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Executive Summary 

This submission outlines a number of concerns and suggestions in relation to the Cockburn 

Coast District Structure Plan (CCDSP) as it appears in the Metropolitan Region Scheme 

Amendment 1180/41.  Comments are also made in relation to planning issues surrounding the 

South Fremantle tip site and the Fremantle Chalet Village (Caravan Park). The tip site and the 

Fremantle Chalet village both fall within the boundaries of the CCDSP and share similar 

environmental problems, yet the planning considerations of the former tip site are side-stepped 

in the documentation of the CCDSP.  The South Fremantle tip-site is regarded as being subject 

to separate planning measures by the City of Fremantle and the chosen planning option for the 

site differs from that which has been made public previously. 

There is clearly a need to consider sensitive and ecologically sustainable development of this 

locality given historic use as an industrial area with noxious industry land-use. However the 

need to remediate or manage contaminated land should not compromise the remaining high 

conservation values of other land within the structure plan area or resident’s health or amenity. 

With a view to ensuring more sustainable outcomes for the structure plan I have provided 

comment on; 

 The urgent need to fund dedicated infrastructure for a light rail network to service the 

structure plan development and alleviate congestion on Hampton Road and throughout 

Fremantle. 

 Strong community opposition to residential development of the South Fremantle landfill 

site due to health and safety issues and environmental impacts. 

 The need for greater setbacks between the coastline and the key residential and 

commercial developments of the CCDSP. 

 Real consideration to be given to the relocation of the Fremantle Chalet Village 

permanent residents to affordable accommodation within the CCDSP that provides 

improved amenity and security (the ‘village’ is currently located on top of a medical and 

municipal waste dump). 

 The need to integrate renewable energy systems in to the development at district scale 

where possible and certainly at lot scale for commercial and residential structures. 
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Transit: Light rail vs. buses 

I am disappointed to see that the WAPC is still pursuing the option of road-based transit in the 

CCDSP. The response below (from the public submissions report) indicates that while the vast 

majority of respondents (27:3) were encouraging the implementation of light rail to link the 

CCDSP to Fremantle in preference to a bus system, the WAPC has not adopted their views.  

“It is considered that Bus Rapid Transit presents the most viable and effective public transport 

option in the short to medium term, in the absence of the significant Government financial 

commitment required to implement the alternatives suggested through the public comment 

period. By securing the public transport priority contiguously to Fremantle from the project area, 

and ensuring that appropriate transit stops are provided, the opportunity to transition to light 

rail in the longer term is preserved, should the technology be implemented on a broader 

scale”.(response to submissions) Draft Cockburn Coast District Structure Plan - Public 

Submissions Report - August 2009 p.9 

The argument made is that the bus transit system is cheaper than light rail in the short to 

medium-term. This is qualified by comments that such viability only occurs in the absence of 

‘the significant Government financial commitment’ that would be required to implement the 

clearly preferred choice of respondents – which is light rail. 

Long-term sustainability assessment should be considered in this case and a comparative 

assessment considered. An electrified light rail system has the benefit of reduced running, 

maintenance and replacement costs when compared to gas/diesel buses even if the capital 

investment on infrastructure is considered.  It is also clear that light rail can source renewable 

energy based electricity to reduce or eliminate its inherent carbon footprint unlike gas/diesel 

buses which will rely on external offsets in order to approach carbon neutrality. 

If a light rail line were configured parallel to coastal views it would prove attractive to tourists in 

its own right and increase patronage. It is difficult to see a bus system achieving the same 

status. The cost for implementing light rail has been estimated at $15 million per kilometre in 

high density urban environments (Ludlam 2010), although the majority of track would be 

installed in a low-constraint environment (the CCDSP itself) until it reached the developed 

outskirts of Fremantle. Depending on alignment the track may extend 5-7 kilometres with a 

total cost of $75-100 million plus rolling stock and maintenance. Light rail vehicle costs are 

around $3 million per vehicle and a maintenance facility of around $4 million. 

However, construction costs vary dramatically depending on the environment (tunnelling, 

gradients, dense urban development etc) and many cost assessments from other states and 

countries are less than those quoted in the CCDSP (Ludlam 2010). Importantly the cost/revenue 
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ratio decreases dramatically with increased patronage and at maximum capacity the light rail 

system is highly cost effective, carbon efficient and has high rates of congestion reduction. 

