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Responsible Authority Recommendation  
 
That the Metro Outer Joint Development Assessment Panel resolves to: 
 
1. Reconsider its decision dated 6 August 2021; and 

 
Refuse DAP Application reference DAP/21/01976 and the accompanying plans 
(Attachment 6): 
 
 Site Plan, Drawing No.3357 03, Rev 8, dated 13 August 2021; 
 
 Floor Plans and Elevations - Shop, Drawing No.3357 04, Rev 7, dated 13 August 

2021; 
 
 Floor Plans and Elevations - Commercial Canopy, Drawing No.3357 05, Rev 7, 

dated 13 August 2021; 
 
 Floor Plans and Elevations - Truck Canopy, Drawing No.3357 06, Rev 7, dated 

13 August 2021; 
 
 Signage Plan and Schedule, Drawing No.3357 07, Rev 7, dated 13 August 2021; 
 
 3D Views, Drawing No.3357 08, Rev 7, dated 13 August 2021; 
 
 Landscape Plan, Drawing No.3357 9, Rev 7, dated 13 August 2021; 

 
in accordance with Clause 68 of the Planning and Development (Local Planning 
Schemes) Regulations 2015 and the provisions of clause 68(2)(c) of the deemed 
provisions of the City of Rockingham Town Planning Scheme No.2, for the following 
reason: 

 
Reasons for Responsible Authority Recommendation  
 
1. The City has unresolved concerns with respect to modelling assumptions 

contained within the Traffic Technical Note submitted on 13 August 2021; and   
 
2.  Traffic generated by the proposed development will adversely impact on the 

operation of Dixon Road/Day Road intersection, which currently has an 
unsatisfactory level of service, and will further exacerbate the effect on traffic 
flow and safety surrounding the site. 

 
Background: 
 
Development Application History 
 
The matter was previously considered by the City of Rockingham Council on 27 July 
2021, whereupon it was resolved to adopt a Responsible Authority Report (RAR) 
recommending refusal of a Service Station development on the subject land, for the 
following reasons: 
 
“1. Traffic generated by the proposed development will adversely impact on the 

operation of Dixon Road/Day Road intersection, which currently has an 
unsatisfactory level of service, and will further exacerbate the effect on traffic 
flow and safety surrounding the site. 

 



Page | 2  
 

2. The development fails to provide for sufficient on-site car parking to cater for 
long term planning of the site. There are also unresolved concerns of the City 
regarding the functionality of the site plan layout.” 
 

On 6 August 2021, at the meeting of the Metro Outer Joint Development Assessment 
Panel (MOJDAP), determination of the application was deferred (Attachment 5) until 1 
October 2021 for the following reasons: 
 
 “To consider an alternative arrangement for access onto Dixon Road which 

would include left in/left out entry and exit onto Dixon Road for light vehicles, to 
reduce congestion concerns at the Day Road intersection.’ 
 

 An updated Traffic Assessment be provided accounting for these changed 
access arrangements and addressing outstanding matters raised in the 
Responsible Authority Report concerning the overall traffic impact 
assessment”. 
 

On 13 August 2021, the Applicant submitted a revised set of plans and a Technical 
Traffic Note, including further traffic analysis in support of modified vehicle access 
arrangements for the development (Attachment 6), in order to attempt to address the 
reasons for deferral.  
 
Specifically, modifications relate to the Site Plan layout and result in the following 
changes: 
 
 Removal of the car bays within the heavy vehicle area fronting Dixon Road; 

 
 Modification to the loading bay; 

 
 Relocation of car bays to the northern side of the fuel retail building; 

 
 Inclusion of two parallel bays within the Day Road front setback area; and  

 
 Modification of the Dixon Road light vehicle crossover to allow for a full access 

movement. 
 

On 18 August 2021, upon request of the City, the Applicant’s Traffic Consultant 
submitted to the City their video data capturing AM and PM peak traffic conditions at 
the intersection of Dixon Road and Day Road.  
 
Site History 
 
In 1997, the City considered a Development Application for the existing Workshop use 
(Rockingham Auto Electrics) on the subject land.  
 
While considering the application, concerns were identified regarding potential traffic 
impact on the adjoining intersection of Day Road and Dixon Road. The intersection 
was observed to experience congestion during the afternoons peak period (3:30pm - 
4:30pm), with queuing vehicles backing up along Day Road, at times past the subject 
land. 
 
As a result, a modified site plan was submitted and Development Approval granted on 
11 April 1997. The approved Site Plan (refer to Figure 1 below) provided for two 
vehicular crossovers onto Day Road, with access for the south-western most crossover 
being restricted to ‘entry only’. Two unrestricted crossovers were also approved onto 
Dixon Road. 
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Figure 1. Approved Site Plan for Existing Use 
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Details: outline of development application 
 
Region Scheme Metropolitan Region Scheme 
Region Scheme - 
Zone/Reserve  

Industrial, Other Regional Road 
 

Local Planning Scheme Town Planning Scheme No.2 
 Local Planning Scheme - 
Zone/Reserve 

Light Industry  

Structure Plan/Precinct Plan N/A 
Structure Plan/Precinct Plan 
- Land Use Designation 

N/A 

Use Class and 
permissibility: 

‘D’ Discretionary 
Service Station 

Lot Size: 2,941m2 
Existing Land Use: Workshop 
State Heritage Register No 
Local Heritage 
 

   N/A 
   Heritage List 
   Heritage Area 

Design Review      N/A 
     Local Design Review Panel 
     State Design Review Panel 
     Other  

Bushfire Prone Area  Yes 
Swan River Trust Area No 

 
Proposal: 
 
Revised Development: 
 
The application (as amended) comprises of the following: 
 
 A 181m2 Service Station retail building, located centrally within the site, with an 

active (glazing) frontage oriented to the south-west and south-east; 
 

 Eight light vehicle fuel bowsers (14 petrol and two diesel refuelling spaces) 
located south-west of the Service Station retail building; 
 

 Three heavy vehicle fuel bowsers (three refuelling spaces) located east of the 
Service Station retail building; 
 

 6.5m high canopies to the light and high heavy fuel bowsers;  
 

 Modification of the four existing vehicle crossovers to provide for: 
 
- A light vehicle ‘left-in/left-out’ crossover and a separate heavy vehicle ‘left-

out’ crossover along Dixon Road; 
 

- A full movement light vehicle crossover and a separate heavy vehicle ‘entry 
only’ crossover along Day Road. 
 

 Eleven on-site car parking spaces for staff and customers are provided as 
follows: 
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- nine car bays within the light vehicle portion of the site;  

 
- two car bays for staff provided north of the retail building within the heavy 

vehicle portion of the site;  
 

 A service yard and loading bay to the north of the retail building, which are 
accessed from the heavy vehicle portion of the site;  
 

 Two illuminated Pylon Signs, both 7.2m high, adjoining Dixon Road and Day 
Road; 
 

 Various directional and wall/facia signs affixed to the Service Station retail 
building and to the fuel canopies; 
 

 Landscaping treatments adjacent the Dixon Road and Day Road frontages. 
 

It is proposed that the Service Station will operate 24 hours per day, 7 days per week 
and accommodate up to two staff on site at any one time.  
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Figure 2. Deferred Site Plan  
 

 
Figure 3. Amended Site Plan  
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Legislation and Policy: 
 
Legislation 
 
 Planning and Development Act 2005 
 
 Metropolitan Region Scheme  

 
 Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015 (the 

Regulations)  
 
 Town Planning Scheme No.2 (TPS2)  

 
State Government Policies 
 
 State Planning Policy 3.7 – Planning in Bushfire Prone Areas (SPP3.7)  

 
Local Policies 
 
 Planning Policy 3.3.1 Control of Advertisements (PP3.3.1) 
 
 Planning Policy 3.3.14 Bicycle Parking and End of Trip Facilities (PP3.3.14) 
 
 Planning Policy 3.8.8 East Rockingham Development Guidelines (PP3.8.8) 
 
Consultation: 
 
Public Consultation 
 
The amended proposal has not been advertised for public comment as it was 
considered that the submissions received to date are still of relevance to the Local 
Government with respect to the revised proposal being of a similar layout and design. 
The original application was advertised for public comment and the submissions 
received are still considered relevant, and are discussed further below. 
 
The original application was advertised between 16 April and 3 May 2021 in the 
following manner: 
 
 Surrounding landowners and occupiers were notified in writing of the proposed 

application;  
 

 The application was made available for public inspection at the City's 
Administration Offices and published on the City's website. 
 

Thirteen submissions were received at the conclusion of the advertising period, 
including:  
 
 four neutral submissions or submissions in support; and  
 
 nine submissions objected or raised concerns. 
 
 
 
 



Page | 8  
 

The locations of the local submitters are shown on the Consultation Map below: 
 

 
Figure 4. Consultation Plan  

 
Ten submissions were received from locations outside the immediate locality. 
 
All submissions are contained in the Schedule of Submissions (Attachment 4). 
 
Issue Raised Officer comments  
Land use 
There are too many service 
stations in Rockingham 
already, in particular on 
Dixon Road where there are 
three. There is considered 
to be no need or desire for 
another 24 hour service 
station in this location 

It is the City’s role to provide recommendations to 
the MOJDAP on the planning merits of the proposal. 
 
The number of existing Service Stations in the area 
is not a relevant planning consideration, however, 
the land use considerations have been given due 
regard.   

Amenity 
Concerns about noise and 
fumes from vehicles using 
the Service Station 
impacting on existing 
businesses in Day Road. 

There are no ‘sensitive’ land uses in close proximity 
to the site that would warrant separation from the 
proposed Service Station.  
The subject site and surrounding land is zoned Light 
Industrial under TPS2 and is used for a range of 
related uses. 
Noise generated by the proposed development is 
considered to be in keeping with the amenity 
expected for the Light Industrial zone. 
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Issue Raised Officer comments  
Traffic and Safety  
Concerns the proposed 
development will increase 
the congestion currently 
experienced at the ‘T’ 
intersection of Day Road 
and Dixon Road, resulting 
in increased driver 
frustration and accident risk. 

Traffic impacts are discussed within the Planning 
Assessment section of this RAR.  
 
 
 
 
 

Boundary wall 
An adjoining property owner 
(Dixon Road) seeks more 
details regarding the 
existing dividing brick wall, 
indicating they would 
support its removal to open 
up the space. 

The plans do not indicate whether the existing 
masonry wall on the eastern side boundary will be 
retained.  
Notwithstanding, removal of a boundary wall in this 
location is not supported by the City, as it could give 
rise to traffic or pedestrians that use the adjoining 
property at No. 119-147 Dixon Road 
interacting/conflicting with heavy vehicles within the 
Service Station development. 

 
Referrals/consultation with Government/Service Agencies  
 
No further consultation was undertaken in respect to the revised proposal. 
 
Of the government departments consulted during the initial advertising period on the 
original proposal, responses were received from: 
 
• Department of Fire and Emergency Services (DFES); 

 
• Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage (DPLH); and 

 
• Department of Water and Environmental Regulation (DWER); 

 
The comments provided are still relevant and addressed as follows.  
 

1. Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage  (DPLH) 

Land Requirements 
The site abuts Dixon Road which is reserved as an ORR in the MRS. The subject 
land is affected by the ORR reservation for Dixon Road. No development of a 
permanent nature is supported within reserved land. 
Transport Impact Assessment (TIA) 
The TIA states that the site will accommodate trucks up to 19.0 metres long. The 
development will retain crossovers to Dixon Road with modified functionality to left-
in (western, passenger vehicles) and left-out (eastern, heavy vehicles). The site 
currently generates 106 trips per day. The redevelopment is proposed to generate 
3,286 trips per day with 200 and 224 trips during AM and PM peak hour periods 
respectively (1,446 vehicles per day with passing trade discount applied). SIDRA 
intersection analysis shows poor performance for the Dixon Road/Day Road 
intersection (e.g. right turning staged movements, 94.3 seconds + 13.3 seconds, 
Level of Service F).  
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1. Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage  (DPLH) (cont…) 

Recommendation 
The DPLH has no objection to the proposal on ORR planning grounds and provides 
the following comments:  
It is recommended that the submitted swept path analysis plans for 19.0 metre long 
vehicles be verified/checked to the satisfaction of the City’s Technical Services 
Directorate. In addition, the need for a left-turning deceleration lane from Dixon Road 
should be assessed against the relevant Austroads warrants. 

City’s Comment: 
Land Requirements 
DPLH comments are noted. The road reservation extends approximately 5m into 
the subject site across the entire frontage of Dixon Road 
The extent of this reservation has been taken into consideration as part of the design 
of the proposed development, with development being located outside of the 
reservation with the exception of a proposed pylon sign, landscaping and a portion 
of the car parking area. In this instance, the Pylon Sign and landscaping can be 
considered to be erected on a temporarily basis, until such time as the reserved land 
is required for road upgrading purposes in the future. 
Transport Impact Assessment 
The traffic implications and TIA are discussed in the Planning Assessment section 
below.  
DPLH Recommendation 
In regards the DPLH recommendations: 
 Updated swept path analysis have been submitted which demonstrate that 

19m long trucks can exit the site onto Dixon Road in an acceptable manner. 
 The warrants described in the Austroads’ Guide to Traffic Management Part 

6 (Intersections, Interchanges and Crossing Management) suggest a left turn 
treatment is required based on turning movement data presented in the TIA. 
In this particular case, however, given the constraints of the site (i.e. the 
proposed crossover located less than 20m away from the Tangent Point of 
the kerb radii at the intersection of Day Road/Dixon Road), the City’s Traffic 
Engineer considers that it would not be possible to provide a left turn 
treatment, due to insufficient allowable space. 

2. Department of Fire and Emergency Services (DFES) 

The DFES submission supported the proposal, subject to modifying the Bushfire 
Management Plan (BMP) to address the following matters: 
• Vegetation Classifications - Vegetation classifications cannot be substantiated 

based on the information in the BMP. Evidence is required to support the 
classifications (or exclusions), and the potential for revegetation has not been 
considered; 

• Site Landscaping - the landscaping plan within the BMP should be modified 
to comply with Schedule 1: Standards for Asset Protection Zones (APZ) 
outlined in the Guidelines for Planning in Bushfire Prone Areas; 

• Siting and design - an Asset Protection Zone is required to be spatially 
identified on the submitted plans. 

 



Page | 11  
 

2. Department of Fire and Emergency Services (DFES) (cont…) 

City’s Comment: 
Vegetation Classifications 
An updated BMP has been submitted by the Applicant, which substantiates 
vegetation classifications to the satisfaction of the City, with the exception that the 
eastern verge of Darile Street should be mapped in the BMP as classifiable 
vegetation. While this will have no impact on the BAL12.5 rating, classifying the 
eastern verge vegetation in Darile Street will afford the City flexibility with respect to 
verge treatment options in the future. 
A condition is recommended in the event that approval is granted to require an 
updated BMP to address this issue. 
Site Landscaping 
While the Landscaping Plan (within the BMP) was updated with appropriate notes 
to address APZ requirements, the Site Plan and the Landscape Plan within the BMP 
are now inconsistent with the latest amended development plans received on the 13 
August 2021.   
The road reserve landscaping adjoining the site should be the responsibility of the 
land owner to maintain, not the City.  
The BMP must be amended accordingly. 
Siting & Design 
The BMP has been updated to spatially indicate an APZ within the lot boundaries, 
which is acceptable to the City, however, as indicated above, the BMP will need to 
be updated to reflect the amended site plan layout in the event approval is granted. 
Subject to the modifications recommended below, it is considered that that BMP is 
accurate and can be implemented to reduce the vulnerability of the development to 
bushfire. The City is satisfied that the development design has demonstrated 
compliance with SPP3.7. 
Recommendation: 
In the event that approval is granted, the following condition is recommended: 
“Prior to applying for a building permit, the Bushfire Management Plan prepared by 
Ecological Australia, dated 4 March 2021, shall be updated to: 
• Classify the vegetation in the eastern verge of Darile Street to the satisfaction 

of the City;  
• Reflect the layout of the amended  Site Plan received on 13th August 2021; 

and 
• To indicate that the landowner will be responsible for maintenance of any 

landscaping within the street verges adjoining the subject site”.   

3. Department of Water and Environmental Regulations  (DWER) 

DWER does not object to the proposal, however, recommends: 
• a stormwater management plan be prepared for the site in accordance with 

the Stormwater Management Manual for Western Australia that 
demonstrates the appropriate management of small, minor and major 
rainfall events. 

• an Emergency Response Plan to be addressed as condition of development 
approval.  
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3. Department of Water and Environmental Regulations  (DWER) (cont…) 

The Department also provided advice regarding: 
• the design and location of the underground storage tanks; and 
• the site being classified as potentially contaminated – investigation required. 
City’s Comment: 
Should development be approved, conditions requiring a Stormwater Management 
Plan and an Emergency Response Plan are recommended.  

 
Design Review Panel Advice 
 
Not Applicable 
 
Swan Valley Planning 
 
Not Applicable  
 
Planning Assessment: 
 
Assessment of the revised proposal has been limited to areas where discretion is 
sought to vary a Policy and/or TPS2 requirement. Previously accepted variations by 
the City have not been considered further as part of this report.   The following matters 
have been identified as key considerations for the determination of the revised 
application:  
 
 Form of Development (TPS2 – Cl 4.10.2) 
 
 Car Parking (TSP2 – Cl 4.10.3) 
 
 Traffic Generation; 

 
These matters are discussed below. 
 
