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1 Objection 

General Comment  

I am the owner and resident of a property sharing a boundary with the Valencia nursing home.  As an involved member 
of the Carmel and greater Kalamunda community I am well aware of the need to increase aged care facilities in the 

Kalamunda area and in principal I am not opposed to reasonable and responsible expansion of the Valencia nursing 

home.  

  

However, having assessed all currently available information, it is clear to me that the scope of the development is 
too large for the 1.2141 hectare (3 acre) site and, should it be approved, will have a significant negative impact on the 

adjoining land users.  Some neighbours will be overshadowed and overlooked, others will be impacted by noise and 

traffic. I will be adversely impacted by the visual impact of the 3-storey building, overlooking, by light, 24-hour noise 
from air conditioners, pumps and other machinery and traffic in the south-east car park.  The expansion poses a 

significant risk to me in the event of water treatment and/or storm water operation failure, which, judging from the 
current available information, have a strong likelihood of occurring. The proposed (extensive) site coverage is in conflict 

with the use of the land in the surrounding rural environment.  

  

In addition, since my property is on a lower topographical level (4.5° downhill), I will be adversely affected by any 

failure of the storm water dispersal plan and any malfunction of the sewage disposal system.  I have been living in 
Carmel for just over a year in which time I have already been affected by two sewerage failure events at the Valencia 

nursing home property at current bed levels.  

  

Whilst the first mentioned factors will diminish my amenity, the last mentioned have the potential to have a 
catastrophic impact on my property and consequently my family.    

  

Of further concern is that the public is being asked to provide comment on incomplete information and once the 
public comment closes will have no further voice.  The studies uploaded to the website have not been extended to 

assess the impact beyond the current development site.  For example, the storm water and sewage impacts will extend 
beyond the development site, as will traffic impacts, yet this has not been covered in the studies currently available.  

The cockatoo study is able to conclude that removing 15 mature trees is “…unlikely to be considered as a significant 

impact…”.  Reports like this that ignore the bigger picture will see endangered species go extinct and reports that don’t 
look past the individual site don’t provide sufficient basis for a considered conclusion.  Carmel residents do not live in 

isolation but are part of the greater ecosystem and every property has a flow-on effect to surrounding properties and 
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the greater area.  Developers that do not voluntarily consider this need to be held to a higher account with regard to 
the scope of reports prepared in support of proposals.    

  

The limited scope of study could be an oversight by the developer or, considering the absence of engaged consultation 
with neighbouring properties, potentially indicates a lack of due regard for neighbouring properties which is contrary to  

the objectives of the Kalamunda Planning Local Scheme clause 4.2.5.    

  

What may also be of concern to the public further afield is that the extent of the proposed development brings it in 
close proximity of a commercial poultry farm, is within an environmental public drinking water source area (Level P3) 

and in close proximity to adjoining property’s boreholes (including mine). If the effluent treatment plant fails or 

contaminated storm water rushes down onto the poultry farm, into the water catchment or leaches into surrounding 
boreholes, people could get sick or die.    

  

The scale of this proposal is alarming for the block size and for the area, especially given the fact that the 

determination will apparently be made on rough concept drawings, incomplete studies and a non-binding quote from a 

pump supplier for a critical component (sewage treatment).  When you go into the detail of all the requirements, 
putting the concept plan aside, there is insufficient space on the block for the equipment that will be required to add 

capacity for 80 additional beds.  

  

This proposal is simply too ambitious.  I would like to suggest that an alternative location would be more suitable: a 
bigger block of land where trees have already been cleared and where the geology and topography is more suitable for 

large scale leach drainage.  

  

My specific concerns and questions are listed below:  

  

Regarding the development application of 24 Valencia Road, Carmel, and as owner of a property bordering Valencia 

nursing home, I would like to raise the following concerns:   

1. Scale of expansion  

a. 66 beds to 146 beds (121% increase) on a 3 acre block with no connection to mains sewerage.  This 

density is not in keeping with the surrounding area and will materially change the landscape and be 
particularly imposing on immediate neighbours. This loss of amenity is unacceptable.    

