ‘must be available to the short stay letting pool when
not occupied by the landowner.’
The LTPS lists part of the proposal site as Key Tourism Site 2, that is discussed on pages
62-63 of the LTPS. Key Tourism site 2 comprises the four lots that form the Beach Village
component of Gnarabup development proposal.
The Site Analysis for Key Tourism Site 2 states: ‘Due to the uniqueness of the site retention
of tourism function is a primary consideration and one of the drivers of the initial Gnarabup
development.’
The Site Recommendations are as follows:
•
•

•

The principal land use outcome for the site shall be the retention of the site for short
stay tourism purposes.
Consider a limited area within each of the four sites to be developed for ULS
purposes providing it is incidental to the short stay only component, and is not
located in areas of highest tourism value and are integrated as part of site/strata
management. Note that this point refers to ‘four sites’ whereas there are
actually four lots. Note also that the hotel /spa site does not form part of Key
Tourism Site 2 in the LTPS.
Proposed ULS units must be constructed prior to subdivision clearance and
developed in a uniform manner.
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•

•
•

Freehold titles are limited to the village centre (refers to existing approved 16 units)
as approved through the Gnarabup Structure Plan and original development
application dated June 2009.
Any ULS units which are approved must be managed through a strata title company
and be available for short stay use when not occupied by the landowner.
Detailed foreshore management planning and implementation will be required.