Form of Development 
 
Pursuant to Clause 4.10.2 of TPS2, the Local Government shall have regard to the 
following provision when considering an application for development approval on 
Industrial zoned land: 
 
“ (d) to ensure safe movement of vehicular and pedestrian traffic in the area."  
 
The Applicant submitted a Traffic Technical Note along with the amended Site Plan, in 
order to justify the modified “left-in/left-out’ crossover for light vehicles from Dixon 
Road. 
 
As discussed in the Traffic Generation section of this RAR, the Technical Note 
analyses traffic flows and volumes and utilises a SIDRA analysis of the intersection 
and the proposed crossovers. 
 
While the traffic Technical Note submits that the light vehicle ‘left-in/left-out’ access 
onto Dixon Road will not change the existing operating conditions of the intersection 
(in fact suggests slight improvements), the City’s ongoing concerns in respect to the 
validity of the underlying traffic modelling assumptions have not been addressed. The 
City’s Traffic Engineer considers that if the requested changes were made to the 
analysis, then it is likely that intersection performance will deteriorate, and appear 
worse than reported in the Traffic Note.  
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Given that the intersection presently operates at capacity during PM peak hour (Level 
of Service ‘F’), and in the absence of reliable modelling, it is difficult for the City to 
support the proposed development without quantifying the actual impact on the 
intersection. 
 
To this extent, the proposal is considered inconsistent with TPS2, clause 4.10.2 (d), 
which requires consideration “to ensure safe movement of vehicular and pedestrian 
traffic in the area”. 
 
Car Parking  
 
The table below provides an assessment of the Service Station proposal against the 
relevant car parking requirements of TPS2. 
 
Use Rate Required Provided 
Service Station 1 bay for every service bay, 

plus 1 bay per employee and 
6 bays per 100m2 NLA of 
retail floorspace 

2 employee bays 
 
11 bays (181m2 NLA) 

11 bays 

Total  13 bays 11 bays 
 
The proposed development provides a total of 11 car parking spaces which leaves a 
two (2) bay technical shortfall for customer parking. 
 
Previous concerns the City had in respect to the original Site Plan layout have largely 
been resolved through the Amended Site Plan submitted, by relocating customer car 
parking bays from the eastern (heavy vehicle) portion of the site to the western (light 
vehicle) portion. 
 
Two car parking bays that are partially or wholly within the Other Regional Road 
Reservation (ORR) will be lost in the event the ORR reserved land within the site is 
ceded for road widening purposes. The implications being, that if the two (2) car bays 
in the ORR are lost due to ceding, then the overall parking shortfall increases to a total 
of four (4) bays accordingly.  
 
Nevertheless, the proposed car parking shortfall can be sustained in this instance by 
the City, as: 
 
 There are no current plans that would warrant the ceding of land for the 

widening of Dixon Road in this location, meaning the parking bays proposed 
within the ORR would remain in place for the foreseeable future; 
 

 The amended Site Plan has reduced the overall shortfall by 50% (from 8 to 4 
bays) compared to the previous reported shortfall; and 
 

 There are 16 refuelling bays located at the bowsers, which to a degree would 
offset parking demand, as some customers purchasing fuel would also 
purchase convenience products from the retail shop.  

 
Traffic Generation 
 
The MOJDAP has requested the Applicant consider an alternative vehicle access 
arrangement that would include left in/left out entry and exit onto Dixon Road for light 
vehicles, to reduce congestion concerns at the Day Road intersection.  
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The City has reviewed the revised Site Plan and the additional traffic information 
submitted, and still has concerns with this application, in the context that: 
 
 The subject site is a corner Lot which is currently used for a low traffic 

generating use. The site currently generates approximately 106 trips per day; 
 

 The redevelopment is assumed to generate 3,286 light vehicle trips per day 
with 200 and 224 trips during AM and PM peak hour periods respectively (1,446 
vehicles per day with passing trade discount applied). In addition, 
approximately 470 daily heavy vehicle trips are assumed, with approximately 
43 and 34 trips per AM and PM peak hours respectively; 
 

 The Dixon Road/Day Road intersection is reported to be currently operating at 
capacity (Level of Service ’F’) during week day PM peak hour, in respect to 
traffic turning right from Day Road onto Dixon Road; 
 

 PM peak hour is reported between 2:45-3:45pm (refer to City comments 
below); 
 

 The SIDRA analysis within the traffic reporting incorporates modelling 
assumptions that the City’s Traffic Engineer doesn’t agree with; and 
 

 The Applicant’s traffic reporting suggests that post-development, the ‘left-in/left-
out’ light vehicle crossover on Dixon Road will generate no change to the 
current operation of the Dixon Road/Day Road intersection, in respect to (Level 
of Service (LoS), Degree of Saturation (DoS), delay or 95% queue length. 
 

In articulating the City’s concerns, it is important to note the extent to which the 
intersection currently ‘fails’, or operates at capacity. 
 
It is acknowledged that the majority of the time the intersection appears to operate 
satisfactorily, in respect to traffic turning right from Day Road onto Dixon Road. 
 
The TIA submitted identifies the weekday PM peak hour being between 2:45-3:45pm. 
Anecdotal observations of the City, however, suggest the PM peak hour period may 
be later in the day, based on the queuing traffic observed at the intersection of 
Mandurah Road and Dixon Road. 
 
From observing the Applicant’s video showing Day Road/Dixon Road intersection 
operation during the reported peak hour, the following is noted: 
 
 The vast majority of the traffic from Day Road turns right onto Dixon Road, 

heading in a westerly direction; 
 

 There is minimal delay and queuing from traffic on Day Road turning left onto 
Dixon Road,  heading in an easterly direction; 
 

 Right turn movements from Day Road were generally free flowing with one to 
three cars and no significant delays; 
 

 One car turning right from Day Road can usually pass through the intersection 
with no significant delay; 
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 On occasion a car turning right on Day Road can get significantly delayed by 
the volume of traffic on Dixon Road, which creates a cascade effect in the 
stacking of cars turning right behind it; 

 
 When the right turn movement was inhibited by Dixon Road traffic this quickly 

resulted in stacking of cars - with up to 8 cars observed at 3:30pm.  It took 12 
minutes for the traffic to clear the intersection; 
 

 The longest observed delay in a car turning right from Day Road was 108 
seconds (fifth car in stack) on another occasion it took 86 seconds; and 
 

 Once there is a gap in Dixon Road traffic, the right turn movement from Day 
Road onto Dixon Road immediately free’s up the right turn movement from Day 
Road and any congestion is then freed. 
 

The above observations appear to lend weight to the Applicant’s contentions within the 
traffic reporting, however, this does not address the concerns of the City’s Traffic 
Engineer regarding the traffic modelling assumptions and the pre-peak hour PM video 
provided. 
 
For comparison, the Tables below summarise the reported traffic outcomes in respect 
to the pre and post-development conditions, for both the original Site Plan (submitted 
on 9 April 2021) and the revised Site Plan (submitted on 13 August 2021). 
 
 Level of 

Service (LoS) 
Delays (right 
hand turning 
traffic) 

Queue 
Length 

Degree of 
Saturation 

Existing 
Situation 

‘F’ 78.8 seconds 38m 0.893 

Original 
Site Plan  

‘F’ 107.6 seconds 56m 0.975 

City 
Comment 

LoS ‘F’ is the 
worst level of 
service possible. 

28.8 seconds 
additional delay  

56m queue 
length 
conflicts 
with Day 
Road 
crossover 

a degree of 
saturation exceeding 
1.0 would mean long 
queues on the 
approaches 

Table 1: Intersection Performance Summary based on the Original Site Plan 
 Level of 

Service (LoS) 
Delays (right 
hand turning 
traffic) 

Queue 
Length 

Degree of 
Saturation 

Existing 
Situation 

‘F’ 78.8 seconds 38m 0.893 

Amended 
Site Plan  

‘F’ 75.5 seconds 37m 0.882 

City 
Comment 

LoS ‘F’ is the 
worst level of 
service possible. 

3.3 seconds 
shorter delay 
than existing 

1m queue 
length 
shorter than 
existing 

a degree of 
saturation exceeding 
1.0 would mean long 
queues on the 
approaches 

Table 2: Intersection Performance Summary based on the Amended Site Plan 
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As can be seen: 
 
• The LoS ‘F’ is reported to remain the same for both Site Plans, compared to 

the existing ‘pre-development’ LoS. LoS ‘F’ is the worst level of service 
possible. 
 

• The revised Site Plan is reported to result in 3.3 seconds shorter delay for 
vehicles turning right onto Dixon Road, than at present. The modelling indicates 
a reduction in delays at the intersection compared to existing conditions, which 
the City does not understand the reason for given the increase in traffic 
attributable to the proposed Service Station development. 
 

• The revised Site Plan is reported to result in a slight (1m) queue length 
reduction for vehicles turning right onto Dixon Road, than at present. 
 

• The degree of saturation has reduced (to 0.882), compared to existing 
conditions, which again the City does not understand the reason for considering 
the intensification of the proposed land use. 
 

Fundamentally though, due to the existing level of service ‘F’ of the intersection, and 
the above mentioned concerns about the traffic modelling, the application is unable to 
be supported on traffic grounds by the City. 
 
Conclusion: 
 
There are still concerns regarding the site plan layout which are unresolved, including 
the design of the vehicle crossovers and concerns regarding vehicle circulation around 
the bowsers. 
 
In determining this application, the decision maker is required to give due regard to a 
range of considerations outlined in the clause 67 of the Deemed Provisions, including: 
 
“(b) the requirements of orderly and proper planning…” and 
 
“(t) The amount of traffic likely to be generated by the development, particularly in 

relation to the capacity of the road system in the locality and the probable effect 
on traffic flow and safety”. 

 
While there appears to be merit behind the revised application, the City’s concerns 
regarding the traffic reporting are still unresolved.  
 
The implications for the Day Road/Dixon Road intersection performance may 
potentially be significant if the application is approved based upon inaccurate traffic 
modelling. Approval of the development will exacerbate the poor existing intersection 
performance and consequently increase safety risk.  
 
As such and until demonstrated otherwise, it is recommended that the application be 
refused. 
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PS ref: 6621 
City ref: 20.2021.95.1 
DAP Ref: DAP/21/01976 
 
 
11 June 2021 
 
 
City of Rockingham 
PO Box 2142  
Rockingham DC WA  6967 
 
 
Attention: Chris Parlane, Senior Planning Officer  
 
 
Dear Sir,  
 
LOT 10 (115) DIXON ROAD, EAST ROCKINGHAM 
DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION – PROPOSED SERVICE STATION DEVELOPMENT  
RESPONSE TO REQUESTS FOR FURTHER INFORMATION  
 
Planning Solutions acts on behalf of Adelaide Nominee’s Pty Ltd, the proponent of the proposed 
development at Lot 10 (115) Dixon Road, East Rockingham (subject site). 
 
We refer to correspondence received from the City of Rockingham (City) via email on Wednesday 19 
May 2021, containing various Requests for Further Information (RFI). Specifically, this correspondence 
contains the following requests for further information or comments: 

 City’s assessment comments.  

 Summary of submissions received during advertising of the proposed development. 

 Responses received from external referral authorities including:  
o Department of Planning Lands and Heritage (DPLH). 
o Department of Fire and Emergency Services (DFES).  
o Department of Water and Environmental Regulation (DWER).  

 
This letter, accompanying development plans and technical reports respond to each of the above-
mentioned requests for further information or comments on the proposed development. The following 
documentation is attached to this submission in response to the above matters: 

 Attachment 1 – Updated development plans prepared by Brown Falconer architects.  
 Attachment 2 – Traffic technical note prepared by Transcore responding to the traffic matters.  
 Attachment 3 - Updated vehicle swept path modelling based on the new layout, prepared by 

Transcore.  
 Attachment 4 – Updated Bushfire Management Plan prepared by Eco Logical Australia.  

 
The abovementioned documents are considered to appropriately address the City’s, DPLH’s, DFES’s 
and DWER’s comments and responses to submissions, in addition to the further information contained 
within this submission.  
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1 Modified Plans 
 
Please find enclosed in Attachment 1, a set of modified development plans. The plans have been modified based 
on the commentary and feedback receive. The following changes are noted: 
 
Site Plan:  

 Modification of the light vehicle fuel canopy and reorientation of the bowsers. One bowser has been 
removed, now providing a 3 x 3 x 2 bowser configuration. The canopy has reduced in length, has become 
wider and provides an increased 8.6m setback to the Dixon Road lot boundary.  

 Relocation of the service yard and loading bay from the south eastern aspect of the retail building, to the 
north western aspect.  

 Reduction in retail building floor space from 207m2 to 181m2 and a minor relocation westwards. 

 Provision of three car bays (including one accessible bay) to the south of the retail building. The shared 
bay is located in close proximity to the building entrance for convenience.  

 Provision of four car parking bays to the south of the retail building.   

 Minor modification to the design of the Day Road heavy vehicle crossover, to prevent vehicles from 
traversing over the property boundary to the north.  

 Four car parking bays are now provided north of the loading bay. The two northern bays are for staff use.  

 Reorientation of the heavy vehicle refuelling canopy and bowsers to accommodate three refuelling 
spaces. This is allowed for by the shift of the retail building.  

 Addition of line marking at the Dixon Road heavy vehicle crossover to depict exit only access. Two 
directional signs are proposed adjacent to the crossover to advise of exit only.  

 Pram ramps added to the footpath at the Dixon Road crossovers.  
 
Landscape Plan:  

 Notations added to comply with DFES comments and requirements.  
 
The updated plans are contained in Attachment 1 of this letter. 
 
2 Response to City’s Request for Further Information 
 
Refer to Table 1 below for our detailed response to the City’s request for further information. This should be read 
in conjunction with the remaining information that is included within this correspondence.  
 
Please note that the majority of the traffic comments provided by the City have been responded to in the separate 
traffic technical note prepared by Transcore (refer to Attachment 2).  
 
Table 1 – Response to City’s RFI (via email on 19 May 2021) 

City’s comment  Applicant response   
Traffic 
Drawings 

1. The site plan suggests that the extent of the 
proposed development along Dixon Road would 
be encroaching into the existing road shoulder 
which is not acceptable. Please confirm that the 
proposed development shall not encroach into the 
existing road shoulder, otherwise amend the site 
plan accordingly. 

The proposed development does not encroach into the 
existing road shoulder and is contained wholly within 
the lot boundaries of the subject site.  
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City’s comment  Applicant response   

2. The proposed full turning movement at the light 
vehicle crossover off Day Road would require 
patrons to complete a U-turn within the site to exit 
back to Day Road (as the crossover off Dixon 
Road is an entry only). Please demonstrate how 
the vehicles would be able to circulate within the 
site to complete this U-turn when other vehicles 
are being serviced at the bowsers. The proposed 
8.0m spacing between browsers may not have 
sufficient clearance to allow a vehicle to pass 
through between the other two vehicles currently 
being serviced at the bowsers. It is also noted that 
travelling in the opposite direction would increase 
traffic safety risks. 

These types of vehicle movements are not unusual 
within service stations. The proposed spacing between 
the northern browsers and the proposed retail store will 
have sufficient clearance to allow a vehicle to pass 
through this area. The swept paths for the revised 
layout shows that the proposed spacing between the 
bowsers is sufficient for a B99 passenger car to pass 
through when car are refuelling at bowsers either side 
(refer Sk24a). 
Vehicles commonly travel in opposite directions within 
service station developments (at low speeds), 
depending on how they access the site and which side 
of the car their fuel tank is on. It is therefore 
unsubstantiated that this poses safety risks.  

3. The width of forecourt pavement at the south-
western corner of the site appears to be narrow 
and would not allow a vehicle to pass through 
when a car is being serviced at the bowser. Please 
provide a swept path diagram indicating how this 
would work. Otherwise, consider widening this 
area. 

Please refer to Sk23a. There is sufficient space for a 
B99 vehicle to traverse along the south western aspect 
of the site when two cars are refuelling.  

4. The modified light vehicle crossover off Dixon 
Road is proposed to be approximately 5.0m wide 
and for entry only. Consider reducing the width of 
this crossover as the proposed 5.0m is considered 
to be wide and would allow patrons to exit from 
this location. It is noted that further pavement 
markings and signage would be required to restrict 
the intended traffic flow from this crossover. 

The modified light vehicle entry only crossover from 
Dixon Road is proposed to be 5m wide. Further 
pavement markings and directional signage can be 
confirmed at detailed design.  

5. The modified heavy vehicle crossover off Day 
Road would have one of its wings encroaching 
into the frontage of the adjacent lot, which is non-
compliant. Please amend the design accordingly 
to have all parts of the crossover within the 
frontage of the proposed development. 

The heavy vehicle entry only crossover from Day Road 
has been modified so that the crossover itself and any 
truck movements do not encroach on the adjacent lot 
to the north.  

