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SUMMARY OF PuBLIC SUBMISSIONS FOR DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION: DA 01/2025

Submitter

B and P Turner

Proposed Workforce Accommodation upon 70 ~ 76 Goodliffe Street Norseman

Affected
Land

117 Prinsep Street
Norseman

Submission
Summary

Supports the proposed
development.

However, the submitter has expressed
a number of concerns about particular
aspects of the proposed development
(see below) due to past and/or current
amenity issues emanating from RAM’s
existing similar developments within
Norseman.

Seeks assurances that the proposed
development will be carried out in the
manner that respects and enhances
the quality of life within Norseman’s
neighbourhoods.

The particular concerns raised are
summarised as follows:

Remarks

See remarks below against each
concern raised.

Recommendation

See recommendations below against
each concern raised.

Pedestrian Safety

Expressed concern about pedestrian
safety, especially jay-walking by
patrons of the RAM dining facility along
and around Prinsep Street, particularly
early in the mornings and late evenings
when they walk to and from their
accommodation.

Suggests the proponent ought to
implement at its own expense place
risk management strategies and
improved  designated pedestrian
pathways (including lighting) linking
the proposed accommodation facility
to the RAM dining facility and parking
areas to effectively mitigate these
risks.

Pedestrian behaviour is not a matter that
can be addressed via a development
approval. It is more properly addressed
via the Road Traffic Act and other related
statutes etc.

However, the proponent proposes to
upgrade existing footpaths along the
developments site’s Alsopp Street
frontage, the east side of Goodliffe Street
(between Alsopp Street and Talbot
Street) and along the southern side of
Talbot Street between Goodliffe Street
and just beyond the laneway connecting
the rear of the development.

This includes the provision of lighting
infrastructure for lighting the paths at
night-time.

The proponent has further advised that it
is also prepared to upgrade the Talbot

Impose a condition of development
approval requiring the upgrading of the
footpaths referenced in the preceding
column to the specifications and
satisfaction of the Shire.

The condition to include the suitable
lighting of these.

Include an advice note to any approval
granted for the proponent’s code of
conduct to include an expectation that
workers will use and adhere to available
footpaths at all times, especially when
walking between RAM facilities.
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Street footpath (on its south side)
between Angove and Prinsep Streets,
including lighting.

Parking and Traffic Impact

Expressed concern that the proposed
verge parking areas will result in traffic
congestion and noise issues for
neighbouring residential areas, based
on current similar issues with verge
parking arrangements for RAM’s other
accommodation facility in Prinsep
Street.

Assurance is sought that proposed
verge parking in Goodliffe and Alsopp
Streets will be properly planned and
managed to minimise disturbance to
local residents, and improve safety for
residents as well as for the
accommodation facility’s workforce.

Improved designated carparks will also
assist with addressing the security
issues (such as theft from work
vehicles) that the other sites have
experienced.

The proponent's Transport Impact
Statement (TIS) claims the volume of
traffic generated by the proposed
development is considered to be low and
can be accommodated within the existing
capacity of the local road network with
resulting daily and peak hour traffic
volumes remaining well within the typical
thresholds for these roads.

On this basis, instances of traffic
congestion ought to be rare.

No details have been provided by the
submitter as to the nature of traffic
congestion and when and where this is
occurring. Presumably, the alleged
congestion occurs at shift changeovers
(twice a day) where there is a flurry of
short-term  vehicle  activity = which
generates a greater volume of traffic flow
and associated vehicle noise than would
normally be experienced in a low-density
residential environment.

To this end, installation of courtesy
signage within the road verges requesting
drivers not to ‘rev’ their motor vehicles
when starting, not to leave engines idling
for long periods, and to move off quietly
and promptly, may assist in maintaining a
suitable level of residential amenity that
local residents expect.

Impose a condition of development

approval requiring the design and
installation of signage within the
development site’s adjoining street

verges to the effect of requesting drivers
to enter of exit these parking bays quietly,
promptly, and in an orderly fashion.

Noise and Light Pollution

Expressed concern about light
pollution, which has been a persistent
issue and significant issue,

Expects measures to mitigate light
pollution from the proposed
development at Goodliffe Street to
ensure minimal disruption to residents
together with a timeframe in which
these will be in place.

Concerns about the impact of light spill
from proposed street lighting and internal
lighting can be addressed via the
imposition of suitable conditions requiring
the design and location of night-time
lighting to not adversely impact residents
of adjoining and adjacent dwellings.

Impose a condition of development
approval requiring all light spill (or splay)
from proposed internal and external
lighting being directed away from
adjoining and adjacent dwellings.
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Aesthetics and Streetscape

Considers the landscaping of existing
RAM developments is inadequate and
preservation of tree canopy
disappointing. Considers it important to
maintain and enhance the existing
streetscape of Goodliffe Streetin which
the proposed accommodation
development is to be located with
appropriate landscaping that respects
the residential character of the area.