DPI (2008) has acknowledged the superiority of light rail in this regard over buses and also note 

that light rail gives a sense of permanence to developers who are more likely to invest if 

government has dedicated capital and infrastructure to a long-term transit system (buses lack 

this permanence).  They also acknowledge that the scale of the transit project can have a 

significant place-making ability as in my earlier comments on tourist potential. In DPI’s view 

“Large-scale (transit) projects with considerable government investment are more likely to 

generate development/redevelopment opportunities”. 

DPI also acknowledge that buses in Western Australia suffer from stigmatisation (the public 

view them as uncomfortable or inconvenient) and that this would be a barrier to uptake unless 

specific marketing plans were put in place at considerable expense. 

Putting aside the cost merits of buses vs. light rail it is clear that Hampton Road will reach 

unacceptable levels of congestion in the near future.  Indeed the WAPC note in its transport 

analysis that Hampton Road; 

“… is predicted to be congested, regardless of whether the DSP area is developed or not. 

Paramics modelling undertaken for Scenario 1 (two lanes for general traffic plus kerbside transit 

lanes) without any DSP traffic predicts volumes of 32 100 vpd by 2031. The predicted congestion 

on Hampton Road places an increased emphasis on the need for transit priority in the coastal 

corridor.” (DPI 2008, p.15) 

Given this assessment by the DPI it is increasingly apparent that any transit option should avoid 

road use as it will inevitably lead to further congestion. 

 

Recommendation 1: It is clear there is a need for a light-rail service for the Cockburn DSP to be 

funded at the next state budget. Although provision is made in the plans for a light rail reserve, 

the emphasis in the most recent draft CCDSP appears to be on road-based bus transport. I 

would recommend that the State Government develop an infrastructure investment plan for 

long term light rail implementation in the CCDSP with a view to extension into surrounding 

suburbs at a later time. 

Recommendation 2: Traffic congestion on Hampton Road has reached critical levels and with 

anticipated population increases resulting from the CCDSP, any increase in road based transport 

(including bus services) will prove unmanageable in the short to medium term. I recommend 

against road based transit systems as they increase congestion and represent an opportunity 

cost and investment disincentive for future light rail infrastructure. 
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Recommendation 3: Light rail integration with the broader regional transport network is the 

most sensible and sustainable option to connect Fremantle with the CCDSP development and 

the suburbs beyond. The state government should establish a transit working group to integrate 

the heavy rail line at Fremantle station with light rail infrastructure from the CCDSP.         

 

South Fremantle landfill 

There is virtually no community support for the development of residential dwellings on the 

South Fremantle landfill site.  It is noted that the City of Fremantle has been permitted to 

undertake the planning activities for this site even though it falls within the boundaries of the 

CCDSP.  The City of Fremantle planning process has been augmented by a Stakeholder Advisory 

Group (‘the Group’) which includes representation from the community adjacent to the landfill.  

I was a member of this Group as the spokesperson for the South Fremantle/Hamilton Hill 

Residents’ Assoc Inc.  Although this Group has been in abeyance recently, my recollection is that 

there was no clear consensus on whether Option A (which includes netball courts and a council 

depot) or Option B (which included more housing) was preferable.  I recall that the community 

representatives on the Group, including myself preferred Option A, whilst the developer 

representatives preferred Option B, creating an impasse.    

However, the DSP document available online at DPI states “The structure plan reflects Option B 

as determined through the advisory group process.” 

I met with the City of Fremantle last month about this matter and I understand that a further 

meeting of this Group is to be convened with a view to reconciling this and to moving forward.   

The lack of community support for residential development at the tip site is directly related to 

the hazards associated with any potential remediation and redevelopment of the site. Historical 

and anecdotal records confirm that a range of hazardous waste materials are buried within the 

site and that these include PCBs, quarantine waste, municipal waste, medical waste, sullage and 

ordnance.  There are also serious ongoing issues associated with uncontrolled methane release 

from the landfill, within the landfill and under the adjoining Chalet village site. 

Referenced details of the site history and contamination have already been presented to the 

WAPC in my original submission of the South Fremantle/Hamilton Hill Residents’ Association Inc 

in September 2008 which attached a lengthy scientific report by Kelly Duckworth (Duckworth 

2008).   I ask that this original submission be included with this current submission. 