6. The modified heavy vehicle crossover off Dixon 
Road (i.e. exit only) is proposed to be 11.0m wide, 
therefore patrons may likely disregard the 
intended one-way traffic flow and enter from this 
access point. Please consider providing additional 
treatments (eg. pavement markings, signage, or 
modifying the alignment of the crossover etc.)to 
ensure that patrons  (i.e. light and heavy vehicles) 
do not enter from this access point. 

Please refer to the updated site plan. Line marking is 
proposed at the Dixon Road heavy vehicle crossover 
to depict exit only access. Two directional signs are 
proposed adjacent to the crossover to advise of exit 
only. 
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City’s comment  Applicant response   

7. It is understood that three bowsers are proposed 
for the heavy vehicles which was suggested able 
to accommodate for four (4) fueling positions. The 
proposed 5.77m centerline spacing between the 
bowsers is likely only able to accommodate for two 
(2) fuel positions. Please confirm that this is the 2 
intended arrangement, otherwise the spacing 
between the bowsers will require to be widened 
for them all to be used at the same time. 

The revised site plan shows that three bowsers are 
available for trucks to refuel. The swept paths show the 
satisfactory movements of trucks in the eastern portion 
of the site.  

8. Manual measurements from the site plan 
suggests that the standard car parking bay located 
directly opposite the universal bay has a proposed 
width of 2.3m therefore does not conform to the 
minimum bay width requirement of 2.6m in 
accordance with AS2890.1. Please amend design 
accordingly and ensure that all standard bays are 
at least 2.6m wide. 

The car parking bays on the updated site plan are a 
compliant 2.6m wide.   

9. Please provide at least a 1.0m horizontal 
clearance between the road pavement and any 
vertical structure within the site (i.e. signs in this 
particular case). Manual measurements from the 
site plan suggests that there are a number of signs 
located less than this minimum requirement. 
Please amend the plans accordingly. 

Signage locations have been specifically selected to 
ensure the required visibility to motorists.  

10. Please provide pram ramps on both sides of the 
proposed modified crossover along Dixon Road. 

Please refer to the updated development plans in 
Attachment 1. Pram ramps have been provided along 
the Dixon Road crossovers.  

11. Please provide a kerb ramp to the proposed 
“Shop” within the site to allow for universal access 
(i.e. located within close proximity to the universal 
bay). 

A flush kerb is now proposed adjacent to the shared 
bay, for convenient access to the retail building from 
the accessible bay.  

12. What is the purpose of the four car parking bays 
located opposite the universal bays? The City is 
concerned that if these are visitor bays then it 
increases traffic safety risks because they would 
interact with intended heavy vehicle movements in 
the area. These risks would be minimised if they 
are staff bays. 

The two car parking bays to the north west of the 
loading bays (accessed by the heavy vehicle crossover 
on Day Road) can be used as staff bays.  
Seven car parking bays are now located south of the 
retail building.  

13. The swept path analysis shown in the “Truck 
Turning” drawing suggest that the design vehicle 
envelope would encroach into the proposed 
loading bay which is not acceptable. Please 
amend swept path analysis accordingly. 

Please refer to the updated swept paths and revised 
loading bay location. There is now no conflict between 
truck turn paths and the loading bay.  

Bushfire 

1. The City concurs with DFES in respect to the need 
for more clarity regarding the vegetation 
classifications. Please update the BMP as per 
DFES comments accordingly. 

Please refer to Attachment 4 for the updated Bushfire 
Management Plan (BMP) prepared by Eco Logical.  
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City’s comment  Applicant response   

2. The proposed landscape plan is to be reviewed by 
the Bushfire Consultant and included within the 
Bushfire Management Plan, as currently the City 
is concerned that it is unlikely that the proposed 
mass planted areas that reach 600mm high will 
adhere to the Asset Protection Guidelines. 

Please refer to Attachment 4 for the updated BMP, 
which includes the updated landscape plan. The land 
plan had been updated in response to DFES’ 
comments.  

3. Within the BRMP there are statements which have 
not been confirmed by the proponent (where 
comments state “client to confirm”). Please update 
the BRMP to confirm these matters. 

We understand the comments are acceptable to the 
proponent.  

 
In consideration of Table 1 above, the City’s requests for additional information have been appropriately responded 
to, with the development plans amended as required.  
 
3 Response to submissions 
 
A summary of public consultation submissions was received from the City on 19 May 2021. A total of 13 
submissions were received, comprising 4 submissions in support and 9 submissions objecting to the proposed 
development. A response to the key themes raised in the submissions is provided in Table 2 below.  
 
Table 2 – Response to submissions (via email on 19 May 2021) 

Submission  Applicant response   

Land Use  

There are too many service stations in Rockingham 
already, in particular on Dixon Road where there are 
three. There is considered to be no need or desire for 
another 24 hour service station in this location. 

This is a commercial consideration and not a planning 
consideration.  

Amenity 

Concerns about noise and fumes from vehicles using 
the service station impacting on existing businesses in 
Day Road. 

The proposed development is suitably located within 
an industrial area, away from any sensitive premises. 
a service station is a ‘D’ (discretionary) use within the 
Light Industry zone.  
The assumption that a service station produces odour 
and fumes is unsubstantiated. The stage 1 vapour 
recovery system is implemented to ensure the capture 
of any fumes when refuelling is occurring. 

Traffic  

1. The proposed service station will increase 
congestion at the ‘T’ intersection of Day Road and 
Dixon Road, which is already experiencing 
congestion. Day Road is a popular transit and 
heavy traffic route from Mandurah Road to Dixon 
Road.  

Please refer to the TIA prepared by Transcore. It is 
acknowledged that the Day Road / Dixon Road 
intersection currently experiences less that satisfactory 
levels of service.  
However, the TIA confirms that the proposed service 
station would generate negligible levels of additional 
traffic to what is already on the road network.  
 

The net traffic increase on the surrounding road 
network due to the proposal is estimated to be 54vph 
in AM peak hour (0745 - 0845) and 84vph in PM peak 
hour (1445 - 1545). This equates to less than 1 
additional vehicle per minute during the morning peak 
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Submission  Applicant response   

hour and 1.4 additional vehicles per minute during the 
morning peak hour.  
 
The vast majority of traffic is already on the road 
network, with the proposed service station capturing 
passing trade and generating very little additional 
traffic on its own.  

2. How will the west bound Dixon Road traffic flow be 
affected by the right hand turn access into Day 
Road by vehicles accessing the service station? 
Vehicles leaving the service station via the full 
access crossover on Day Road to travel west  (on 
Dixon Road) will add congestion to the right hand 
turn traffic flow from Day Road onto Dixon Road, 
resulting in increased driver frustration and 
accident risk. 

It is unlikely the westbound Dixon Road traffic flow 
would be affected at all. There is an existing right turn 
pocket (approximately 80m long) on Dixon Road that 
allows westbound traffic to make a right turn onto Dixon 
Road.  
It is acknowledged that the Day Road / Dixon Road 
intersection currently experiences less that satisfactory 
levels of service. The TIA confirms that the proposed 
service station would generate negligible levels of 
additional traffic.  
The safety of the Dixon Road crossover has been 
examined by Transcore in the TIA and no additional 
safety risks are expected from the proposed 
development.  

Boundary Wall 

An adjoining property owner (Dixon Road) seeks more 
details regarding the existing dividing brick wall, 
indicating they would support it’s removal to open up 
the space. 

This is a matter to be discussed and negotiated 
between the adjoining property owner and the 
proponent.  

 
4 Response to comments received from DPLH 
 
Refer to Table 3 below for our detailed response to the comments and recommendations received from the 
Department of Planning Lands and Heritage (DPLH). This should be read in conjunction with the remaining 
information that is included within this correspondence.  
 
Importantly, the DPLH has no objection to the proposal on ORR planning grounds.  
 
Table 3: Response to DPLH comments and recommendations 

DPLH’s comments Applicant response   
Land Requirement  

1. The site abuts Dixon Road which is reserved as 
an Other Regional Road (ORR) in the 
Metropolitan Region Scheme (MRS) and 
Category 3 per Plan Number SP 694/4. The 
subject land is affected by the ORR reservation for 
Dixon Road, per the attached Western Australian 
Planning Commission (WAPC) Land Requirement 
Plan number 1.7033. This requirement has been 
acknowledged on submitted plans. No 
development of a permanent nature is supported 
within reserved land. 

Noted. No buildings are located within the ORR 
reservation, only access, signage, landscaping and 
parking.   

Transport Impact Assessment 
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DPLH’s comments Applicant response   
2. The above report, prepared by Transcore dated 

April 2021, states that the site will accommodate 
trucks up to 19.0 metres long. The development 
will retain crossovers to Dixon Road with modified 
functionality to left-in (western, passenger 
vehicles) and left-out (eastern, heavy vehicles). 
The site currently generates 106 trips per day. The 
redevelopment is proposed to generate 3,286 
trips per day with 200 and 224 trips during AM and 
PM peak hour periods respectively (1,446 
vehicles  per day with passing trade discount 
applied). SIDRA intersection analysis shows poor 
performance for the Dixon Road/Day Road 
intersection (e.g. right turning staged movements, 
94.3 seconds + 13.3 seconds, Level of Service F). 

The DPLH’s comments are noted.  

Recommendation 
3. The Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage 

has no objection to the proposal on ORR planning 
grounds and provides the following comments: 
 It is recommended that the submitted swept 

path analysis plans for 19.0 metre long  
vehicles be verified / checked to the 
satisfaction of the City’s Technical Services  
Directorate. In addition, the need for a left-
turning deceleration lane from Dixon Road  
should be assessed against the relevant 
Austroads warrants. 

The non-objection from the DPLH is acknowledged. 
The swept paths prepared for the 19m long trucks 
confirm suitable movements accessing the site, 
manoeuvring within the site and egressing the site.  

 

5 Response to comments received from DFES 
 
Refer to Table 4 below for our detailed response to the comments and recommendations received from the 
Department of Fire and Emergency Services (DFES). This should be read in conjunction with the remaining 
information that is included within this correspondence.  
 
Table 4 – Response to comments and recommendations from DFES 

DFES’s comment  Applicant response   
Policy Measure 6.5 a) (ii) Preparation of a BAL contour map 
Vegetation classification – Plot 2 

1. Vegetation plot 2 cannot be substantiated as 
Class B Woodland with the limited information and 
photographic evidence available. The potential for 
revegetation has not been considered. 

 
Aerial imagery identifies active revegetation (tube 
stock) within the Dixon Road Conservation 
Precinct and the presence of juvenile eucalypt 
species. The BMP should detail specifically how 
the Class B Woodland  classification was derived 
as opposed to Class A Forest.  
 
If unsubstantiated, the vegetation classification 
should be revised to consider the vegetation at 
maturity as per AS3959. 

Please refer to the updated Bushfire Management Plan 
(BMP) contained in Attachment 4.  
 
The Plot 2 vegetation has been reclassified as Class A 
Forest. The change in vegetation classification 
suggested by DFES (although not supported by Eco 
Logical) does not affect the BAL rating for the subject 
site.  

Vegetation classification – Plot 4 
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DFES’s comment  Applicant response   
2. Vegetation plot 4 cannot be wholly substantiated 

as non- vegetated or managed to low threat in 
accordance with AS3959 with the limited 
information and photographic evidence available. 
 
Evidence to support the classification of the 
eastern verge of Darlie Street and adjacent to the 
fenced building compound in the vicinity of photo 
ID 6 is required. An enforceable mechanism is 
required to provide certainty that the vegetation 
exclusion can be achieved in perpetuity and that 
it is enforceable. 
 
If unsubstantiated, the vegetation classification 
should be revised to consider the vegetation at 
maturity as per AS3959. 

Plot 4 vegetation (refer to Photo 6 of the BMP) is within 
a fenced compound, surrounding the heritage building.  
 
A review of aerial imagery suggests that vegetation 
surrounding the Hillman Abattoir and Stables heritage 
building is maintained annually.  
 
Vegetation associated with the road verge is assumed 
to be maintained by the relevant authority in a low 
threat state. If not, it would likely be a traffic hazard. 
In any case, we understand a change in vegetation 
classification would not affect the BAL rating for the 
subject site. 

Site Landscaping 
4. The BMP and the Bushfire Risk Management 

Plan prescribe that landscaping within the 
subject site will comply with Schedule 1: 
Standards for Asset Protection Zones 
(Schedule 1 Standards) contained in the 
Guidelines. 
 
The Landscape Plan in appendix 2 of the 
Development Application report identifies ‘low 
level planting’ and ‘typical mass planting’ to a 
maximum 600 mm height, as well as ‘road 
reserve planting by others’. 

 
Vegetation 0.5 metres to 5 metres in height is 
defined in the Schedule 1 Standards as shrubs. 
Shrubs within asset protection zones should not 
be located under trees or within 3 metres of a 
buildings, should not be planted in clumps greater 
than 5m² in area, clumps of shrubs should be 
separated from each other and any exposed 
window or door by at least 10 metres. 

 
The BMP makes the assumption that the ‘road 
reserve planting by others’ will be established 
and maintained in perpetuity to a low threat 
condition in accordance with AS3959. 

The landscape plan has been amended, please refer 
to Attachment 1.  
DFES’ comments are acknowledged, with the following 
notation provided on the landscape plan:   

 Any low level planting within asset protection 
zones above 500 mm in height will not be located 
under trees or within 3m of any buildings and will 
not be planted in clumps greater than 5m² in 
area. 

 Any clumps of shrubs will be managed and 
separated from each other / any exposed window 
or door by at least 10m. 

 
It is a reasonable expectation that road reserve 
vegetation will be managed by the City of Rockingham.  

Policy Measure 6.5 c) Compliance with the Bushfire Protection Criteria 

Siting and Design 

1. A2.1 – insufficient information 
The acceptable solution is for an asset protection 
zone (APZ) to be spatially identified on the 
submitted plans. 

Please refer to Figure 6 of the updated BMP. The Asset 
Protection Zone (APZ) has been spatially identified, 
being the area within the lot boundaries of the subject 
site.  



Page | 9  

DFES’s comment  Applicant response   
Bushfire Risk Management Plan (BRMP) 

The referral has included a BRMP for the purposes of 
addressing the policy requirements.  
 
It is note that the BRMP (page 11) states that Liberty 
Oil is required to develop an emergency management 
plan for the subject site in accordance with Australian 
Standard 3745-2010 Planning for emergencies in 
facilities, identifying evacuation triggers and depicting 
muster points on-site. 

Correct. This is commonplace for service stations as 
part of the dangerous goods licensing process.  

 
6 Response to comments received from DWER 
 
Refer to Table 5 below for our detailed response to the comments and recommendations received from the 
Department of Fire and Emergency Services (DWER). This should be read in conjunction with the remaining 
information that is included within this correspondence.  
 
Table 5 – Response to comments and recommendations from DWER 

DFES’s comment  Applicant response   
Stormwater Management 

1. The applicant has indicated that a stormwater 
management plan will be provided after approval 
is granted. The Department recommends the 
stormwater drainage system be designed, 
constructed and managed in accordance with the 
Stormwater Management Manual for Western 
Australia (DWER, 2004). 
 
The stormwater management plan for the entire 
development area should demonstrate how and 
where the small, minor and major rainfall events 
will be managed and include the following: 
 Stormwater runoff be fully contained onsite 

for small and minor storm events (1 and 0.2 
Exceedance per Year runoff). Required 
storage for each rainfall event, basin sizing 
and design should be detailed. 

 The first 15 mm of stormwater runoff (1 
Exceedance per Year runoff) from 
uncontaminated impervious surfaces to 
undergo water quality treatment via bio-
retention. 

 Measures to prevent contaminated 
stormwater runoff mixing with other 
stormwater runoff from impervious areas and 
how the SPEL Puraceptor is integrated into 
the overall stormwater management system. 

 Permitted outflow of stormwater runoff from 
the site. 

Noted. A Stormwater Management Plan can be 
prepared/provided at the detailed design stage as an 
appropriately worded condition of development 
approval.  
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DFES’s comment  Applicant response   
Emergency Response Plan 
1. In accordance with DWER’s Water Quality 

Protection Note No.10 (WQPN 10) - 
‘Contaminant spills – emergency response 
(February 2006)’, an effective Emergency 
Response Plan is to be prepared as part of the 
development approval process. WQPN 10 
provides guidance on developing and 
implementing an effective emergency response 
plan. 

An Emergency Response Plan can be prepared as an 
appropriately worded condition of development 
approval.  

Underground fuel tanks 
1. The Department provides the following advice 

in regards to underground fuel tanks, 
 In accordance with the Department’s WQPN 

No. 62 – ‘Tanks for underground chemical 
storage’, tank systems should not be located 
in contact with the watertable (unless 
protected against buoyancy forces and 
corrosion). If tanks are in contact with the 
groundwater all tanks and pipe work should 
be constructed of corrosion-resistant 
materials that conform to Australian 
Standards such as reinforced plastic or metal 
construction with corrosion- resistant coating 
and cathodic protection. 

 All new or upgraded tanks and their pipe 
work (excluding any gas venting and tank fill 
lines that are normally dry) should have 
double-walled construction, with an 
interstitial leak-monitoring space. This is 
particularly important when located close to 
sensitive water resources or where the tank 
may come into contact with the watertable. 