Points 1, 2, 3 and 5 are concerned with the possibility of allowing ULS as part of the
development:
1. The goal for use of the four lots comprising the Beach Village site is to ensure it is used
for short stay tourism purposes.
* Approving any level of ULS will work against this site recommendation.
2. Any ULS is to be limited within each of the four sites (lots) as incidental to the short stay
component of that site;
* 35%of units on Lot 501, 18% of units on Lot 502, 66% of units on Lot 503 and 100% of
units on Lot 504 are proposed to be designated for ULS. Only the proposal for Lot 502 could
possibly be termed ‘a limited proportion of the units on the site (lot)’.
3. ULS units should be constructed and developed as part of the whole development;
5. Any ULS units which are approved must be available for short stay use when not
occupied by the landowner.
* This text clarifies that the ‘null approval’ is a real option for the decision-maker
* There is no evidence that the proposal proposes that ULS units would be available for
short term use and thus contribute to a beneficial tourism outcome.
Note that in the LTPS there is no recommendation to allow residential use of any of the units
in the development.
Conclusion:
As noted elsewhere, this site has very high and very rare tourism value with the capacity to
deliver economic, financial and social benefits for the entire region. Therefore no ULS (or
otherwise residential) use should be allowed in light of the extensive residential use available
in other suitably zoned (ie zoned for residential use) areas in Gnarabup and Prevelly, and
the scarcity of tourism zoning elsewhere on the Leeuwin Naturalist coast.
Recommendations:
Consideration of ULS units within the Village should be subject to the provision of a detailed
case for assessment as required under Planning Bulletin 83 and the LTPS that such
determinations should be on a case by case basis. The case and assessment should
address financial factors underlying the claim that ULS use is required to financially enable
the development to proceed, such as a detailed financial outline of the proposed
development, the capital available, financial projections with and without ULS use as part of
the development, all taking account of the historic low interest rates and the high level of
available credit. The case should be made public with the opportunity for public comments
as part of the process of considering the proposed ULS element of the proposal.
Any consideration and potential approval of approved ULS sites should be limited to a small
proportion of the units on each of the four lots. Consideration of ULS units within the context
of several lots or differing uses (eg hotel vs self contained units) is not supported under the
LTPS and would amount to develop rights transfer across titles and ownerships.
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Any ULS that is approved should be managed in accordance with Planning Bulletin 83 and
the LTPS, that is, subject to a three month within 12 months residential limit, and availability
for short stay accommodation for the remainder of each year.
There is no support for residential use per se in the LTPS description of Site #2. There
should be no consideration or approval of de facto or explicit residential use in the
development
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6. Parking
Parking is a necessary part of the transport system, and is an effect of a destination or
activity that has generated the transport demand. In other words, parking is only required if
people want or need to travel to a location; the extent of parking required is determined by
the number of people who wish to travel to or from that location and the realistic travel
options available to them. A real or perceived lack of parking can depress travel to a
destination where alternative options to car travel (eg public transport) are not feasible.
Part 11 of Austroads ‘Guide to Traffic Management’ is concerned with parking, and sets
guidelines for an exhaustive set of issues, criteria and locations. The guidelines note that
‘Parking is a relatively expensive commodity incorporated into the costs of buildings and
roadway facilities and added as a hidden surcharge to the price of effectively any good or
service,’ (section 4.4 of the Austroad Guide). For this reason parking for an isolated
destination should be entirely provided by the development itself to avoid imposing these
costs on the public or the local government body.
Parking demand refers to the amount of parking needed in a specific time and place.
Parking demand varies from location to location and from time to time through the day /night
and week / month / year. Parking demand reflects differences in development and activity
density, availability of public transport, car ownership levels, the cost of parking and
economic vitality. Parking demand increases during special events (such as seen with surf
competitions or holiday swim lessons), and may be less where there is an interdependence
of similar activities (eg in a town centre) (see section 3.1). The key factors that affect
demand in non-urban areas are (a) geographic location, (b) type of land use, and (c)
availability of alternatives to car travel (see section 3.2).
The Austroads guidelines state that peak parking occupancy (the percentage of parking
spaces occupied at the time of peak demand) should not be greater than 85% to avoid
excessive parking search driving (see section 2.2.2). Parking demand can be managed
through encouraging parking turnover by imposing duration limits or costs (see section
2.2.4); however these are seldom implemented except in central urban locations.
Siting a major destination in a location that is not well served by public transport services
and where alternative options such as cycling and walking are not feasible for most visitors
results in a relatively higher demand for parking than would the case in a location well
served by public transport, cycling and walking. While ‘travel demand management’ has
become a growing policy stream for destinations well served by a range of travel options and
provides a rationale for reducing otherwise higher parking requirements, it remains
inapplicable for those locations that are not well served by alternatives to car travel.
The alternative option to ensure parking demand is met is to build or otherwise provide
sufficient parking to meet peak demand periods. However, there is a conundrum as the ‘…
impacts or the increasing demand for the limited supply of parking creates cost implications
and also social, environmental and economic impacts that confirm that current parking
trends are unsustainable’ (see section 2.2.6).
This raises a question about the advisability of establishing a major destination in a place
where alternatives to car travel are and will remain to be unrealistic and providing sufficient
car parking to meet peak demands may have significant environmental or visual impacts
both within the development site and in the public realm surrounding the development site.
The Austroad guidelines note that ‘Parking provision requirements are based on parking
generation studies that are typically performed at new, suburban sites with unpriced parking,’
and that this approach may generate unnecessarily high parking requirements for ‘urban
areas with good multi-modal accessibility options, and where parking is typically priced,’ (see
section 4.2.2). But, conversely, the parking provision requirements for a major destination
located in a rural area are likely to be greater than those based on a suburban site. This
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would be especially applicable where parking is already in short supply as is the case at
Gnarabup, where there are essentially no alternatives to car travel and parking is unpriced