Contaminated site remediation in Western Australia is still in its infancy in terms of 

methodology and public health protection. The primary means of remediation in WA are dig 
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and dump approaches with poor dust control, no vapour control and inadequate air monitoring 

techniques.  The South Fremantle community were subjected to the remediation of the former  

lead smelter site in 2005.  I represented this community in the Supreme Court in which we 

attempted to have the WA Government adopt best practice remediation by removing all risks to 

local residents and beach users.  We requested that the Health Department and the 

Department of Environment and Conservation implement a requirement that the hazardous 

remediation activity be conducted in an enclosure to prevent the release of lead contamination 

across Fremantle.  Large tent like enclosures operating under negative pressure are used in the 

US and Europe for remediation of sites containing harmful dust and vapours in proximity to 

local communities.  

Unfortunately the responsible government agencies in WA refused to take this preventative 

action and approved a plan which did not remove the risk of lead dust being released over 

South Fremantle.  The departments gave public assurances that nothing would go wrong and 

site specific risk assessments that generated ‘tolerable’ levels of contaminants.  These 

assessments did not take into account the special sensitivities of the elderly, infants and 

pregnant women. They also failed to account for the accumulative and synergistic impacts of 

the hazardous chemicals released and ignore the pre-existing body burdens of likely receptors.   

Ultimately many families with young children, including mine, made the difficult decision to 

leave our homes voluntarily while the developer conducted its remediation over an 18 month 

period.  Some families never returned.  The unfortunate legacy of this remediation has left a 

scar on our community.  I have relayed this story in the hope that the Government 

acknowledges that the community adjacent to this tip site has already suffered loss and 

dislocation due to the recent lead remediation at South Beach.  We do not want to find 

ourselves in this situation again.  Specifically we do not want to leave our homes again.     

Given the high degree of hazard associated with the waste fill at the South Fremantle landfill 

and the inability of contractors and government agencies to adequately protect local residents, I 

maintain my strong opposition to residential development of the South Fremantle landfill site. 

I support the recommendations of the 2008 South Fremantle/Hamilton Hill Residents’ 

Association Inc with respect to this issue and reiterate those recommendations; 

Recommendation 1: Residential redevelopment of the South Fremantle Landfill Site should not 

be approved due to the many risks associated with the hazardous waste and emission of landfill 

gases from the site. 
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Recommendation 2: A 500m buffer zone, which precludes further residential redevelopment, 

should be applied around the South Fremantle Landfill Site, in accordance with Victorian EPA 

guidance statements. 

Recommendation 3: Regular monitoring for landfill gas at the South Fremantle Landfill Site, 

surrounding residential areas, and commercial areas, already existing within the 500m buffer, 

should be implemented as a matter of urgency, and in accordance with the highest international 

standards.  

Recommendation 4: Comprehensive soil and groundwater testing should be undertaken in the 

Plan area, to support well informed redevelopment strategies. 

 

Fremantle Chalet Village  

The Fremantle Chalet Village has an uncertain future. It was established in the 1980s as a 

temporary caravan park to accommodate an influx of temporary visitors to Fremantle during 

the America’s Cup yacht series. In following years, approval was given by the City of Fremantle 

to integrate long term residents in ‘park homes’ at the site. Throughout this period little or no 

regard was given to the health implications of long-term tenancy on a landfill site where waste 

is regularly exposed during site works and gardening. Methane levels in soil at the site have also 

been found to be very high at times, raising concerns about asphyxiation risk and explosions. 

Both the South Fremantle landfill and the Chalet Village share similar problems in terms of 

waste fill, methane release, inadequate management and remediation. It is doubtful that 

government authorities would ever again allow a situation where residents were permitted to 

live for long periods on an unremediated landfill site. 

This brings into question the future of the residents currently occupying that site.  Many long-

term residents are elderly pensioners who have invested a large portion of their capital into the 

‘park homes’ that occupy the site. Due to current debate over legislation affecting these types 

of caravan parks and dwellings, many owners have found themselves in a position where they 

cannot sell their homes and cannot relocate. The financial situation of many long term residents 

has been seriously affected as is their security of tenure.  

The Fremantle Chalet Village requires remediation which cannot be undertaken with the 

current residents in-situ. The future development of the site and the intentions of the current 

owner are not clear, but it appears that the current land-use will change under the CCDSP. 