 All underground tank systems should have 
provision for leak monitoring. 

Noted.  

 
The proposed development is acceptable in consideration of DWER’s comments.  
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7 Conclusion  
 
The amended development plans, traffic technical note, updated Bushfire Management Plan and responses 
contained within this letter address the City’s comments received on 19 May 2021 and public submissions received 
during the consultation period. We respectfully request the City proceed to finalise its assessment and favourable 
recommendation of the application to the Development Assessment Panel. 
 
Should you have any queries or require further clarification in regard to the above matter please do not hesitate to 
contact the undersigned. 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
 
 
 
_________________________ 
OLIVER BASSON 
SENIOR PLANNER 
 
 
210610 6621 Letter to City of Rockingham - response to requests for information 
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ATTACHMENT 2 
 

TRAFFIC TECHNICAL NOTE 
  



 

 

 

 
 
INTRODUCTION 
Transcore prepared a Transport Impact Assessment (TIA) on behalf of Accord 
Property with respect to the Development Application (DA) for a proposed service 
station to be located at 115 Dixon Road in April 2021. Following review of the DA, 
the City of Rockingham provided a number of comments in an email dated 19 May 
2021. 
 
This technical note is prepared to address the City’s comments with respect to the 
traffic and transport matters. City’s comments and Transcore’s responses are 
provided in a table on page 2 of this technical note. A revised Site Plan is also 
prepared which is provided in Appendix A of this technical note. 
 

Technical Note: No 1a  Date: 11/06/2021 
Project No: t20.270 
Project: Proposed Service Station - Lot 10 (No.115) Dixon Road, East Rockingham 
Subject: Addressing City of Rockingham Comments 
 



 
 
 Proposed Service Station - Lot 10 (No.115) Dixon Road, East Rockingham| responses to City’s Comments     
              
March 2021 
 CITY OF ROCKINGHAM COMMENTS STATUS/COMMENT 
 Traffic Issues  

1 The SIDRA analysis completed for the intersection of Dixon 
Road/Day Road suggests an unsatisfactory Level of Service F (i.e. 
the worst level) and degree of saturation very close to 1.0 (i.e. 
0.975). 

Site observations and the SIDRA analysis results indicate that the 
intersection of Dixon Road/Day Road presently operates close to capacity 
during the PM peak hour for the right turn movements out of Day Road. 
This is due to the significant through traffic volumes on Dixon Road during 
the PM peak hour. This level of operations is likely at all intersections 
along Dixon Road during peak periods. In fact, this is happening on all 
roads and intersection with similar levels of traffic throughout 
metropolitan Perth.  
 
However, it is important to note that the additional traffic generated by 
the proposed development will not change the existing traffic operations 
of the intersection in a significant way. The SIDRA analysis results for the 
post development scenario during AM and PM peak hours render similar 
results as existing situation with no changes to LoS of the turning 
movements of the intersection. The most pronounced change is the 95% 
queue on Day Road which is reported to increase from about 40m in 
existing PM peak hour to about 55m in post development PM peak hour.  
The reported 95% queue of 55m will not have any impact on the traffic 
operations and in particular the queue will not extend beyond the 
development Day Road crossover. Review of the Day Road crossover 
SIDRA results confirms that both crossovers for light and heavy vehicles 
would operate satisfactorily with LoS A and minimal queues and delays. 
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The main reason for undertaking SIDRA Network assessment is to 
investigate the interaction of the intersection with the crossovers. In this 
case, the purpose was to investigate the possibility of blockage of the Day 
Road crossover by queue backs from the intersection.  
 
Transcore undertook video traffic counts to establish the existing traffic 
operations of the intersection and to calibrate the SIDRA modelling. The 
calibrated model was used to investigate the 95% queue and traffic 
operation of the development crossovers on Day Road and the 
intersection as a network. 
 
Please note that the revised plan shows less light vehicle bowsers on site 
which would result in less traffic generation from the site and would 
improve the SIDRA results.  

 Comments on TIA  
1 Section 1.0 mentioned that “The proposal entails a service station 

with an associated retail building consisting of eight light vehicle 
bowsers (16 filling points) and three heavy vehicle bowsers (up to 
4 filling points)”. Please note that the proposed 5.77m spacing 
between the heavy vehicle bowsers may only allow two (2) fuel 
positions only. 

The revised plan shows that three fill points can be uses concurrently.  

 2 Section 1.0 mentioned that “Accordingly, the Dixon Road 
crossover system is planned to rationalized and consist of one left 
in crossover for light vehicles and one left out crossover for heavy 
vehicles”. Please provide more details on the proposed treatment 
(eg. pavement marking, signage, etc.) because the wide crossover 
proposed in both locations would not restrict vehicles from 
exiting and entering for the light and heavy vehicles crossover 

Noted. Appropriate signage and line marking as shown in the revised plan 
will be provided to guide the vehicles for the entry and exit to/ from the 
crossovers. 
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respectively. 
3 Section 1.0 mentioned that “The proposed development layout 

has been assessed with respect to the movements of fuel tankers, 
service vehicles and heavy vehicles up to 19.0m long”. Both Day 
Road and Dixon Road is a RAV4 network therefore heavy vehicles 
up to 27.5m in length are able to use both roads. How would 
restrictions be implemented to ensure that heavy vehicles larger 
than a 19.0m semi-trailer would not enter the site? Please 
provide more details regarding the crossover treatments 
mentioned in Section 4.1 

Noted. Appropriate signage and line marking will be provided at the 
development entry crossover for heavy vehicles on Day Road to alert the 
drivers before entering the site. This situation is similar for the BP service 
station recently approved and constructed (now operational) in close 
proximity of this development and on the same side of Dixon Road. 

4 Section 3.2 mentioned that Dixon Road has a posted speed limit 
of 70km/hr east of Evinrude Bend. Should this be McCamey 
Avenue instead? 

Noted it is east of McCamey Avenue. The posted speed limit is 70km/h 
eastbound fronting the subject site. 

5 Section 3.3 mentioned that “The existing traffic turn counts at the 
intersection of Dixon Road/Day Road and the site crossovers were 
established by 24-hour video traffic counts survey on Thursday 
4th of June 2020”. Please provide this traffic counts data as part 
of the Appendix such that it can be assessed. 

The existing traffic turn counts are reported in the TIA and are also in the 
SIDRA tables.  

6 Section 3.5 mentioned that “Information available on Main Roads 
WA website provides crash statistics for Day Road and Dixon Road 
intersection during the five year period ending in December 
2019”. Please update Table 1 as there are more recent crash data 
for five-year period ending in December 2020. 

The reported crashes to December 2019 were the information available 
at the time of preparation of the report. The reported crashes indicate 
zero casualty for this site.  

7 Section 3.6 mentioned that “The nearest bus stop is located 
approximately 52m south east of the subject site along Dixon 
Road”. The statement is true for westbound buses however the 
bus stop for eastbound is located approximately 100m east of the 
subject site along Dixon Road. Please incorporate this information 

Noted and agree that the bus stop for eastbound is located approximately 
100m east of the subject site along Dixon Road. However, the inclusion of 
this information is not necessary. 
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in the TIA 
8 Section 4.1 mentioned that “No entry signage will also be 

provided on Dixon Road entry crossover”. Should this be “No 
entry signage will also be provided on Dixon Road exit crossover”? 

Noted. Appropriate signage will be provided to guide the vehicles for the 
entry and exit to/ from the crossovers. 

9 Section 5.0 mentioned that “No major changes to the surrounding 
road network are proposed as part of the proposed 
development”. Please note that the City has preliminary designs 
for the Woodbridge secondary access which would create a four-
way intersection at Dixon Road/Day Road. Please liaise with the 
City’s Engineering Services for details, to understand any 
implications this may have for the proposed development. 

Noted. It is requested that City should provide this information, including 
timing, for consideration, however creation of a four-way intersection on 
Dixon Road (without roundabout or traffic signal control) should not be 
pursued. 

10 Section 7.2.2 mentioned that “For traffic generation 62% and 56% 
passing trade was assumed as per commercial development 
traffic modelling assumptions for the AM and PM peak hours 
respectively in accordance with ITE10 Guidelines”. The City does 
not have access to the mentioned document therefore please 
provide the relevant extract such that its validity could be 
assessed. 

Based on Table E47 and E38 and Figure E18 and E19 of the ITE Guidelines, 
the weekday AM peak hour passing trade is 62% and PM peak hour 
passing trade is 56% for land use 945.  

11 Section 7.2.2 suggests that 25% of the heavy vehicles would be 
attracted to the proposed development. Please provide 
justification for adopting this percentage. 

This is an assumption. This assumption about traffic attraction is 
considered reasonable in the context of the access arrangement for the 
proposed development (which is available from Day Road only) and 
considering the existing traffic congestion at the intersection during the 
peak hours. 

12 Section 7.2.2 mentioned that 43 and 34 heavy vehicles would be 
attracted to the proposed development therefore would generate 
86 and 68 vehicle trips (i.e. each vehicle would enter and exit the 
site during the peak hour) during the AM and PM peak hour 
respectively. Please amend traffic analysis accordingly 

43 and 34 heavy vehicles reported in Table 3 are inbound and outbound 
trip generation as stated in the TIA.   
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13 Would it be possible to show the trip distribution percentage for 
the approaches in Figure 12 and 13? 

The trip distribution percentage for the approaches in Figure 12 and 13 
can be easily calculated from these figures as the in and out volumes in 
the small table are the relevant total AM and PM peak hour trip 
generations.  

14 Please note that the peak hour traffic volumes in Table 3 should 
be double the number of vehicles (i.e. each vehicle entering and 
exiting the site during the peak hour). Please amend traffic 
analysis accordingly 

43 and 34 heavy vehicles reported in Table 3 are inbound and outbound 
trips. 

15 The passing trade component for the heavy vehicles assumes a 
50/50 split between Dixon Road (to the south) and Day Road (to 
the north). The City expects that more should be distributed 
to/from Dixon Road as there are higher traffic volumes. Please 
provide justification, otherwise please assign more to Dixon Road. 
The existing traffic count data may provide information regarding 
the number of heavy vehicles along Day Road and Dixon Road, 
therefore the proportion could be adopted based on existing 
traffic survey. Please amend traffic analysis accordingly. 

During the peak hours, passing traffic from westbound flow on Dixon 
Road is not expected due lack of gaps in eastbound traffic and 
convenience. It is unlikely that a truck which come from the east, turn 
right across 2 lanes of traffic on Dixon Road during the peak hours to 
access the site. Accordingly, Transcore has assumed equal passing traffic 
distribution for Dixon Road eastbound and Day Road southbound. 

16 How was the proportion for passing trade component for the light 
vehicles determined? The City recommends that the existing 
traffic survey be used to provide insight into trip distribution. 
Please amend traffic analysis accordingly. 
 

The passing traffic component has been established from ITE guidelines. 
Passing trade for light vehicles would not follow the existing trip pattern 
at the intersection as there is no service station at this location currently.  

17 Figure 12 suggests that there are no right turn movements for 
passing trade component at the intersection of Dixon Road/Day 
Road. Please provide justification as it is likely that there will be 
some passing trade which would make the right turn movement. 
The City recommends that the existing traffic survey be used to 
provide insight into trip distribution. Please amend traffic analysis 

Refer above comments. 
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accordingly. 
18 Figure 13 suggests that all non-passing trade component would 

be coming from the north (i.e. Day Road). The City considers this 
to be unlikely and some should be allocated to come from Dixon 
Road. The City recommends that the existing traffic survey be 
used to provide insight into trip distribution. Please amend traffic 
analysis accordingly. 

Refer above comment. Drivers will select a service station based on 
convenience and ease of accessibility.  During the peak hours drivers will 
avoid to make problematic right turns if it involves reasonably long 
delays. 

19 Regarding Figure 13, please provide reasons for not having any 
right turn movements at “Access 2”. 

Refer above comments. 

20 Section 7.4 mentioned that “The most pronounced change is the 
95% queue on Day Road which is reported to increase from 38m 
in existing PM to about 56m in post development PM scenario”. 
This increased in queue length would extend up to “Access 2” and 
therefore would impact the performance of this vehicle 
crossover, which the City has serious concern about. 

Review of the Day Road crossover operations confirms that both 
crossovers for light and heavy vehicles would operate satisfactorily with 
LoS A and minimal queues and delays. As mentioned earlier (refer point 1) 
the purpose of SIDRA Network analysis was to establish the interaction of 
the traffic operations of the intersection with the crossovers. 

21 Section 8.0 mentioned that “Assuming equal queue distribution it 
is estimated that in the worst-case scenario there will be 2 cars 
waiting behind each refueling vehicle at 8 bowsers”. This suggests 
that there will not be sufficient queue space within the site. 

The 95th percentile queue within the whole system is 18 cars (16 cars 
refuelling at bowsers and 2 cars waiting). The two cars queuing can easily 
be accommodated within the site. the revised site plan shows less fill 
points for light vehicles which would reduce the trip generation of the site 
and would improve the queue space within the site. 

22 The SIDRA analysis for the existing PM peak hour at the 
intersection of Dixon Road/Day Road suggests that the right turn 
movement from Day Road to Dixon Road already has an 
unsatisfactory Level of Service F (i.e. 78.8 seconds delay) with a 
degree of saturation of 0.893, exceeding the recommended value 
(i.e. 0.8) from Austroads’ Guide to Traffic Management Part 3 – 
Transport Study and Analysis Methods. The SIDRA analysis for the 
proposed development suggests that it will significantly further 

The SIDRA analysis results are only a theoretical assessment. This level of 
service is likely at all priority-controlled intersections along Dixon Road 
and all other priority-controlled intersections on similar roads within 
Perth metro area. Please refer to comments to point 1 above. 
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reduce the Level of Service (i.e. 107.6 seconds delay or 28.8 
seconds additional delay) with a degree of saturation of 0.975 
(note that a degree of saturation exceeding 1.0 would mean long 
queues on the approaches). 

23 The SIDRA analysis completed for the existing and proposed PM 
peak hour at the intersection of Dixon Road/Day Road suggests 
that there would be a vehicle queue length of 10.7m and 11.5m 
within the central median respectively. This queue length cannot 
be accommodated within the existing central median (i.e. 
approximately 6.5m wide). Please revise the traffic analysis 
accordingly. 

This is the way SIDRA reports the results. The reality is that if a vehicle is 
stored in the median another vehicle will not enter the median as it will 
be in the path of oncoming vehicles. The 50% (or average queue) queue 
reported by SIDRA is less than 6.5m. The average queue is more 
representative of reality.    

 Swept paths  
1 Please provide a clearer resolution for the swept path analysis 

such that a more thorough assessment could be made 
Clearer resolution for the swept path analysis in pdf format will be 
provided separately to the City. 

2 The City has the following concerns regarding the swept path 
analysis provided; 
a. Clash with kerbing; 
b. Clash with proposed structural elements; 
c. Clash with another service vehicle; 
d. Commercial vehicles not serviced within the proposed 
loading bay; 
e. Encroaching into the footpath 

These issues are simply because of the resolution of the plans in the 
report. Further, the 500mm clearance should not be confused with the 
vehicle body.  Base on high resolution turn paths which are prepared for 
the revised plan it is evident the design vehicle:  
a. does not clash with kerbs. 
b. does not clash with proposed structural elements. 
c. does not clash with another service vehicle. 
d. Loading bay has been moved in the revised plan. 
e. does not encroach into the footpath. 

 
3 AS2890.1 requires that the sight distance assessment be taken to 

the road centerline instead of the middle of the traffic lane. 
Please amend the assessment accordingly in Appendix D. 

Dixon Road is straight and level along this section and therefore sight line 
is not an issue. The sightlines should be assessed in line with the travel 
path of oncoming vehicles and the position of the driver within the 
vehicle. Available sightline will be more if it is measured to the separator 
line. 
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 Drawings  
1 The site plan suggests that the extent of the proposed 

development along Dixon Road would be encroaching into the 
existing road shoulder which is not acceptable. Please confirm 
that the proposed development shall not encroach into the 
existing road shoulder, otherwise amend the site plan 
accordingly. 

Noted. Drawing will be checked by the architect of the project. 

2 The proposed full turning movement at the light vehicle crossover 
off Day Road would require patrons to complete a U-turn within 
the site to exit back to Day Road (as the crossover off Dixon Road 
is an entry only). Please demonstrate how the vehicles would be 
able to circulate within the site to complete this U-turn when 
other vehicles are being serviced at the bowsers. The proposed 
8.0m spacing between browsers may not have sufficient 
clearance to allow a vehicle to pass through between the other 
two vehicles currently being serviced at the bowsers. It is also 
noted that travelling in the opposite direction would increase 
traffic safety risks. 

These types of movement are not unusual within service stations. The 
proposed spacing between the northern browsers and the proposed retail 
store will have sufficient clearance to allow a vehicle to pass through this 
area. Also tur paths for the revised plan shows that the proposed spacing 
between the bowsers are sufficient for a B99 passenger car to pass 
through (refer Sk24a). 