and unregulated. As the Austroad guidelines note: ‘Specific parking needs may be quite
different from those indicated in a rigid table of parking provision requirements.’
In addition to this uncertainty about how much parking would be required under normal
circumstances, there is also uncertainty about potential changes to activity levels as
business builds and an enterprise succeeds. This has been demonstrated at the Margaret
River Brewhouse, where parking requirements were applied based on standard algorithms,
but where the great success and expansion of the business has resulted in a high proportion
of Brewhouse parking spilling into nearby areas. The location of the Brewhouse – at the
edge of Margaret River townsite – accommodates this unplanned parking demand without
apparent environmental or other damage. Similarly, just up the street, the development of a
restaurant wasn’t associated with the provision of any parking whatsoever. This restaurant
has also become a great success, and generates high levels of parking demand in the area
around it which is accommodated because the activity and the demand are within the town
area and much of the demand is temporally complementary to parking demand for nearby
shops. However, in an area surrounded by important natural vegetation, fragile geological
formations and high landscape values such as Gnarabup, there isn’t a ready solution when
parking demand exceeds supply.
The guidelines conclude that: ‘Consequently, it is recommended that all parking provision
standards be used only as a guide. Developers should be required to investigate the impact
of any departure from the standards and justify the demand for, and supply of, parking for
their developments with relevant factual information’.
What type of relevant factual information should be used to assess and project parking
demand? Modelling, as applied in the Traffic management report, is one useful option.
However, models of all types, whether economic, climate, or parking, are essentially
simplifications based on best information augmented by assumptions where data is absent
or scant. These models are necessary but not sufficient.
In light of the relatively rare circumstances and context of this development proposal,
scenario analysis should be undertaken in addition to the modelling to ensure that the
recommendations for parking provision will be effective. The specific circumstances are:
1. Existing car parking facilities at and near the site are already overstretched (ie all
used) during part of most days during holiday periods and on many other days
throughout the year; real and perceived lack of parking is already depressing use of
the Gnarabup beach site during busy periods;
2. The proposal is intended to be a major destination, not only for accommodation but
also for its restaurant and function centre. This means that traffic and parking will be
significant issues for the development, its clients, customers and staff, and for local
residents and businesses. The traffic assessment sets out projected parking demand
levels, but acknowledges that: ‘It is acknowledged that periodic events may result in
additional parking demands beyond that envisioned by this assessment.’ Other
similar destination sites, such as the Brewhouse in Margaret River, frequently
experience significant parking spillover into adjacent areas; other successful
destination sites, such as the Chocolate Factory, have successively expanded their
car parking facilities to meet high period customer demand. Major event destinations
or events, such as the Masters surf competition, create and manage parking plans to
enable visitors to safely experience the event. None of these outcomes (spillover into
nearby areas, ongoing expansion of parking facilities) is acceptable at the proposed
development site, so it is important to establish a realistic maximum capacity for the
site to meet parking demand over the long term in a way that does not harm the
public realm, nor damage the local environment or visual landscape; in the
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circumstances of this site the site’s parking capacity may be the limiting factor for
development intensity and size.
3. The level of car occupancy is uncertain; it is not safe to assume that there will be only
one car per unit at the hotel / spa; it is safe to assume that staff will travel at about
1.05 person per car occupancy. It may be safe to believe or hope that many people
who attend a function at the hotel will stay at the hotel or within walking distance or
that many people who use the restaurant will use taxis or buses or stay at the hotel
or nearby. However, planning assessments and approvals can’t be based on these
kinds of assumptions, beliefs or hopes, particularly in a place where expanding
parking would be difficult, damaging to environmental and visual resources and
contentious.
4. While many people who stay at the hotel will use the facilities there, it’s likely that
many people who do not stay at the hotel will also seek to use the hotel restaurant or
attend events at the function centre. Assumptions about this split need to be tested.
5. Most residents of Prevelly / Gnarabup have many visitors throughout the year, and
especially during holiday periods. There are often several family members or friends
staying with a resident during these periods, each with their own vehicle that
frequently park on the side of the road. Standard parking requirements for apartment
complexes are only loosely applicable; high season peak demand needs to be
scenario tested.
Recommendation:
A scenario analysis of projected parking requirements for the proposed development should
be undertaken. This should apply several scenarios including the general assumptions and
analysis already provided in the Transport Impact study, but also several involving differing
projections of facility use, vehicle occupancy rates, staffing rates and special events such as
weddings, conferences, simultaneous high demand throughout all activities, and the like.
Specific, detailed and transparent data and underlying functional relationships and
assumptions associated with the scenarios and projections should be provided.
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Richard McKellar - Professional Background
Richard McKellar has been a professional planner since 1983, working in Canada, Australia and
Papua New Guinea. He first resided in the Shire of Augusta Margaret River in 1974 and lives there
today.
Richard was director of planning for Saltspring Island, British Columbia for 3 years. Saltspring Island
has a population of about 10,000 and is a major holiday destination for the 3 million residents of
nearby Vancouver and Victoria, a retirement destination for people from throughout North America,
and a centre of arts, crafts and horticulture. It is very similar to the Shire of Augusta Margaret River
in terms of development issues and community priorities and processes. His responsibilities included
assessing major development proposals including hotels and residential developments.
Richard was a member of the team that developed the Leeuwin Naturaliste Region Plan in the
1980s. For 10 years, Richard was Manager, Metropolitan Policy and Planning in the WA Department
of Transport. In this role he managed and delivered a complete revision of the Perth Parking Policy
and developed the Perth Metropolitan Transport Strategy 2029.
Richard has developed strategic plans and managed local, national and international research
programs on many topics and issues including transport, climate change, economic development
and sustainable development. He has developed and delivered courses on planning and conflict
management at post graduate university level.
Qualifications:
•
•
•