Requests the Council to hold the
proponent accountable for fulfilling
commitments to enhance rather than
diminish the neighbourhood's visual
appeal.

A site landscape plan accompanying the
development application denotes the
proposed landscaping of the development
site. However, this plan is general in
nature and does not detail any proposed
plantings. It denotes extensive gravel
areas within the development site with
minimal landscaping across its Goodliffe
Street frontage (to a minimal depth of ~1.8
m) and no landscaping along and inside
the northern boundary of lot 112
(adjoining a private residence).

The scheme could also include proposed
tree plantings (in suitable locations) to
replace those trees proposed to be
removed both within the site and within
the street verges.

Such a condition can also require site
landscaping to be completed prior to first
occupancy of any dwelling unit.

Impose a condition of development
approval requiring the submission and
implementation of a scheme of
landscaping, detailing proposed
plantings species.

The scheme to include proposed tree
plantings (in suitable locations) to
replace those trees proposed to be
removed both within the site and within
the street verges.

The site landscaping to be completed
prior to first occupancy of any dwelling
unit.

Wayne Monks

Great Southern
Outback Tours
and
Accommodation

Nil

Objects to the
development.

Provides a comprehensive submission
and a list of reasons as to why the
development ought not to be approved.

The key reasons proffered by the
submitter for the application not to be
approved which have been deemed to
have relevance to the assessment and
determination of the application are
summarised below.

proposed

Reasons for not approving the
development are to be limited to valid
town planning considerations. Some of
the reasons provided are deemed to be
subjective and not based on valid town
planning grounds, and/or are more
appropriately addressed at a strategic
land use planning or policy level (e.g.
broader issues associated with
accommodating a FIFO workforce), or are
outside the scope of matters listed in
regulation 67(2) in Schedule 2 of the LPS
Regs 2015.

The proposed development is not
temporary

Contends that the proposed
development is not temporary but for
all intents and purposes will be
permanent, based on miner Pantoro
Gold — who RAM provide off-site
services to (such as workforce
accommodation) — not employing
transient or temporary workers but
highly skilled permanent workers (but
acknowledges that short-term
contractors will also be employed).

The submitter has provided no evidence
that the mine workforce for which the
proposed development will cater for will
not be transient nor temporary.
Additionally, the design and form of the
proposed development does not lend
itself to permanent occupancy.

Furthermore, the term ‘temporary’ —
which is referenced in the LPS 2 definition
of ‘workforce accommodation’ does not
specify or prescribe any time-limit or time-
period.

Dismiss this objection

Impose a condition granting temporary
development approval for a time-limited
period (nominally, 10 years?).

Include an advice note to the above
condition that the temporary approval
may be extended for a further nominal
period upon application being made to
extend the approval period and any such
approval granted in place prior to the
expiry of the temporary development
approval.
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This contention is also based upon the
almost continuous operation of the
Central Norseman Gold Corporation
(CNGC) mine (now owned by
Pantoro).

Neither anywhere in the LPS Regs 2015
is the term ‘temporary’ defined.

From this it can be construed that the term
temporary can refer to any arbitrary time
period, with such period usually aligned
with associated project timeframes for
which the workforce is required.

RAM has advised that current Pantoro
mining projects in and around Norseman
have a ‘life expectancy’ of at least 7 years
(from now).

Other prospective Pantoro projects in and
around Norseman - if they come ‘on-
stream’ - could result in ongoing mining
activity in and around Norseman for up to
30 years (from now).

On this basis, it would be appropriate for
any development approval granted to be
time-limited, say for a nominal period of
say, 10 years. This does not mean that
the accommodation facility is necessarily
required to cease use. However, if the use
is to continue beyond the approval expiry
period, application will need to be made
for this, and approval granted, before the
expiry date.

It should be noted that if the
accommodation facility was to cater for a
permanent workforce, the type of use (for
which approval is being sought) would be
classified differently under LPS 2,
possibly resulting in assessment against
different development controls and
standards.

The proposed development is not a
low-density residential density
development

The proposed development is not subject
to the residential density controls
provided for in the R-codes (Vol 1).

Notwithstanding, this contention is
relatively true if purely based upon
dwelling unit ratios.

However, the number of residents
proposed to be accommodated within the
development site (64 persons) is less
than the potential number of residents (78
persons) that could result if a grouped
dwelling development was undertaken

Dismiss this objection
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upon the development site at an R30
density coding (potentially 13 dwellings).

The proposed development is not in
keeping with the Norseman
streetscape and town character

Whilst relatively true in respect to built
form, the siting, the proposed
development has endeavoured to provide
a building form cognisant of the Town’s
traditional built form by the proposing
bullnose veranda to those
accommodation modules fronting
Goodliffe Street and the rear laneway.

Additionally, a precedent exists whereby
development approval has been granted
for other similar kinds and forms of
development by RAM within the
Norseman townsite.

Dismiss this objection