3 The width of forecourt pavement at the south-western corner of 
the site appears to be narrow and would not allow a vehicle to 
pass through when a car is being serviced at the bowser. Please 
provide a swept path diagram indicating how this would work. 
Otherwise, consider widening this area 

Refer above comment and sk23a and Sk24a. 

4 The modified light vehicle crossover off Dixon Road is proposed to 
be approximately 5.0m wide and for entry only. Consider 
reducing the width of this crossover as the proposed 5.0m is 
considered to be wide and would allow patrons to exit from this 
location. It is noted that further pavement markings and signage 

Noted. The width of this crossover will be reviewed during the detailed 
design stage of the project. 
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would be required to restrict the intended traffic flow from this 
crossover. 

5 The modified heavy vehicle crossover off Day Road would have 
one of its wings encroaching into the frontage of the adjacent lot, 
which is non-compliant. Please amend the design accordingly to 
have all parts of the crossover within the frontage of the 
proposed development. 

Noted. The design of this crossover will be reviewed during the detailed 
design stage of the project. 

6 The modified heavy vehicle crossover off Dixon Road (i.e. exit 
only) is proposed to be 11.0m wide, therefore patrons may likely 
disregard the intended one-way traffic flow and enter from this 
access point. Please consider providing additional treatments (eg. 
pavement markings, signage, or modifying the alignment of the 
crossover etc.) to ensure that patrons (i.e. light and heavy 
vehicles) do not enter from this access point. 

This width is required for the satisfactory exit movement of the heavy 
vehicles. Appropriate pavement markings and signage will be provided to 
ensure that patrons do not enter from this crossover. 

7 It is understood that three bowsers are proposed for the heavy 
vehicles which was suggested able to accommodate for four (4) 
fueling positions. The proposed 5.77m centerline spacing 
between the bowsers is likely only able to accommodate for two 
(2) fuel positions. Please confirm that this is the intended 
arrangement, otherwise the spacing between the bowsers will 
require to be widened for them all to be used at the same time. 

The revised plan shows that three bowsers are available for filling the 
trucks. 

8 Manual measurements from the site plan suggests that the 
standard car parking bay located directly opposite the universal 
bay has a proposed width of 2.3m therefore does not conform to 
the minimum bay width requirement of 2.6m in accordance with 
AS2890.1. Please amend design accordingly and ensure that all 
standard bays are at least 2.6m wide. 
 

All bays in the revised plan are 2.6m wide.  
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9 Please provide at least a 1.0m horizontal clearance between the 
road pavement and any vertical structure within the site (i.e. signs 
in this particular case). Manual measurements from the site plan 
suggests that there are a number of signs located less than this 
minimum requirement. Please amend the plans accordingly. 

Appropriate separation distance will be reviewed during the detailed 
design stage of the project. 

10 Please provide pram ramps on both sides of the proposed 
modified crossover along Dixon Road 

Noted and will be addressed during the detailed design stage of the 
project. 

11 Please provide a kerb ramp to the proposed “Shop” within the 
site to allow for universal access (i.e. located within close 
proximity to the universal bay) 

Noted and will be addressed during the detailed design stage of the 
project. 

12 What is the purpose of the four car parking bays located opposite 
the universal bays? The City is concerned that if these are visitor 
bays then it increases traffic safety risks because they would 
interact with intended heavy vehicle movements in the area. 
These risks would be minimised if they are staff bays. 

The revised plan shows different parking configuration within the heavy 
vehicle service station site. The turn path analysis undertaken indicates no 
conflict between the heavy vehicle turn paths and the proposed parking 
bays. 

13 The swept path analysis shown in the “Truck Turning” drawing 
suggest that the design vehicle envelope would encroach into the 
proposed loading bay which is not acceptable. Please amend 
swept path analysis accordingly 

Please refer to sk21a and sk22a of the turn paths for the entry and exit of 
the service vehicles at the new location of the service bay in the revised 
plan. 



 

Appendix A 

Revised Site Plan 
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UPDATED BUSHFIRE MANAGEMENT PLAN 



 
 

 

Bushfire Management Plan Coversheet 
This Coversheet and accompanying Bushfire Management Plan has been prepared and issued by a person accredited by Fire 
Protection Association Australia under the Bushfire Planning and Design (BPAD) Accreditation Scheme. 

Bushfire Management Plan and Site Details 

Site Address / Plan Reference:   115 Dixon Road 

Suburb:   East Rockingham State:   WA P/code: 6122 

Local government area:   City of Rockingham 

Description of the planning proposal:   Development Application for a service station 

BMP Plan / Reference Number:   16254  Version:   v3 Date of Issue:  10/06/21 

Client / Business Name:   Accord Property 
 

Reason for referral to DFES Yes No 

Has the BAL been calculated by a method other than method 1 as outlined in AS3959 (tick no if AS3959 method 1 has 
been used to calculate the BAL)? 

  

Have any of the bushfire protection criteria elements been addressed through the use of a performance principle (tick 
no if only acceptable solutions have been used to address all of the BPC elements)? 

  

Is the proposal any of the following special development types (see SPP 3.7 for definitions)? 

Unavoidable development (in BAL-40 or BAL-FZ)   

Strategic planning proposal (including rezoning applications)   

Minor development (in BAL-40 or BAL-FZ)   

High risk land-use   

Vulnerable land-use   

If the development is a special development type as listed above, explain why the proposal is considered to be one of the above listed 
classifications (E.g. considered vulnerable land-use as the development is for accommodation of the elderly, etc.)? 

High risk land use due to flammable fuels at service station 

Note: The decision maker (e.g. local government or the WAPC) should only refer the proposal to DFES for comment if one (or more) of the 
above answers are ticked “Yes”. 

 

BPAD Accredited Practitioner Details and Declaration 

Name 
Alex Aitken 

Accreditation Level 
Level 2 

Accreditation No. 
37739 

Accreditation Expiry 
November 2021 

Company 
Eco Logical Australia 

Contact No. 

08 6218 2200 

I declare that the information provided within this bushfire management plan is to the best of my knowledge true and correct 

Signature of Practitioner 

 Date 10-Jun-21 
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11. Introduction 

1.1 Proposal details 
Eco Logical Australia (ELA) was commissioned by Accord Property to prepare a Bushfire Management 
Plan (BMP) to support a development application for Lot 10 (115) Dixon Road, East Rockingham 
(hereafter referred to as the subject site, Figure 1).  The proposed development will result in an 
intensification of land use and involves the construction of a new service station. 

The subject site is within a designated bushfire prone area as per the Western Australia State Map of 
Bush Fire Prone Areas (DFES 2019; Figure 3), which triggers bushfire planning requirements under State 
Planning Policy 3.7 Planning in Bushfire Prone Areas (SPP 3.7; Western Australian Planning Commission 
(WAPC) 2015) and reporting to accompany submission of the development application in accordance 
with the associated Guidelines for Planning in Bushfire Prone Areas v 1.3 (the Guidelines; WAPC 2017).  

The subject site is currently zoned as Light Industry under the City of Rockingham (CoR) Town Planning 
Scheme (TPS) with the site being utilised as a mechanical workshop.  The proposed development will 
incorporate the demolishing of the existing buildings and the construction of a new service station. 

This assessment has been prepared by ELA Senior Bushfire Consultant Alex Aitken (FPAA BPAD Level 2 
Certified Practitioner No. BPAD37739) with quality assurance undertaken by Senior Bushfire Consultant 
Daniel Panickar (FPAA BPAD Level 3 Certified Practitioner No. BPAD37802). 

1.2 Purpose and application of the plan 
The primary purpose of this BMP is to act as a technical supporting document to inform planning 
assessment.  This BMP is also designed to provide guidance on how to plan for and manage the bushfire 
risk to the subject site through implementation of a range of bushfire management measures in 
accordance with the Guidelines. 

High risk land uses may expose the community, fire fighters and the environment to dangerous, 
uncontrolled substances during a bushfire event. High risk land uses may include, but are not limited to: 
service stations, landfill sites, bulk storage of hazardous materials, fuel depots and certain heavy 
industries as well as military bases, power generating land uses, saw-mills, highways and railways.  

Planning and development applications that incorporate proposals for non-residential, high-risk land 
uses in bushfire prone areas are to comply with Policy Measure 6.6 which requires a Bushfire 
Management Plan jointly endorsed by the local government and the Department of Fire and Emergency 
Services (DFES). In most instance the requirement of the bushfire risk management plan should be 
incorporated into the proposed site management plans. 

1.3 Environmental considerations 
SPP 3.7 policy objective 5.4 recognises the need to consider bushfire risk management measures 
alongside environmental, biodiversity and conservation values.  

The subject site has been previously cleared, resulting in no existing native vegetation on site.   
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No revegetation is proposed within the development and landscaping will be maintained in a low-threat 
state. 
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22. Bushfire assessment results 

2.1 Bushfire assessment inputs 
The following section is a consideration of spatial bushfire risk and has been used to inform the bushfire 
assessment in this report. 

2.1.1 Fire Danger Index 
A blanket Fire Danger Rating (FDI) 80 is adopted for Western Australia, as outlined in Australian Standard 
(AS) 3959–2018 and endorsed by Australasian Fire and Emergency Service Authorities Council (AFAC).   

2.1.2 Vegetation classification  
Vegetation within the subject site and surrounding 150 m (the assessment area) was assessed in 
accordance with the Guidelines and AS 3959-2018 Construction of Buildings in Bushfire Prone Areas (SA 
2018) with regard given to the Visual guide for bushfire risk assessment in Western Australia (DoP 2016).  
Site assessment was undertaken on 3 June 2020. 

The classified vegetation for the proposed development from each of the identified vegetation plots are 
identified below, Table 1 and Figure 4. 

Table 1:  Classified vegetation as per AS 3959-2018 

Plot Vegetation Classification Effective Slope 

1 Class A Forest All upslopes and flat land (0 degrees) 

2 Class A Forest All upslopes and flat land (0 degrees) 

3 Class B Woodland All upslopes and flat land (0 degrees) 

4 Excluded AS 3959: 2018 2.2.3.2 (e) - 

 

Note: Plot 2 vegetation classification is based on advice from DFES utilising aerial imagery that ELA does 
not support, however this classification does not affect the overall BAL rating for the development. 

Photographs relating to each area and vegetation type are included in Appendix A.   

2.1.3 Topography and slope under vegetation 
Effective slope under vegetation was assessed for a distance of 150 m from the subject site in 
accordance with the Guidelines and AS 3959: 2018 and is depicted in Figure 4.  Slope under classified 
vegetation was assessed and is shown in Table 1.  

   



Datum/Projection:
GDA 1994 MGA Zone 50

0 30 6015

Metres

Prepared by: GM     Date: 9/06/2021

Subject site
100m site assessment
150m site assessment

Photo location

Cadastral Boundary

Class A forest
Class B woodland
Excluded as per clause 2.2.3.2 (e) and (f)

Upslope /
Flat Land

Upslope /
Flat Land

Upslope /
Flat Land

Da
rile

 S
t

1

23

4

5
6

7 8



Bushfire Management Plan: 
Development Application:  115 Dixon Road, East Rockingham | Accord Property 

© ECO LOGICAL AUSTRALIA PTY LTD 8 

22.2 Bushfire assessment outputs 
A Bushfire Attack Level (BAL) assessment has been undertaken in accordance with SPP 3.7, the 
Guidelines, AS 3959-2018 and the bushfire assessment inputs in Section 2.1. 

2.2.1 BAL assessment  
All land located within 100 m of the classified vegetation depicted in Figure 4 is considered bushfire 
prone and is subject to a BAL assessment in accordance with AS 3959: 2018.   

A Method 1 BAL assessment (as outlined in AS 3959-2018) has been completed for the proposed 
development and incorporates the following factors: 

 Fire Danger Index (FDI) rating; 
 Vegetation class; 
 Slope under classified vegetation; and 
 Distance between proposed development area and the classified vegetation.   

Based on the identified BAL, construction requirements for proposed buildings can then be assigned.  
The BAL rating gives an indication of the expected level of bushfire attack (i.e. radiant heat flux, flame 
contact and ember penetration) that may be received by proposed buildings and subsequently informs 
the standard of construction required to increase building survivability. 

2.2.2  Method 1 BAL assessment  
Table 2 and Figure 5 display the Method 1 BAL assessment (in the form of BAL contours) that has been 
completed for the proposed development in accordance with AS 3959: 2018 methodology.  

Table 2: Method 1 BAL calculation (BAL contours) 

Plot and vegetation 
classification 

Effective slope 
Hazard separation 
distance 

BAL rating Comment 

Plot 1 

Class A Forest 

All upslopes and 
flat land (0 
degrees) 

0-<16 BAL-FZ No development proposed in this area 

16-<21 BAL-40 No development proposed in this area 

21-<31 BAL-29 No development proposed in this area 

31-<42 BAL-19 No development proposed in this area 

42-<100 BAL-12.5 Development proposed in this area 

Plot 2 

Class A Forest 

All upslopes and 
flat land (0 
degrees) 

0-<16 BAL-FZ No development proposed in this area 

16-<21 BAL-40 No development proposed in this area 

21-<31 BAL-29 No development proposed in this area 

31-<42 BAL-19 No development proposed in this area 

42-<100 BAL-12.5 Development proposed in this area 

Plot 3 

Class B Woodland 

All upslopes and 
flat land (0 
degrees) 

0-<10 BAL-FZ No development proposed in this area 

10-<14 BAL-40 No development proposed in this area 

14-<20 BAL-29 No development proposed in this area 

20-<29 BAL-19 No development proposed in this area 

29-<100 BAL-12.5 Development proposed in this area 
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Plot and vegetation 
classification 

Effective slope 
Hazard separation 
distance 

BAL rating Comment 

Plot 4 

Excluded as per clause 2.2.3.2 (e) of 
AS3959: 2018 

N/A 

 

Based on the site assessment inputs and BAL assessment, the proposed service station within the subject 
site has a BAL rating of BAL-12.5.   

 

22.3 Identification of issues arising from the BAL assessment 
Should there be any changes in development design or vegetation/hazard extent that requires a 
modified bushfire management response, then the above BAL ratings will need to be reassessed for the 
affected areas and documented in a brief addendum to this BMP. 
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33. Assessment against the Bushfire Protection Criteria 

3.1 Compliance  
The proposed development is required to comply with policy measures 6.2, 6.5 and 6.6 of SPP 3.7 and 
the Guidelines.  Implementation of this BMP is expected to meet objectives 5.1-5.4 of SPP 3.7. 

In response to the above requirements of SPP 3.7 and the Guidelines, bushfire risk management 
measures, as outlined, have been devised for the proposed development in accordance with Guideline 
acceptable solutions to meet compliance with bushfire protection criteria.   

Table 3 outlines the Acceptable Solutions (AS) that are relevant to the proposal and summaries how the 
intent of each Bushfire Protection Criteria has been achieved.  No Performance Solutions (PS) have been 
proposed for this proposal.  These management measures are depicted in Figure 6 where relevant. 

Table 3: Summary of solutions used to achieve bushfire protection criteria 

Bushfire Protection Criteria AS PS N/A Comment 

Element 1:  Location 

A1.1 Development location 
   

The proposed buildings within the subject site 
will be located in an area subject to BAL ratings 
of ≤BAL-29 (Figure 5; Figure 6). 

The proposed development is considered to be 
compliant with A1.1. 

Element 2:  Siting and design of development 

A2.1 Asset Protection Zone (APZ) 

   

The proposed development has an APZ sufficient 
for the potential radiant heat flux to not exceed 
29kW/m2 and will be managed in accordance 
with the requirements of ‘Standards for Asset 
Protection Zones’ (WAPC 2017; Appendix B).   

The APZ can be contained within the boundaries 
of the lot or managed in perpetuity in a low fuel 
state. 

The proposed development is considered to be 
compliant with A2.1. 

Element 3:  Vehicular access 

A3.1 Two access routes 

   

Two access routes to/from the subject site are 
available on to Dixon Road and Day Road 
(Figure 6).  All roads are public roads and comply 
with requirements outlined in the Guidelines 
(Appendix C).   

The proposed development is considered to be 
compliant with A3.1.  

A3.2 Public road    No public roads are proposed as part of this 
development.   

A3.3 Cul-de-sac    No cul-de-sacs are proposed as part of this 
development. 

A3.4 Battle-axe    No battle axe lots are proposed.   

A3.5 Private Driveway longer than 50 m    No private driveways longer than 50 m are 
proposed. 

A3.6 Emergency Access way    No emergency access way is required. 
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Bushfire Protection Criteria AS PS N/A Comment 

A3.7 Fire-service access routes    No fire service access routes are required or 
proposed.   

A3.8 Firebreak width    No fire breaks are required or proposed as per 
the requirements of City of Rockingham 
Firebreak Notice 2019 (CoR 2019).   

Element 4:  Water 

A4.1 Reticulated areas 

   

The subject site will be connected to a 
reticulated water supply.  

The proposed development is considered to be 
compliant with A4.1.  

A4.2 and A4.3 are not applicable to this proposed 
development. 

A4.2 Non-Reticulated areas    Reticulated water is present within the area. 

A4.3 Individual Lots within non-reticulated areas    Reticulated water is present within the area. 