LLB – UWA, Perth Australia
MSc – School of Community and Regional Planning, UBC, Vancouver Canada
BSc – Murdoch University, Perth Australia
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Coastal Erosion Hotspots in Western Australia, Information Sheet, July
2019, Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage

Department of Transport

Coastal erosion
hotspots in
Western Australia
July 2019

Information Sheet

Much of the Western Australian coast is subject to coastal erosion
and the consequences of inundation from storm events, which have
increased with the global rise in sea levels and population growth
along the coast. While State planning policy requires new coastal
developments to avoid coastal hazards, there are locations where
existing coastal facilities and assets are vulnerable.

The WA Coastal Zone Strategy provides a whole-of-government
integrated framework for collective action to manage and adapt to
threats and pressures along the coast. Coastal foreshore reserves
are generally vested in local government which are responsible for
their care, control and maintenance. The State provides significant
support through the allocation of grant funding and the provision of
data, information, in-kind expert advice and assistance.
The State Government commissioned Seashore Engineering Pty
Ltd to undertake a study to evaluate the scale and extent of coastal
erosion in Western Australia. This information sheet provides an
overview of the study.
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Study scope and overview

A total of 55 locations (15 Perth metropolitan and 40 regional) were identified as ‘hotspots’,
where coastal erosion is expected to impact on public and private physical assets and require
management and adaptation action within 25 years (see Figure 1). A hotspot typically has the
following characteristics:
1. Proximity: infrastructure close to the existing shore, or landward of progressively and
rapidly eroding coast
2. Instability: typically, subject to progressive or episodic erosion

3. Mitigation cost: costs of likely forms of erosion mitigation are high

4. Transfer: limited capacity to manage future erosion using existing coastal protection
measures or extension of existing coastal protection is likely to exacerbate erosion
transfer
5. Community: highly valued by the community.

A detailed profile has been prepared for each of these locations, which span 29 local
government areas, and include three under State management responsibility (the Department
of Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions (DBCA), Fremantle Ports and the Southern Port
Authority). An additional 31 locations (8 Perth metropolitan and 23 regional) were placed on
a watch-list for possible future consideration. Hence, a total of 86 locations, within 34 local
government areas, identified as potentially vulnerable to coastal erosion in the longer term.
The study confirms the need to plan for coastal erosion hazard risk management and
adaptation. It is a high-level assessment that allows for comparison between hotspots. The
options presented for each hotspot are only a guide and do not replace the need for more
detailed investigations with implementation plans at local scale as part of comprehensive
coastal hazard risk management and adaptation planning.

The nature of erosion

Erosion is a natural coastal process that creates hazards and may threaten coastal assets and/
or values. The cause of erosion and its impacts varies between locations, influencing possible
management solutions.
The dominant causes of erosion hazard risk along Western Australia’s identified coastal
hotspots are:
•

man-made coastal structures changing natural patterns of sand movement along the
coast

•

landforms which become unstable under naturally-changing sand supply, extreme or
long-term changes in weather and wave conditions

•
•
•

inherently unstable landforms due to underlying geology or geographic location
facilities and assets built close to the coast that cannot withstand erosion
coastal response to rising sea level.
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Assets at risk

Three timeframes were used to assess potential erosion hazards and to allow for progressive
decision-making, from present-day risk management to longer-term adaptation:
•

Imminent (0 to five years)

•

Projected (> 25 years)

•

Expected (five to 25 years)

Assets and recreational activities threatened by erosion for each of the three timeframes were
identified at each hotspot.
Table 1 shows the asset classes susceptible to erosion. Key findings include:
•

80 per cent of hotspots have recreational assets susceptible to erosion in the next
five years.

•

49 per cent of hotspots have road and/or rail infrastructure at risk in the five-to-25year timeframe, increasing to 76 per cent projected beyond 25 years.

•
•

Five hotspots have private property at risk in the next five years, increasing to 10
hotspots within five to 25 years, and 26 hotspots projected beyond 25 years.

36 per cent of hotspots have leasehold property susceptible to erosion in the five-to25-year timeframe.