2. Water supply  
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a. Union road residents have been experiencing ongoing water interruptions for the last 12-18 months.  

The water supply is interrupted for a few hours in the early morning.  The Water Corp have very 

recently rectified this but can the Water Corp provided certainty that they have the capacity to supply 

the additional water needs for the proposed extended nursing home without interruptions to 

surrounding properties or costly upgrades to infrastructure at rate payers expense?  

b. Could the Water Corp and Health Department comment on how regular water outages would affect the 

functioning of the water treatment plant?  

3. Three story building  

a. The addition of 80 beds on a 3 acre block in addition to a building already accommodating 66 beds 

dictates a three story building. According to the Kalamunda Planning Local Scheme (Table 2, page 29) 
the setbacks are:  

 

This means the 3-story building will be so close to neighbouring properties that it will block views and 
immediate neighbours will be in the shadow of this building.  

The development proposal indicates a lack of due regard for neighbouring properties and is contrary to  
the objectives of the Kalamunda Planning Local Scheme clause 4.2.5 which states the following:  

  
4. Coverage  

a. According to Kalamunda Planning Local Scheme the site coverage requirements are 50% (see table 

above).  Since the existing building will stay in place and the new building will be built in addition, can 
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the Shire please provide a definition of site coverage and is the developer able to demonstrate that <= 

50% coverage will eventuate in practice?  

5. Separate building vs extension  

a. Has the developer paid an application fee for a new building or for an extension?  An entirely new and 

separate building is on the concept drawing.  Does the proposal fall within the scope of an extension or 

is the developer trying to circumvent additional costs and/or requirements?  

b. Has the developer indicated plans to upgrade the existing building?  

6. Waste water treatment & Soil Contamination Risks  

a. Various independent opinion have indicated that it is highly unlikely that the proposed water treatment 

plant and soil will be able to cope with the amount of waste water.  More importantly, no party will 

warrant that all bacteria and/or traces of drugs, medicines and other harmful pathogens will be 

removed during the treatment process.  What studies have been done by the developer and are they 

available for interested residents to read? (The Peritas pump quote uploaded to the website is not a 

study)  

b. Looking at the concept plans it is apparent that the footprint required to house the tanks and other 

equipment scoped by the water treatment provider has not been adequately transcribed to plan, nor is 

there any mention of backup power to keep the system functioning in the event of a power failure.  

What is the backup power plan, where will the backup power system (if any) be located and what will 

the noise output be?   

c. The leaching area will be on the boundary with my property. The land is sloping and other properties 

are also downhill from the proposed treatment plant. The geotechnical survey uploaded to the website 

is old and cannot be relied on as the scope of the study is for an entirely different purpose.  Currently 

no valid study has been made available nor is it certain that if such a study is requested that the 

possible impacts on surrounding areas will be included in the scope.  Will residents be left to bear the 

risk of contamination to their properties should the developer fail to manage the treatment plant or 

should the soil prove unable to cope?  

7. Water catchment area  

a. Valencia nursing home is situated in a drinking water catchment area.  Should the water treatment 

plant fail or should the area be subject to an extreme rain event, as happened in January 2018, there 

is a run-off contamination risk. Will it be the tax payer or the developer that carry the cost of water 

contamination and/or the investigation and lawsuit costs that will likely precede any claim?   
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8. Stormwater  

a. The below proposed solution to dealing with stormwater is entirely impractical for dealing with the vast 

amounts of runoff that will ensue from the proposed site coverage:  

“Stormwater Drainage Onsite disposal of stormwater via soakwell is not appropriate for this site. We 
recommend to discharge the stormwater or roof runoff offsite of the property or to the council 

drainage system by a site specific drainage system. The drainage system has to fulfil the requirements 

of the Shire of Kalamunda. It is highly recommended that a competent geotechnical engineer should 
supervise earthworks and construction to ensure that all organic, roots, demolition debris, very soft to 

soft clayey material have been adequately removed from the area and that the fill material is 
adequately compacted.”  It shows a complete lack of understanding of the situation and is very 

concerning to residents downhill of the expected deluge.  