NOTE – AS- ACCEPTABLE SOLUTION, PS- PERFORMANCE SOLUTION, N/A- NOT APPLICABLE 

 

33.2 Additional Bushfire Requirements 
All landscaping areas within the subject site will be maintained in accordance with Standards for Asset 
Protection Zones (Appendix B) and shown as Appendix D.   

Due to the high risk land use designation, a bushfire risk management plan (BRMP) has been developed 
that addresses Policy Measure 6.6 of SPP 3.7 (ELA 2020).  
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44. Implementation and enforcement 

Implementation of the BMP applies to the developer, future owners within the subject site and the local 
government to ensure bushfire management measures are adopted and implemented on an ongoing 
basis.  A summary of the bushfire management measures described in Section 3, as well as a works 
program, is provided in Table 4. These measures will be implemented to ensure the ongoing protection 
of life and property assets is achieved.  Timing and responsibilities are also defined to assist with 
implementation of each measure. 

Table 4: Proposed work program  

No Bushfire management measure Responsibility 

Prior to occupancy 

1 Ensure proposed building is located outside of areas subject to 
BAL-FZ and BAL-40 as per the design in Figure 6.   

Developer 

2 Ensure all APZs are implemented and maintained Developer 

3 Implement Bushfire Risk Management Plan Developer 

Ongoing management 

4 Maintain APZ Owner / Occupier 
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55. Conclusion 

In the author’s professional opinion, the bushfire protection requirements listed in this assessment 
provide an adequate standard of bushfire protection for the proposed development.  As such, the 
proposed development is consistent with the aim and objectives of SPP 3.7 and associated guidelines 
and is recommended for approval. 
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Appendix A – Classified Vegetation Photos 

Plot Photo ID Photo and vegetation classification 

1 1 

 
Class A Forest 

1 2 

 
Class A Forest 
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Plot Photo ID Photo and vegetation classification 

2 3 

 
Class B Woodland 

2 4 

 
Class B Woodland 
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Plot Photo ID Photo and vegetation classification 

3 5 

 
Class B Woodland 

4 6 

 
Excluded AS 3959: 2018 2.2.3.2 (e) 

Note: area surrounding the historical building is maintained inside the fenceline as low threat 
vegetation. Maintenance undertaken by City of Rockingham. 
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Plot Photo ID Photo and vegetation classification 

4 7 

 
Excluded AS 3959-2018 2.2.3.2 (e) 

4 8 

 
Excluded AS 3959-2018 2.2.3.2 (e) 
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Appendix B – Standards for Asset Protection Zones 

The following standards have been extracted from the Guidelines for Planning in Bushfire Prone Areas 
v 1.3 (WAPC 2017).   

Every habitable building is to be surrounded by, and every proposed lot can achieve, an APZ depicted 
on submitted plans, which meets the following requirements: 

a. Width: Measured from any external wall or supporting post or column of the proposed building, and 
of sufficient size to ensure the potential radiant heat impact of a fire does not exceed 29kW/m² (BAL-
29) in all circumstances. 

b. Location: the APZ should be contained solely within the boundaries of the lot on which a building is 
situated, except in instances where the neighbouring lot or lots will be managed in a low-fuel state on 
an ongoing basis, in perpetuity (see explanatory notes).   

c. Management: the APZ is managed in accordance with the requirements of ‘Standards for Asset 
Protection Zones’ (below): 

 Fences: within the APZ are constructed from non-combustible materials (e.g. iron, brick, 
limestone, metal post and wire). It is recommended that solid or slatted non-combustible 
perimeter fences are used 

 Objects: within 10 metres of a building, combustible objects must not be located close to the 
vulnerable parts of the building i.e. windows and doors 

 Fine Fuel load: combustible dead vegetation matter less than 6 millimetres in thickness reduced 
to and maintained at an average of two tonnes per hectare 

 Trees (> 5 metres in height): trunks at maturity should be a minimum distance of 6 metres from 
all elevations of the building, branches at maturity should not touch or overhang the building, 
lower branches should be removed to a height of 2 metres above the ground and or surface 
vegetation, canopy cover should be less than 15% with tree canopies at maturity well spread to 
at least 5 metres apart as to not form a continuous canopy (Figure 7).   

 

Figure 7: Illustrated tree canopy cover projection (WAPC 2017) 
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 Shrubs (0.5 metres to 5 metres in height): should not be located under trees or within 3 metres 
of buildings, should not be planted in clumps greater than 5m2 in area, clumps of shrubs should 
be separated from each other and any exposed window or door by at least 10 metres. Shrubs 
greater than 5 metres in height are to be treated as trees 

 Ground covers (<0.5 metres in height): can be planted under trees but must be properly 
maintained to remove dead plant material and any parts within 2 metres of a structure, but 3 
metres from windows or doors if greater than 100 millimetres in height.  Ground covers greater 
than 0.5 metres in height are to be treated as shrubs 

 Grass: should be managed to maintain a height of 100 millimetres or less.   

Additional notes  

The Asset Protection Zone (APZ) is an area surrounding a building that is managed to reduce the bushfire 
hazard to an acceptable level. Hazard separation in the form of using subdivision design elements or 
excluded and low threat vegetation adjacent to the lot may be used to reduce the dimensions of the 
APZ within the lot.   

The APZ should be contained solely within the boundaries of the lot on which the building is situated, 
except in instances where the neighbouring lot or lots will be managed in a low-fuel state on an ongoing 
basis, in perpetuity. The APZ may include public roads, waterways, footpaths, buildings, rocky outcrops, 
golf courses, maintained parkland as well as cultivated gardens in an urban context, but does not include 
grassland or vegetation on a neighbouring rural lot, farmland, wetland reserves and unmanaged public 
reserves.   
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Appendix C - Vehicular access technical requirements (WAPC 2017) 

Technical requirements Public road Cul-de-sac Private driveway 
Emergency 
access way 

Fire service 
access route 

Minimum trafficable 
surface (m) 

6* 6 4 6* 6* 

Horizontal distance (m) 6 6 6 6 6 

Vertical clearance (m) 4.5 N/A 4.5 4.5 4.5 

Maximum grade <50 m 1 in 10 1 in 10 1 in 10 1 in 10 1 in 10 

Minimum weight 
capacity (t) 

15 15 15 15 15 

Maximum crossfall 1 in 33 1 in 33 1 in 33 1 in 33 1 in 33 

Curves minimum inner 
radius 

8.5 8.5 8.5 8.5 8.5 

* Refer to E3.2 Public roads: Trafficable surface 
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Appendix D : Proposed Landscaping Plan 
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11. Introduction 

1.1 Project overview 
Eco Logical Australia (ELA) was commissioned by Accord Property to prepare a Bushfire Risk 
Management Plan (BRMP) to support a development application (DA) being prepared for the 
development of a Liberty service station located at 115 Dixon Road, East Rockingham (hereafter referred 
to as the subject site; Figure 1 and Figure 2).   

The proposed development will include: 
 Demolition of the existing buildings; and 
 Construction of a new retail store, canopies, fuel bowsers, underground fuel tanks, parking areas 

etc. as depicted in Figure 2.   

The proposed development will result in an intensification of land use. 

The subject site is located within a designated bushfire prone area as per the Western Australia State 
Map of Bush Fire Prone Areas (DFES 2019), which triggers bushfire planning requirements under State 
Planning Policy 3.7 Planning in Bushfire Prone Areas (SPP 3.7; WAPC 2015) and reporting to accompany 
submission of the development application in accordance with the associated Guidelines for Planning in 
Bushfire Prone Areas v 1.3 (the Guidelines; WAPC 2017).   

This assessment has been prepared by ELA Senior Bushfire Consultant Alex Aitken (FPAA BPAD Level 2 
Certified Practitioner No. BPAD37739.) with quality assurance undertaken by Senior Bushfire 
Consultant, Daniel Panickar (FPAA BPAD Level 3 Certified Practitioner No. BPAD37802). 

1.2 Purpose and application of the plan 
The primary purpose of this BRMP is to act as a technical supporting document to inform planning 
assessment in conjunction with the corresponding Bushfire Management Plan (BMP) also prepared by 
ELA (ELA 2020).   

SPP 3.7 (Policy Measure 6.6) requires development applications for high-risk land uses (such as petrol 
stations) in areas between BAL-12.5 and BAL-29 to be accompanied by a risk management plan for any 
flammable on-site hazards.  The Bushfire Management Plan (BMP) prepared by ELA for the subject site 
(ELA 2020) identifies all new proposed structures within the subject site as being located within areas 
subject to a BAL rating of BAL-12.5 or lower.   

The Building Code of Australia bushfire construction requirements only apply to residential buildings 
and associated structures.  The Guidelines therefore require the planning process to focus on location 
and siting of high-risk land uses rather than application of bushfire construction requirements.   
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Under the Dangerous Goods Safety (Storage and Handling of Non-Explosives) Regulations 2007 (the 
Regulations), the operator will also be required to complete a separate risk assessment that addresses 
risks other than bushfire for the proposed development.  The Regulations also require operators to 
prepare an emergency plan for petrol stations.  An emergency management plan will be developed for 
the subject site, which will set guidelines for the management of an emergency, disaster or major 
incident at the site.  The emergency plan for the fuel station will reflect the site layout and bushfire risk 
post-construction.   
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22. Bushfire risk assessment methodology 

Australian and New Zealand Standard AS/NZS ISO 31000:2009 Risk Management–Principles and 
Guidelines (SA & SNZ 2009) provides an internationally recognised approach to risk management.  
Methodology for this process is further described in Risk Management Guidelines: Companion to AS/NZS 
4360/2004 (SA & SNZ 2004), which defines the risk assessment process as outlined in Figure 3. 

AS/NZS ISO 31000:2009 is adopted by the Department of Fire and Emergency Services (DFES), as 
documented in the agency’s Bushfire Risk Management Framework (DFES 2015).   

From a bushfire management perspective, this methodology can be useful in determining: 

1. The inherent bushfire risk (i.e. the initial level of risk prior to risk treatment and mitigation); and 
2. The residual bushfire risk (i.e. the level of risk remaining following risk treatment and mitigation). 

Inherent and residual bushfire risk can be determined on the basis of the following risk criteria: 

 Likelihood of ignition and bushfire occurrence takes into consideration the bushfire history of 
the area, risk of ignition, vegetation type, fuel age and load, slope under vegetation and 
predominant fire weather conditions; and 

 Consequence or impact from bushfire on life, property and the environment considers the 
degree and severity of potential bushfire scenarios, location of bushfire hazard areas, assets 
present in the area and the level of management and suppression response available.   

The bushfire scenarios identified in Section 3 have been subject to bushfire risk assessment through 
determination of likelihood and consequence in accordance with the rating tables outlined in Table 1 
and Table 21.  This process determines the inherent bushfire risk of the event and informs the level of 
mitigation or management response required to reduce the risk to an acceptable level.  The risk 
assessment matrix used to determine inherent and residual bushfire risk is outlined in Table 3. 

  

 

 

1 The determined consequence rating is the most likely outcome, not the worst case.   
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Table 1: Likelihood rating system 

Likelihood rating Description  

Almost certain Consequence expected to occur in most circumstances, may occur once every year or more 

Likely Consequence will probably occur in most circumstances, may occur once every five years 

Possible Consequence might occur at some time, may occur every twenty years 

Unlikely Consequence is not expected to occur, may occur once every one-hundred years 

Rare Consequences may occur only in exceptional circumstances; may occur once every five-hundred or 
more years 

Table 2: Consequence rating system 

Consequence rating Description 

Catastrophic A large number of severe injuries, widespread damage and displacement of the community, 
significant impact on the environment 

Major Extensive number of injuries requiring hospitalisation, significant damage and impact on the 
community, longer term impacts on the environment 

Moderate Some injuries requiring medical treatment but no fatalities, localised damage and short-term 
impact on the environment 

Minor Small number of injuries but no fatalities, some damage and disruption but no lasting effects 

Insignificant  No injuries or fatalities, little damage or disruption 

 

Table 3: Risk assessment matrix 

 Consequences 

Likelihood Insignificant Minor Moderate Major Catastrophic 

Almost Certain High High Extreme Extreme Extreme 

Likely Medium High High Extreme Extreme 

Possible Low Medium High Extreme Extreme 

Unlikely Low Low Medium High Extreme 

Rare Low  Low Medium High High 

Risk level Risk response  

Low 
Acceptable risk.  Application of standard management measures will ensure risk level remains low 
and risk should be eliminated or reduced as time permits. 

Medium 
Potentially unacceptable risk.  Development of site-specific management measures may be required 
to lower the risk level and risk should be reduced as soon as reasonably practicable.  

High 
Potentially unacceptable risk.  Development of additional site-specific management measures will be 
required to lower the risk level and requires urgent action as soon as possible. 

Extreme 
Unacceptable risk.  Additional site-specific mitigation will be required to lower the risk level and an 
immediate mitigation response is required. 
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Figure 3: Risk assessment process as per AS/NZS ISO 31000:2009 
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33. Identified bushfire scenarios 

The BMP (ELA 2020) identifies and classifies the existing bushfire hazards within 150 m of the subject 
site, based on existing vegetation and slope and separation distance to the vegetation.   

Based on this information, ELA has assessed potential bushfire scenarios that could affect the subject 
site.  The potential bushfire scenarios have been used to inform a bushfire risk assessment (refer to 
Section 4) and assist in development of appropriate bushfire mitigation responses (refer to Section 5).  
The following bushfire scenarios were assessed: 

 Bushfire approaching the subject site from the south; and 
 Bushfire approaching the subject site from the south (including south-west and south-east).   

A description of each potential bushfire scenario is provided in the following subsections and November-
February wind roses for Jandakot Aero Weather Station (Station No. 09172, approximately 20.3 km from 
the subject site) used to identify potential directions of bushfire attack are provided in Appendix A (BoM 
2020). 

3.1 Scenario 1 - Bushfire approaching subject site from the south to south-west 
A bushfire approaching the subject site from the south to south-west through a combination of 
revegetated forest and open woodlands is likely during the afternoons in the bushfire season (3pm) 
given the predominant winds for the area come from the southwest at up to 30-40 km/hr (BoM 2020).   

The bushfire risk in this scenario is associated with a fire starting within the reserves and public open 
space to the south of the subject site.  Some of this vegetation has also been subject to revegetation 
due to past rural land uses in the area to the east of Darile Street which is currently comprised of planted 
eucalypts with no understorey.  This revegetated fuel type varies significantly to adjacent intact 
vegetation to the east which contains a complex stratified structure with varying fuel loads.  Vegetation 
to the south-west is comprised of open woodlands with a grassy understorey. 

There is a heightened risk of ignition in these areas due to the frequent public interaction within the 
reserve.  The areas of vegetation have a flat slope providing minor influence to increase the fire 
behaviour during a bushfire incident. 

It is likely however, that the road network and existing development adjacent to these areas will provide 
an increased opportunity for early detection of a fire.  This may allow a rapid fire suppression response, 
dependent upon the Fire Danger Rating (FDR) during a fire event, which could contain a fire in this area 
before significant impacts are experienced at the subject site.   

Based on the Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions (DBCA) spatial information 
(DBCA_firehistory_060) there have been four fires in the reserve to the south in the last 10 years. 
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44. Bushfire risk assessment results 

4.1 Risk context 
Risk is being assessed to inform bushfire mitigation for the subject site for the protection of life and 
property within and adjacent to the site.  The risk assessment adopts a broad area and supports a tenure 
blind approach to ensure wider risk impacts and adjoining lands are captured to suitably address 
potential risk. 

4.2 Risk identification  
Bushfire risk is identified in the potential bushfire scenario outlined in Section 3, which indicates the 
potential bushfire event that could impact life and property within the subject site and adjacent land.  
This scenario is considered to cover the majority of bushfire events that could occur in order to develop 
suitable mitigation and manage as much of the bushfire risk as possible. 

4.3 Risk analysis and evaluation  
Risk analysis and evaluation for the bushfire scenario described in Section 3 is provided in Table 4, which 
specifies the likelihood and consequence of the scenario with and without management measures to 
determine inherent and residual risks. 

4.4  Summary of results  
Due to the storage and handling of flammable materials within the subject site, the potential 
consequence of a bushfire entering the site would be greater than if flammable materials were not 
present. 

ELA is of the view that following implementation of management measures provided in the Section 5, 
the risk of ignition will not be reduced due to the ongoing level of public access and presence of off-site 
classified vegetation and on-site flammable goods.  Therefore, bushfire risk management measures are 
likely to reduce the level of consequence resulting from the bushfire event, rather than the likelihood of 
the event occurring.  For example, an evacuation plan will reduce the potential impacts on life; thus 
reducing the level of consequence received from the bushfire event, but the likelihood of the event 
occurring will not be reduced. 
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55. Bushfire mitigation measures  

Scenario 1 is presented as the only source of potential bushfire risk with the type of vegetation (open 
woodland and forest), complex fuel structure (continuing rehabilitation), proximity to the proposed 
development and the increased risk of ignition in this area (arson).  The other areas surrounding are 
light industrial areas already developed and pose no bushfire risk to the subject site. 