Table 1: Summary of hotspots with asset classes susceptible to erosion
Asset class
Private
Leasehold
Road/rail
Services
Recreation
Boating
SLSC/rescue
Sand beach
access
Sand boat
launching

Number (per cent) of hotspots
0-5 years

5-25 years

5

(10%)

10

(18%)

26

(47%)

8

(15%)

18

(33%)

36

(65%)

9
5

44
13
1

39
12

(16%)
(9%)

(80%)
(24%)
(2%)

(71%)
(22%)

20
27
46
17
6

39
18

(36%)
(49%)
(84%)
(31%)
(11%)
(71%)
(33%)
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25+ years
22
42
46
17
6

39
18

(40%)
(76%)
(84%)
(31%)
(11%)
(71%)
(33%)

Management importance

To facilitate a strategic approach to coastal erosion management efforts, a framework for
comparing the relative importance of managing erosion for each hotspot was developed
by considering the number and monetary value of public assets subject to erosion, coupled
with potential loss of recreational uses and private or leasehold property. Figure 1 shows the
location of the 55 hotspots and their relative management importance.
A total of 21 of the 55 hotspots have high management importance within the next 25 years
(Table 2). Of these, in the next five years:
•

two hotspots have high and pressing management importance: Port Beach and South
Thomson’s Bay in Rottnest Island

•

Seven hotspots have low management importance: Denham townsite, Sunset Beach
Geraldton, Grannies Beach, Cervantes, MAAC Seawall Joondalup, C.Y. O’Connor Beach
and Emu Point Albany.

•

12 hotspots have moderate management importance: Broome Town Beach, Monkey
Mia, Drummond Cove, Grace Darling Park (Lancelin), Ledge Point, Seabird, Mettams
Pool, Floreat Beach, Kwinana waterfront industrial leases, Rockingham Town Beach
to Causeway, Mandurah northern beaches and Koombana Bay (Bunbury)

While there is a focus on hotspots with high management importance within the next 25
years, appropriate management of coastal assets is required at all hotspots.
Table 2: Summary of hotspot management importance
Group Number of hotspots
rank Total
Metropolitan
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
Total

2

12
7

6

19
5

1
3

55

= 21

2

4

2

2

=8
(38%)

4

0

1
0

15 (27%)

Management importance
Regional
0

8
5
4

= 13
(62%)

15
5
0
3

40 (73%)
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Management and adaptation pathways

A high-level assessment of erosion management options and adaptation pathways was
undertaken for each location.

State Coastal Planning Policy (SPP2.6) requires that adequate coastal hazard risk management
and adaptation planning is undertaken where existing or proposed development is at risk of
being affected by coastal hazards. SPP2.6 outlines a hierarchy of adaptation measures in the
following order: avoid, planned or managed retreat, accommodate and protect.
Protection is currently the main strategy used by coastal managers to manage coastal
erosion. While this is expected to continue over the next five years, it is not always a complete
solution due to erosion transfer and the potential loss of socio-economic values of the beach.
Over the next five to 25 years, planned or managed retreat – which includes relocation of
assets, removal of assets and landward movement of a reserve boundary – becomes a more
important adaptation measure.

Recommended actions

The study recommends the following actions to address issues associated with governance
and management of hotspots:

1. State Government to provide integrated coastal planning and engineering support to
local coastal managers.
2. Local coastal managers to prepare detailed hotspot-specific Coastal Hazard Risk
Management and Adaptation Plans (CHRMAP) to address the risk to public and
private assets from coastal hazards.1

3. Prepare a community education strategy to raise awareness about coastal processes
and coastal hazard risk management and adaptation planning.*

4. Undertake a State-wide comprehensive review of lease agreements to support coastal
management and adaptation pathways.
5. Review and clarify management arrangements and responsibilities for all hotspots
containing unallocated Crown land.
6. Determine the socio-economic value of coastal foreshores to assist in assessing
adaptation options.

7. Develop a more accurate methodology of predicting coastal change for developed
coasts to better inform short to medium-term adaptive management.*

1. This recommendation has been shortened from the original which has 7 specific matters to be addressed
– see the study for detail.
* These recommendations have been shortened – see the study for detail.
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The study also recommends the following additional actions to address information gaps for
coastal erosion assessment and management:
i.