Either remediation or re-development will require current long-term residents to relocate. 



 

 
Page | 8 
 

On a positive note there may be an opportunity for the State Government to assist these long-

term residents through a relocation program within the CCDSP. The Government has committed 

to a minimum of 20% affordable housing within the CCDSP which should provide an opportunity 

to relocate those long term Chalet Village residents who would otherwise have extremely 

limited options to seek alternative accommodation in close proximity with similar amenity. 

Many of these residents have family and support networks in adjoining suburbs and cannot 

afford to move from their current accommodation into surrounding communities. 

The Government has not yet responded to the Economics and Industry Standing Committee 

report titled “Provision, Use and Regulation of Caravan Parks (and Camping Grounds) in 

Western Australia” which raises many of the issues that disadvantage long-term caravan park 

residents. 

However, the Caravan Park/Park Homes Interagency Working Group has been established with 

a Memorandum of Understanding to assist displaced residents resulting from caravan park 

closures. The agencies include; 

 Department of Commerce 

 Department for Communities 

 Department of Housing 

 Department of Planning 

Recommendation 1: It would be commendable if the Working Group, in collaboration with the 

long-term Chalet Village residents could develop a resolution to their current predicament 

based around secure, affordable housing/accommodation within the CCDSP. 

 

Coastal setback 

All development should be setback at least behind the freight rail reserve and Robb Road to 

protect against the risk of inundation from predicted rising sea levels.  The threat of rising sea 

levels persuaded the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal to refuse a housing 

development within 1km of the coast recently. 

Many scientists have predicted sea levels could rise by as much as 2 metres by the end of the 

century (Allison et al. 2009). Some scientists have predicted the rise could be even greater. This 

raises the issue of State Government liability.  If the precautionary principal were invoked in 

these circumstances, the State Government would place a moratorium on any further coastal 

developments within 1km of the coast depending on the slope of the land and potential for 

inundation. 
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Recommendation 1: All development should be setback at least behind the freight rail reserve 

and Robb Road to prevent inundation of coastal lots. 

Recommendation 2: If the Government accepts current sea level rise predictions, the 

precautionary principal should be invoked and there should be no coastal development within 1 

km of the sea.   

 

Renewable Energy 

The implementation of the CCDSP will provide a unique opportunity for government to plan for 

and integrate renewable energy generation at lot level for domestic and commercial 

developments within the structure plan.  

While site orientation and current electricity supply legislation will make it unlikely that district 

scale renewable systems can easily be implemented (such as terrestrial solar or wind farms) in 

the short-term, a stronger government commitment to sustainability targets for the 

development could see wave power and medium scale wind turbines established to contribute 

to the carbon neutrality of the project. Geothermal power should be assessed for district power 

generation for the CCDSP and a feasibility study conducted. 

Superior site elevation in the north-east corner of the development allows for a very good wind 

resource and sufficient space is available for around five or six 20kW wind turbines to be 

installed. This would be sufficient to power 65 six-star energy efficient households. 

Current electricity legislation would make it very difficult for on-site renewable energy to be 

used directly as the power supply for CCDSP homes and businesses.  I would recommend that 

the Government consider amendments to legislation to streamline the ability of on-site 

renewable generation to be used for the power needs of developments such as the CCDSP. 

It is entirely practical for the Government to encourage (through building codes and developer 

agreements) the implementation of lot scale renewable energy generation. Commercial 

buildings could install vertical axis wind turbines and photovoltaic power generation, while 

households could incorporate solar hot water systems and photovoltaic power generation. 

There are many other sustainability initiatives that could be considered and many of these have 

already been outlined in LandCorp’s 2009 Alkimos Environmental Sustainability Initiatives 

Report. All of these initiatives should be considered in the context of the CCDSP. 

Recommendation 1: Assess and implement district scale renewable energy generation for the 

CCDSP where feasible. 
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Recommendation 2: Require design criteria for domestic and commercial buildings within the 

CCDSP that maximise passive energy savings and active renewable energy generation wherever 

possible. 

Recommendation 3: Review legislation to make it easier for larger scale renewable energy 

generation to be dedicated to local developments to create a level of measurable energy 

autonomy and carbon footprint reduction for developments such as the CCDSP. 
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