Implementation of the management measures provided in the following subsections prioritise 
protection of life and property and will reduce bushfire risk (residual risk) within the subject site.  Several 
items have been included as part of the planning assessment in conjunction with the corresponding 
Bushfire Management Plan (BMP, ELA 2020) and may be updated as part of operational documentation 
with site specific detail. 

5.1 Fire protection and detection equipment 
The proposed service station will be fitted with a monitored alarm system, which when activated triggers 
an automatic response to the nominated security company.   

Fire extinguishers will be located within the subject site at each bay.  There will be emergency stop 
buttons for the fuel system at the Point of Sale and externally on the front of the retail building.  Only 
personnel trained in the use of extinguishers should be utilising this equipment and only if safe to do so. 

A Spill Response Kit will be maintained on the subject site at the front apron of the retail building, 
accessible to the forecourt.  Fire services are to be called in the event of a spill that covers more than 
2 m² and cannot be cleaned with a spill kit at site or it is not considered safe to do so. 

5.2 Evacuation plan and assembly points 
Liberty Oil is required to develop an emergency management plan for the subject site in accordance 
with Australian Standard 3745-2010 Planning for emergencies in facilities, identifying evacuation 
triggers and depicting muster points on-site.   

5.3 Personnel training 
All occupants working at the subject site must be trained in responding to and managing all emergency 
incidents in accordance with the emergency management plan for the site.  A record of training must 
be kept up to date and debrief sessions held after all training exercises or incidents. 

An evacuation exercise must be carried out at least annually.  All occupants working on the site are 
required to participate.   

5.4 Bushfire suppression 
The Rockingham Fire Station (career Fire & Rescue) is located less than a 1 km from the subject site and 
is expected to provide a best-case emergency suppression response time of less than 15 minutes in the 
event of an emergency.   
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55.5 Landscaping 
All landscaping areas within the subject site will be maintained in accordance with Standards for Asset 
Protection Zones (WAPC 2017).   

5.6 Additional measures 

5.6.1.1 Manifest 
Dangerous goods sites must maintain a current manifest and a dangerous goods site plan, to allow an 
appropriate response by Emergency responders in the event of an emergency, such as a fire.   

The manifest and dangerous goods site plan for dangerous goods that will be stored and handled at the 
service station will need to be developed in accordance with the relevant Dangerous Goods Safety 
Guidance Note (DMP 2014).   

The emergency management plan refers to critical information for emergency response being located 
in the HAZMAT/HAZCHEM emergency boxes which will be located inside the retail building.  This 
information includes the Emergency Plan, Dangerous Goods Manifest, Register of Dangerous Goods and 
Hazardous Materials, Safety Data Sheets for bulk products kept on site and dangerous goods site layout 
plan.   

5.6.1.2 Ignition sources 
Operators of dangerous goods sites are required to manage potential ignition sources, such as hot works 
and electrical equipment, within any on-site hazardous areas. 

5.6.1.3 Placard and marking 
A placard, readily visual for Emergency responders and providing visual warnings of the hazards 
associated with storage of fuel, will be required at the subject site in accordance with DMP Storage and 
handling of dangerous materials Code of Practice (DMP 2010). 

Signage and notices will also be required in accordance with AS 1940-2004 The storage and handling of 
flammable and combustible liquids (AS 1940-2004; SA 2004) and any relevant state guidance. 
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66. Conclusion 

ELA expects that through implementation of the management measures outlined in this BRMP, inherent 
bushfire risk to life and property within and surrounding the subject site can be reduced. 
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 November to February wind roses for Jandakot Aero 
(Station No. 09172; BoM 2020) 
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Wind Rose (November - 9am) 
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Wind Rose (November - 3pm) 
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Wind Rose (December - 9am) 
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Wind Rose (December - 3pm) 
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Wind Rose (January - 9am)  
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Wind Rose (January - 3pm)  
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Wind Rose (February - 9am) 
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Wind Rose (February - 3pm) 
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Schedule of Submissions –  
Proposed Service Station – Lot 10 (No.115) Dixon Road, East Rockingham (20.2021.95.1) 

 
PUBLIC SCHEDULE OF SUBMISSIONS 

Name Address Comment 
1. Ms Colleen 
Smith 

Colleen.lsmith123
4@hotmail.com 

To whom it may concern at Rockingham city and someone who lived 
here since for 30 years we don't need a 24 hour station we have 3 
now it.dsnt.matter if it's 24 theirs a newone and bp near. Rockingham 
shopping centre wehve enough ithink i really hope this doesn't get 
approved  yours sincerely Colleen Smith 

2. Mr Dennis 
Vrcic 

8 Farris Street 
ROCKINGHAM  
WA  6168 
(No email 
provided) 

This is not need on Dixon Road. It's stupid to have four petrol stations 
on one road. Especially near a slow intersection. 

3. Mr Timothy 
Lambert 

12 Reflection 
Mews  
SAFETY BAY  
WA  6169 
trl_2@bigpond.co
m 

There are already three service stations on Dixon Road why do we 
need another one? In 10 years time service stations will start to 
disappear as the percentage of electric vehicles on the road 
increases dramatically. The Council should be looking towards a zero 
emissions environment and approving new service stations shouldn't 
be part of that policy. What we should be seeing is more high speed 
charging stations going in and less petrol stations. 

4. Mr Ronald 
Heese 

rolyheese@gmail.
com 

There are already too many service stations in Rockingham and 
particularly on Dixon... no more thanks 

5. Ms Wendy 
Twight 

12 Stanton Street 
SAFETY BAY  
WA  6169 
Wendy.twight@g
mail.com 

I ‘object’ to the proposed service station the following reasons:- 
1. There are two existing service stations on Dixon Road, currently 
2. The noise from the trucks & cars attending the service station will 
affect the businesses on Day Rod 
3. Fumes from the trucks and heavy traffic 
4. Congestion on the Day Rd & Dixon Rd T. section 
5. Day Rd was always a quiet street, now it will be extremely busy 
with main heavy vehicles such as truck throughout the 24 hr period. 

6. Ms Rachael 
Frances  
Gem Property 
Sale & 
Management 

10 Rushbrooke 
Drive 
WELLARD  WA  
6171 
rachael@gempro
perty.net.au 

No Objections- I own the building @ 1/117 Dixon Rd (next door) and I 
would like to know more details/proposal on the existing dividing brick 
wall - I would like to see this taken away to open up the space- I 
acknowledge there will be added truck noise. 

7. Mr Jarl 
Andersen 

19 McKenzie 
Road 
SHOALWATER  
WA  6169 
jarl.andersen@big
pond.com 
 

The Planning Solutions Zoning Map 02 (A40), clearly shows a 
working servo is already there on the same side of Dixon Road only 
200m east on the corner of McCamay Avenue. In other words, there 
is no requirement for another facility of this kind here. Beyond 
satisfying regulatory tick-box compliance, is this really being given 
some thoughts, or is it just going to receive rubber stamp approval at 
the next council meeting, just as with the 7/11 servo on Council 
Avenue opposite Rockingham Shopping Centre, although this 
location would have been well suited as a electric vehicle fast-
recharge facility. Please consider this: 1) The automotive evolution is 
fast moving away from fossil fuel driven traffic, meaning the 
community won't need an oversupply of fossil fuel servos in the near 
future. Rather, the City Council aught to seriously consider how, on 
behalf of the community, it can promote the establishment of electric 
vehicle fast-recharge facilities within Rockingham. Minimum, as a 
condition of approval, any fossil fuel servo proposal must come with a 
business model and design that accommodates electric vehicle fast-
recharge. 2) How will the west bound Dixon Road traffic flow be 
affected by right-hand-turn access to the proposed servo?  
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PUBLIC SCHEDULE OF SUBMISSIONS 

Name Address Comment 
No.7 – cont…  Right-hand-turn access will likely be via Day Road. However, it will 

add congestion and frustration to the right-hand-turn traffic flow from 
Day Road onto Dixon Road, with the result of increased accident risk. 
It is of course further exacerbated by the Day Road servo entry 
doubling as an exit, from where (some) motorists will want to return 
left onto Day Road in order to join the right-hand-turn queue onto 
Dixon. Remember, Day Road is a popular transit route from 
Mandurah Road to Dixon Road and right-hand-turn queues form 
daily. What about the businesses along Day Road opposite the 
servo? Their business models are also vehicle access dependant. 
Any roadway modifications in the area to safely accommodate traffic 
to and from the proposed Liberty servo, will be borne by the 
taxpayers. All up, the proposal is back-to-the-future, offering nothing 
of value to Rockingham going forward. 

8. Mrs Pauline 
Harris 

Unit 5, 6 Bay 
View Street 
ROCKINGHAM  
WA  6168 
pk_maharris@we
stnet.com.au 

If the City deems that there are insufficient service stations on Dixon 
Road to service the community I have no objection. Is it possible that 
there are enough service stations on this road already. 

9. Mr Steve 
Belohlawek 

23 Lewington 
Street 
ROCKIINGHAM  
WA  6168 
belohlaweks@hot
mail.com 

NO! How about the Council DEMOLISH the old petrol station at the 
corner of Parkin & Patterson as a priority before building any new 
petrol stations. The old one at the beach front has a been a blight on 
the character of Rockingham for 20 years! GET RID OF IT. Make it a 
park with trees to sit under. 

10. Ms Alison 
Dymond 

11 Eurpoa Place 
DUDLEY PARK  
WA  6210 
Council@rentwest
.com.au 
 

Whilst I have no objections to this, my first thought was the issue for 
vehicles exiting Day Road heading West onto Dixon - this already 
poses an issue so having more traffic right at that corner, is a 
concern. I reviewed the Traffic Impact Assessment and noticed that 
the assessment was conducted was done between 7.45am and 
8.45am and 2.45pm and 3.45pm which, given the industries around 
the area, I would not consider as peak time - there are a lot of light 
industrial businesses that would begin work a lot earlier. Day Road 
also leads to and from Mandurah Road - heading to more industrial. 

11. Mrs Leah 
McDougall 

3 Canterbury 
Mews 
PORT KENNEDY  
WA  6172 
leahmcdougall87
@gmail.com 

I feel that this is not the ideal location for another service station. 
Already existing is a 7Eleven service station and a BP service station 
less than 1km from the proposed site. If the developer is open to 
suggestion: A service station location closer to the Ennis Avenue and 
Dixon Road intersection would be more profitable, and more valued 
by customers accessing the Kwinana industrial strip. 

12. Tint a Car 
Rockingham 

Unit 9, 117 Dixon 
Road 
ROCKINGHAM  
WA  6168 
Rockingham@tint
acar.com.au 

Support. 

13. Ms Kristine 
Pettersson 

PO Box 7168 
APPLECROSS 
NORTH  WA  
6153 
kristine.p@westn
et.com.au 
 

Object – There are already three service stations located at Dixon 
Rd, at numbers 29, 129 and 137. Thus, two of the existing service 
stations are in close proximity to the proposed site at 115 Dixon Rd. 
The Day Road/Dixon Road intersection is extremely busy at certain 
times of the day, and currently has no traffic lights.  
I do not believe there is a public need for another service station at 
this point in time. 
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SERVICING AUTHORITY SCHEDULE OF SUBMISSIONS 

Name Address Comment 
1. Mr Simon 
Luscombe 
Department 
of Planning, 
Lands and 
Heritage  

Locked Bag 2506 
PERTH  WA  
6001 
Simon.Luscombe
@dplh.wa.gov.au 
 

I refer to your correspondence dated 15 April 2021. In accordance 
with the Western Australian Planning Commission’s (WAPC) 
Instrument of Delegation dated 30 May 2017, the following comments 
are provided. This proposal seeks approval for a service station 
comprising 16 filling points (8 bowsers) for light vehicles and 4 filling 
points for heavy vehicles.  
Land Requirements  
The site abuts Dixon Road which is reserved as an Other Regional 
Road (ORR) in the Metropolitan Region Scheme (MRS) and 
Category 3 per Plan Number SP 694/4. The subject land is affected 
by the ORR reservation for Dixon Road, per the attached Western 
Australian Planning Commission (WAPC) Land Requirement Plan 
number 1.7033. This requirement has been acknowledged on 
submitted plans. No development of a permanent nature is supported 
within reserved land.  
Transport Impact Assessment  
The above report, prepared by Transcore dated April 2021, states 
that the site will accommodate trucks up to 19.0 metres long. The 
development will retain crossovers to Dixon Road with modified 
functionality to left-in (western, passenger vehicles) and left-out 
(eastern, heavy vehicles). The site currently generates 106 trips per 
day. The redevelopment is proposed to generate 3,286 trips per day 
with 200 and 224 trips during AM and PM peak hour periods 
respectively (1,446 vehicles per day with passing trade discount 
applied). SIDRA intersection analysis shows poor performance for 
the Dixon Road/Day Road intersection (e.g. right turning staged 
movements, 94.3 seconds + 13.3 seconds, Level of Service F).  
Recommendation  
The Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage has no objection to 
the proposal on ORR planning grounds and provides the following 
comments:  
• It is recommended that the submitted swept path analysis plans for 
19.0 metre long vehicles be verified / checked to the satisfaction of 
the City’s Technical Services Directorate. In addition, the need for a 
left-turning deceleration lane from Dixon Road should be assessed 
against the relevant Austroads warrants.  
Thank you for your correspondence. Should you have any queries, 
please contact Simon Luscombe on 6551 9307 or via email 
(simon.luscombe@dplh.wa.gov.au). 
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SERVICING AUTHORITY SCHEDULE OF SUBMISSIONS 

Name Address Comment 
2. Mr Joel 
Gajic 
Department 
of Fire & 
Emergency 
Services 
(Late 
Submission – 
Received 7th 
May 2021) 

PO Box P1174 
PERTH  WA  
6844 
advice@dfes.wa.
gov.au 
 

I refer to your email dated 15 April 2021 regarding the submission of 
a Bushfire Management Plan (BMP) (Version 2), prepared by 
Ecological Australia and dated 4 March 2021, for the above 
development application. 
This advice relates only to State Planning Policy 3.7: Planning in 
Bushfire Prone Areas (SPP 3.7) and the Guidelines for Planning in 
Bushfire Prone Areas (Guidelines). It is the responsibility of the 
proponent to ensure the proposal complies with relevant planning 
policies and building regulations where necessary. This advice does 
not exempt the applicant/proponent from obtaining approvals that 
apply to the proposal including planning, building, health or any other 
approvals required by a relevant authority under written laws. 
1. Policy Measure 6.5 a) (ii) Preparation of a BAL contour map 
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SERVICING AUTHORITY SCHEDULE OF SUBMISSIONS 

Name Address Comment 
No.2 – cont…  2. Policy Measure 6.5 c) Compliance with the Bushfire Protection 

Criteria 

 
3. Policy Measure 6.6 Vulnerable or High-Risk Land Uses  

 
Recommendation – supported subject to modifications  
The development application and the BMP have adequately identified 
issues arising from the bushfire risk assessment and considered how 
compliance with the bushfire protection criteria can be achieved. 
However, modifications to the BMP are necessary to ensure it 
accurately identifies the bushfire risk and necessary mitigation 
measures. As these modifications will not affect the development 
design, these modifications can be undertaken without further referral 
to DFES. The required modifications are listed in the table(s) above.  
Planning approval will be informed by the BMP, including 
demonstration of compliance with the bushfire protection criteria. As 
the BMP is a document that should apply for the life of the 
development, the decision-maker should require modifications to the 
document prior to endorsement and/or approval of the planning 
application being granted.  
As this planning decision is to be made by a Joint Development 
Assessment Panel please forward notification of the decision to 
DFES for our records.  
If you require further information, please contact me on telephone 
number 9395 9739. 

3. Mr Brett 
Dunn 
Manager - 
Planning 
Advice 
Department 
of Water and 
Environmenta
l Regulation 

107 Breakwater 
Parade 
MANDURAH  WA  
6210 
Mark.hingston@d
wer.wa.gov.au 

Thank you for referring the above development application received 
by the Department of Water and Environmental Regulation (DWER) 
dated 15 April 2021. The Department has reviewed the application 
and provides the following advice. 
The DWER identifies the following risks associated with this proposal, 
• The potential for groundwater contamination due to fuel leakage 

from the underground fuel storage tanks, from minor and major 
fuel/chemical spills and from hydrocarbon contaminated 
stormwater runoff from impervious surfaces. 

Stormwater Management 
The applicant has indicated that a stormwater management plan will 
be provided after approval is granted. The Department recommends 
the stormwater drainage system be designed, constructed and 
managed in accordance with the Stormwater Management Manual 
for Western Australia (DWER, 2004). 
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SERVICING AUTHORITY SCHEDULE OF SUBMISSIONS 

Name Address Comment 
No.3 - cont…  The stormwater management plan for the entire development area 

should demonstrate how and where the small, minor and major 
rainfall events will be managed and include the following: 
• Stormwater runoff be fully contained onsite for small and minor 

storm events (1 and 0.2 Exceedance per Year runoff). Required 
storage for each rainfall event, basin sizing and design should be 
detailed. 

• The first 15 mm of stormwater runoff (e Exceedance per Year 
runoff) from uncontaminated impervious surfaces to undergo 
water quality treatment via bio-retention. 