Acquire coastline movement data for all hotspots and watch-list locations (or
maintain acquisition where data is currently collected).

ii. Collect information on local coastal dynamics to better understand sand movement,
landform stability and shoreline response at hotspot specific scale.
iii. Commission geotechnical investigations for specific hotspots, starting with those
where private, leasehold, road/rail and services are susceptible to erosion hazard
within 25 years.
iv. Review the demand for, cost and availability of, basic raw materials for coastal
protection, including coarse sand for renourishment and rock for construction of
erosion mitigation structures.

v. Develop improved hotspot management histories to refine projected coastal trends
and use as a basis for recording ongoing maintenance.*
vi. Prepare low-cost monitoring programs for each region to assist local coastal
managers in understanding their foreshore and determine when a change in
management is triggered.

vii. Identify long-term and regional variations of meteorological and oceanographic data
(mainly collected by Department of Transport and the Bureau of Meteorology) to
support better interpretation of coastal trends.

viii. Review the hotspot and watch-list locations on a five-yearly basis, to determine if any
watch-list locations should be considered as hotspots or if any additional locations
should be added to the watch-list. For any new hotspot locations, management and
adaptation plans should be developed following identification.
ix. Prepare material illustrating retreat case studies previously undertaken by local
coastal managers in Western Australia to be considered when assessing retreat as an
option for private property and leaseholds.

* These recommendations have been shortened – see the study for detail.
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Appendix 15
Letter from Dr Wayne Webb to Dept. of Planning, Lands and Heritage,
August 2021

2nd August 2021
Heritage Operations
Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage
140 William Street
PERTH WA 6000
To Whom it May Concern,
RE: DPLH PLACE ID 157093 GNAMMA HOLE AT GNARABUP
I am writing to clarify the boundary of DPLH Place ID 157093 as requested by Mr Shane Downs
(Senior Planning Officer – Reform, Design and State Assessment) from DPLH.
Brad Goode & Associates were commissioned by Rowe Group, on behalf of 5 Start Margaret
River Pty Ltd, to undertake a ‘Due Diligence Risk Assessment Advice’ report for a proposed hotel
development at Gnarabup in the Shire of Augusta Margaret River in 2020.
Following the submission of the draft Due Diligence report by Goode & Harris (2020) the Rowe
Group requested a site inspection to identify the location of DPLH ‘Lodged’ Heritage Place ID
157093 Gnamma Hole that was recorded during a survey in 1999 by Roberts et al. from
McDonald, Hales & Associates. The inspection was to assist in planning the resort development
to avoid impact on the heritage place.
As such BGA archaeologist, Mrs Jacqueline Harris, visited Lot 503 Wallcliffe Road in Gnarabup
on the 7 October 2020. The gnamma hole was located on a secondary 5m wide track at GPS
coordinates 314789mE 6236306mN. The limestone gnamma hole measure 37cm wide (interior)
in diameter, narrowing to 15cm wide. The hole extended to 25cm in depth. It contained a small
amount of water that was relatively clean of debris. The limestone was a non‐porous type and
was relatively homogenous in appearance with one section smoother than the whole. There
were no visible working of any edges and there was no lid in the vicinity. A search as made for
associated artefacts, but none were located.
This location is some 15m NW of the DPLH grid reference and some 40m SE of the calculated
position according to the initial location map. Comparing photographs from the Roberts et al.
(1999) report, the location of the gnamma hole is on a similar low elevation in the landscape
before the land rises in all directions so it is assumed that this is the same gnamma hole reported
by Roberts et al. (ibid).
A second visit occurred on 19 October 2020 where Mrs Harris was accompanied by Dr Wayne
Webb, as a representative of the Southwest Boojarah #2 Indigenous Land Use Agreement
Group. Dr Webb inspected the gnamma hole and discussed its attributes and condition
discussed on site with Mrs Harris and recommended a 7m radius extent around the gnamma
hole, that includes the surrounding limestone platform, be determined as the heritage place
boundary and an exclusion zone. Dr Webb advised this boundary would be adequate protection
of this cultural feature under the Western Australian Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972.
Kind regards,

Dr Wayne Webb
South West Boojarah #2 representative and Wadandi Pibelmen Traditional Owner

Figure 1: Location of DPLH Heritage Place ID 17093 Gnamma Hole from site inspection conducted on 7 October
2020.