• Measures to prevent contaminated stormwater runoff mixing with 
other stormwater runoff from impervious areas and how the SPEL 
Puraceptor is integrated into the overall stormwater management 
systems. 

• Permitted outflow of stormwater runoff from the site. 
Emergency Response Plan 
• In accordance with DWER’s Water Quality Protection Note No.10 

(WQPN 10) - ‘Containment spills - emergency response 
(February 2006)’, an effective Emergency Response Plan is to be 
prepared as part of the development approval process. WQPN 10 
provides guidance on developing and implementing an effective 
emergency response plan. 

Underground fuel tanks 
The Department provides the following advice in regards to 
underground fuel tanks, 
• In accordance with the Department’s WQPN No.62 - ‘Tanks for 

underground chemical storage’, tank systems should not be 
located in contact with the watertable (unless protected against 
buoyancy forces and corrosion). If tanks are in contact with the 
groundwater all tanks and pipe work should be constructed of 
corrosion-resistant materials that conform to Australian Standards 
such as reinforced plastic or metal construction with corrosion-
resistant coating and cathodic protection. 

• All new or upgraded tanks their pipe work (excluding any gas 
venting and tank fill lines that are normally dry) should have 
double-walled construction, with an interstitial leak-monitoring 
space. This is particularly important when located close to 
sensitive water resources or where the tank may come into 
contact with the watertable. 

• All underground tank systems should have provision for leak 
monitoring. 

Issue: Contaminated Site 
Advice 
Please see the attached Section 58 (6) advice letter from the 
Department’s Contaminated Sites Branch. 
In the event there are modifications to the proposal that may have 
implications on aspects of environment and/or water management, 
the Department should be notified to enable the implications to be 
assessed. 
If you have any queries relating to the above matter please contact 
Mark Hingston as DWER’s Mandurah office on 9550 4222. 
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SERVICING AUTHORITY SCHEDULE OF SUBMISSIONS 

Name Address Comment 
No.3 - cont…  Letter from DWER’s Contaminated Sites Branch 

I refer to your letter dated 15 April 2021 to the Department of Water 
and Environmental Regulation (the department) regarding an 
application to the City of Rockingham for the proposed development 
of the above-mentioned land. 
As per the requirements under section 58(6)(b) of the Contaminated 
Sites Act 2003 (CS Act), advice is required as to the suitability of the 
land for the proposed development. Lot 10 is currently zoned ‘light 
industry’ under the City of Rockingham’s town planning scheme. The 
department understand that the proposed development comprises a 
service station. 
Land at Lot 10 on Plan 20401, as shown on certificate of title 
2039/550, was classified under the CS Act as possibly contaminated 
- investigation required on 29 July 2020 and a memorial (reference 
number O04085268ML) was placed on the certificate of title. 
The classification was based on a baseline soil and groundwater 
investigation carried out in June 2020. At the time of classification, a 
complete report has not been submitted to the department, however, 
a copy was subsequently received in April 2021. The investigation 
found that hydrocarbons (such as from petrol, diesel or oil) were 
present in soil and groundwater adjacent to the on-site waste oil pit. 
Concentration in soil exceeded Management Limits1 and Health 
Screening Levels for direct contact for intrusive maintenance 
workers2 for commercial and land. Concentration in groundwater 
exceeded assessment levels for the non-potable use of 
groundwater3. Volatile organic compounds (VOCs) (such as solvents 
including chlorinated hydrocarbon solvents) were also found to be 
present in groundwater. 
The department understand that the waste oil pit has been 
decommissioned. However, further investigations are required to 
confirm the groundwater flow direction and to characterise the nature 
and extent of soil and groundwater impacts. If VOCs persist in soil 
and/or groundwater, soil vapour investigations may also be required 
adjacent to the existing site building. 
As a change to a more sensitive land use is not proposed, the 
department recommends that the approval should not include a 
contamination condition. However, given the uncertainties associated 
with the current contamination status of Lot 10, the department 
cannot comment on the suitability of the site for the proposed service 
station development. 
The department recommends that the following advice note be 
applied to any approval granted by the planning authority: 
Advice 

The Department of Water and Environmental Regulation notes 
that hydrocarbons (such as from petrol, diesel or oil) been found 
to be present in soil and groundwater beneath the site which 
appears to be associated with a waste oil pit. Volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs) (such as solvents including chlorinated 
hydrocarbon solvents) were also found to be present in 
groundwater. The nature and extent of the possible contamination 
has not been fully characterised and therefore risks posed to 
future site users are unknown. 
The west oil pit is recommended to be removed prior to or as part 
of the development works, along with any impacted soil.  

  



 
 

Schedule of Submissions –  
Proposed Service Station – Lot 10 (No.115) Dixon Road, East Rockingham (20.2021.95.1) 

 
SERVICING AUTHORITY SCHEDULE OF SUBMISSIONS 

Name Address Comment 
No.3 - cont…  Validation and groundwater sampling should then be undertaken 

to determine whether residual impacts remain. 
Further investigations are recommended to characterise potential 
risks posed by vapour intrusion to the health of future site users 
prior to construction of any new buildings at the site. 
Due to the risks associated with the disturbance of potential 
contaminated soil or groundwater at the site, development works 
should be undertaken in accordance with an appropriate 
construction environmental management plan. The construction 
environmental management plan should contain measures 
including (but not limited to) the management of waste soil, 
dewatering, odour and stormwater during construction. 
Due to potential risks to health of workers undertaking intrusive 
works during the development, all ground disturbing works should 
be undertaken in accordance with a site-specific health and safety 
plan. 

The site is not located within an area that is mapped as having a risk 
of encountering acid sulfate soils. The department therefore advises 
that no specific comment is required in relation to acid sulfate soil 
management during development. 
If you have any queries in relation to the above, please contact 
Environmental Officer, Penny Woodberry on 6364 7197. 
1 As published in the ‘National Environmental Protection 
(Assessment of Site Contamination) Measure 1999’ (The NEPM). 
2 As published in ‘Health screening levels for petroleum 
hydrocarbons in soil and groundwater’ (Friebel and Nadebaum, Co-
operative Research Centre for Contamination Assessment and 
Remediation of the Environment (CRC CARE), 2011). 
3 As published in guideline ‘Assessment and management of 
contaminated sites’ (Department of Environment Regulation, 2014). 

 



Attachment 5 

6 August 2021 Meeting Agenda and Minutes 
 

AGENDA -   MOJDAP/113 – Agenda – 6 August 2021 

MINUTES -  MOJDAP/113 – Minutes – 6 August 2021 
 

https://www.dplh.wa.gov.au/departmentofplanninglandsheritage/media/daps/metro%20outer%20jdap/agenda/2021/august/20210806%20-%20agenda%20-%20no%20113%20-%20city%20of%20cockburn%20-%20city%20of%20rockingham.pdf
https://www.dplh.wa.gov.au/departmentofplanninglandsheritage/media/daps/metro%20outer%20jdap/minutes/2021/august/20210806%20-%20minutes%20-%20no%20113%20-%20city%20of%20cockburn%20-%20city%20of%20rockingham.pdf


From: Josh Watson <josh@planningsolutions.com.au>  
Sent: Friday, 13 August 2021 4:32 PM 
To: Chris Parlane <Chris.Parlane@rockingham.wa.gov.au> 
Cc: David Banovic <David.Banovic@rockingham.wa.gov.au>; Oliver Basson 
<oliver.basson@planningsolutions.com.au> 
Subject: Lot 10 (115) Dixon Road, East Rockingham | Updated Plans and Information | PS 6621 
 
 
Hi David and Chris, 
 
We refer to the last Friday’s JDAP meeting for the proposed service station development on the above-
mentioned site. At that meeting, the panel deferred the item for the following reasons: 

1. To consider an alternative arrangement for access onto Dixon Road which would include left 
in/left out entry and exit onto Dixon Road for light vehicles to reduce congestion concerns at the 
Day Road intersection. 

2. An updated Traffic Assessment be provided accounting for these changed access arrangements 
and addressing outstanding matters raised in the Responsible Authority Report concerning the 
overall traffic impact assessment. 

 
In response to this deferral, we have prepared updated development plans to address the vehicle 
access component.  210813 6621 Updated DA Plans.pdf  
 
Specifically, the following modifications have been made to the plans: 

· Removal of the car bays within the heavy vehicle area fronting Dixon Road. 
· Modification to the loading bay. 
· Relocation of the car bays to the northern side of the retail building. 
· Inclusion of two parallel bays within the Day Road front setback area.  
· Modification of the Dixon Road light vehicle crossover to allow for left in and left out access. 

 
The modified access arrangement is consistent with the expectations and discussion that occurred at 
the JDAP meeting. The proposed development includes 11 car bays in addition to the bays next to the 
bowsers (including trucks). This concentration of parking is considered satisfactory to support the 
ongoing operations of the service station on site, especially when considering the bays adjacent to the 
bowsers. It was acknowledged that one car bay is within the Other Regional Roads reservation. As 
acknowledged at the JDAP Meeting by Mike Ross, there are no short/medium term plans for the 
upgrade of Dixon Road. In addition, this car bay is still located within the current subject site, with the 
are not ceded for road widening. Therefore, this car bay within the road widening area should be 
considered in the overall car parking for this site. 
 
To support the modified vehicles access, a technical note from Transcore has been prepared with 
further SIDRA analysis for the modified vehicle movements (refer attached). This analysis confirms the 
proposed development will have a negligible impact on the intersection of Day Road and Dixon Road. 
The left out movement for the light vehicles to Dixon Road reduces the amount of vehicles needing to 
utilise the Dixon Road / Day Road intersection and addresses the City’s previous concerns.  
 
 

mailto:josh@planningsolutions.com.au
mailto:Chris.Parlane@rockingham.wa.gov.au
mailto:David.Banovic@rockingham.wa.gov.au
mailto:oliver.basson@planningsolutions.com.au
https://clicktime.symantec.com/35HE6T76bd3CNKsh7QXN5rj7Vc?u=https%3A%2F%2Fplanningsolutionswa.sharepoint.com%2F%3Ab%3A%2Fg%2FEUywqmNWf4FAoBxJYf1m7owB1yJuKrJottNVLQUesX1iDw%3Fe%3DQZbV5z


In response to the email below, the City’s officers previous did not have a concern about the left in 
movement from Dixon Road to the subject site. It was acknowledged in the RAR that due to the 
constraint of the crossover being too close to the intersection a left turn pocket could not be provided. In 
considering the requirement for slip lanes, constraints within the road network and locations need to be 
considered. The concerns from the City’s officers related to the Day Road crossover and impact on the 
intersection. Therefore, the inclusion of the left out from the subject site to Dixon Road by utilising the 
crossover does improve this situation. 
 
Taking into consideration the above and attached information, we consider the reasons for deferral 
have been addressed appropriately and warrant the support of the City officers accordingly.  
 
If you would like to discuss the above, please do not hesitate to give me a call. 
 

Kind regards, 
 

Josh Watson 
 

Senior Associate 
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INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 
Following Metro Outer Joint Development Assessment Panel meeting on 6th 
August 2021 and deferral of the abovementioned project, Transcore has now 
undertaken a revised traffic modelling and SIDRA analysis on the basis of 
retention of the existing subject site western crossover on Dixon Road (left in/left 
out) format for light vehicles.  
 
The retention of this crossover in its current format was suggested by City of 
Rockingham officer’s and both City and JDAP members requested revised 
analysis of the proposed service station on this basis. All the other crossovers on 
Dixon Road and Day Road remain unchanged. The provision of the proposed left 
out movement for light vehicles on Dixon Road would reduce the traffic pressure 
on the intersection of Day Road/ Dixon Road. 
 
Accordingly, a revised development plan has been prepared (refer Appendix A) 
and additional traffic modelling and analysis were undertaken based on the 
revised plan. The purpose of this technical note is to document the outcome of 
the additional modelling and analysis. 

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT TRAFFIC GENERATION  
The trip generation of the proposed development conservatively assumed to be 
the same as the trip generation estimation in April 2021 TIA for the original plan 
(refer Appendix B). This trip generation is considered to be conservative because 
the revised plan shows six HS fuel bowser and two HS DSL bowser. The HS DSL 
bowsers are not expected to generate the same traffic as HS fuel bowsers and 
therefore, the traffic generation used for the purpose of analysis are conservative. 
 
TRAFFIC FLOWS 
The existing traffic volumes were established by traffic counts survey undertaken 
by Transcore for Thursday 4th of June 2020 (refer Figure 1). The total post 
development traffic for the assessment year of 2021 is detailed in Figure 2. In 
Figure 2 the existing trip generation of the site has been removed from the 
existing traffic counts and the proposed development traffic was added to the 
balance. 

Technical Note: No 1a  Date: 12/08/2021 
Project No: t20.134 
Project: Lot 10 (115) Dixon Road, East Rockingham, DAP Ref no. DAP/21/01976 
Subject: Revised traffic modelling and analysis 
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Figure 1: Existing traffic volumes (AM and PM peak hour) 
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Figure 2: 2021 total development and existing traffic – Weekday AM and PM 

peak hour traffic 
 
ANALYSIS OF THE INTERSECTION AND DEVELOPMENT’S CROSSOVERS 
A SIDRA Network model was developed for the subject site crossovers on Day 
Road and the intersection of Day Road/ Dixon Road in order to assess their 
operations in the post development scenario for AM and PM peak hours. 
Relevant heavy vehicle settings and parameters were updated in accordance 
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with Main Roads WA’s latest requirements. The development Dixon Road 
crossovers are left in/ left out (for light vehicles) and left out only (for heavy 
vehicles) and would operate satisfactorily with no capacity issues. Therefore, they 
have not been modelled in SIDRA.  
 
The results of the SIDRA analysis are attached in Appendix C.  
 
The SIDRA analysis results indicate that the intersection of Dixon Road/Day Road 
presently operates at capacity during the PM peak hour for the right turning 
movements out of Day Road. This is due to volume of through traffic on Dixon 
Road during the PM peak hour. The intersection operates better during the AM 
peak hour (refer Appendix C for more details).  
 
The addition of the development-generated traffic to the intersection of Day 
Road/ Dixon Road resulted in no change in overall queues and delays during the 
AM and PM peak hours. No change in LoS, DoS and queues for any of the turns 
is reported during the post-development scenario. This is because all the left turn 
from the service station onto Dixon Road would use the retained Dixon Road 
crossover. In fact, the revised Dixon Road light vehicle crossover results in slight 
reduction in pass by traffic component of the existing Dixon Road eastbound 
traffic which would result in slight improvements in traffic operations of the right 
in movement from Dixon Road to Day Road. 
 
Table 1 summarises the outcome of the SIDRA analysis for the critical 
movements of the intersection for the existing and 2021-time horizons. 
 

Table 1: Sidra results for existing and 2021 scenarios 
 

Peak 
hours 

Movement 
Existing 2021 

LoS DoS Queue (m) LoS DoS Queue (m) 

AM 

Right - In A 0.05 1.5 A 0.05 1.5 

Left-out A 0.01 0.3 A 0.01 0.3 

Right - 
Out 

B 0.17 5 B 0.17 5 

PM 

Right - In C 0.08 2 B 0.08 2 

Left-out B 0.05 1.5 B 0.05 1.5 

Right - 
Out 

F 0.9 38 F 0.9 37 
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CONCLUSION 
The results of the revised SIDRA analysis based on retention of the existing 
western Dixon Road crossover for light vehicles (left in/left out) for the proposed 
service station shown no changes in the traffic operation of Dixon Road/Day 
Road intersection. In particular, no changes in LoS, DoS, delay or 95% queue 
length on Day Road were reported.  
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Appendix A 

     Revised Development Plan



 



 

Appendix B 

     Trip Generation 



 

Table 1: Estimated proposed development traffic generation LV

IN OUT IN OUT

Service Station 16 205.36 12.47 13.99 0.00 3286 200 224 100 100 112 112

3286 200 224 100 100 112 112

HV

IN OUT IN OUT

Service Station 4 0.00 470 43 34 22 21 17 17

470 43 34 22 21 17 17

TOTAL TRAFFIC

Land use Quantity Daily Rate AM Peak PM Peak Cross Trade Daily Trips AM Trips PM Trips AM PM

Land use Quantity Daily Rate AM Peak PM Peak Cross Trade Daily Trips AM Trips PM Trips AM PM

TOTAL TRAFFIC  
 

Table 2: Estimated passing trade and non-passing trade traffic generation 

 
LV LV

Passing 

Trade

AM 62% Daily Trips IN OUT IN OUT Daily Trips IN OUT IN OUT

PM 56% 1840 62 62 63 63 1446 38 38 49 49

1840 62 62 63 63 1446 38 38 49 49

HV HV

Passing 

Trade

AM 100% Daily Trips IN OUT IN OUT Daily Trips IN OUT IN OUT

PM 100% 470 22 21 17 17 0 0 0 0 0

470 22 21 17 17 0 0 0 0 0

Passing Trade Component Non Passing Trade Component

AM PM AM PM

Passing Trade Component Non Passing Trade Component

AM PM AM PM



 

Appendix C 

     SIDRA Results 
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