9. Non-resident profit motive  

a. The area supports many profit-driven businesses, however, unlike the owners of the  Valencia nursing 

home, these business owners are residents of the area and are part of the local community and share 

local community values.  The aggressive development put forward for the nursing home points to 

economic, as opposed to community, focus.  This value set is not in the interests of the neighbourhood 

and pressure to increase return on investment or improve the bottom line will continually drive cost 

cutting.  Thus the risk of water treatment or other failures will be an ever-present concern to 

surrounding residents.  

b. At a significant cost per bed, Valencia nursing home is unlikely to provide better amenities or aged care 

support for local residents.  It is more likely that local residents will be asked to bear the impost and 

risks of this venture but the benefits will flow to the company shareholders and wealthy outsiders.  

10. Current residents  

a. The current residents are expected to stay on while construction of the new building is done.  Have the 

existing residents and their families been informed of the noise, dust and disruption that will take place 

(other than a sign outside the building which does not specifically state that residents will be in-situ 

while construction takes place)?      

b. Has a study been done on how this may impact the dementia patients?    

c. Have the residents (and staff) been informed that their primary bushfire plan will be to “shelter in 

place” in the old building (which is not subject to new bushfire building code)?  

11. Realty & Aesthetics  
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a. The building design is not in keeping with Hills architecture and has been described by some as 

“institution like”.  

b. The property is surrounded by residences in rural bushland and is not suited to the size of operation 

that is being proposed.  The imposing nature and density will negatively affect property values 

bordering on the nursing home.  

12. No recourse for environmental degradation &  pollution  

a. There do not seem to be any protections in place for neighbours who, despite the best opinions of 

engineers and experts, find that noise levels are higher than anticipated or that are being impacted by 

soil contamination or water runoff.  The onus for reporting and seeking remedial action for any failures 

on the part of the owners of Valencia nursing home is with the individual resident.  As with big 

business driven by profits there is a substantial risk of using delaying tactics when a breach of duty of 

care has been exposed and the payment of relatively insignificant fines for violations could simply be a 

contingent in the budget.  This may result in substantial angst as well as cost for persons impacted.    

13. Noise  

a. The air conditioners and other plant are to be housed on the 3rd floor which will emit noise into a “zero 

noise” area.  Any night time machinery noise is unfitting and unacceptable in this area and will have a 

direct impact on surrounding residents forever.    

b. Have any specific noise studies been done in the area to consider how far noise travels in this area?    

14. Light  

a. We would like to know the type and position of outside lights on the property, as well as the hours 

they will need to be illuminated so that we can ascertain what impact they will have on our properties.  

Carmel is an excellent spot to view the night sky on dark nights and the position and amount of 

lighting required for the development will impact our amenity in this regard.  

15. Fire  

a. This development is in a bushfire prone area.  Evacuating 146 residents, as opposed to 66 will pose 

greater risks to both nursing home residents and staff as well as surrounding residents.  

b. Does the CoK support the “shelter in place” as indicated in the bush fire plan?  

c. Is the CoK satisfied that the additional of 80 residents will not put the lives of existing residents at 

additional risk should the need to evacuate the area arise?  

16. Safety (of children)  
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a. The increased traffic flow through the area will increase the risk to our children cycling to school or 

walking in the neighbourhood.  

b. There have been instances in the past of patients walking into surrounding properties.  Patients with 

mental health issues (Roshana Group of companies specialise in dementia care) pose a greater risk to 

surrounding residents and their children should there be a security breach.    

17. Traffic  

a. The position of the car park will have noise and light (headlights shining into our properties) impact on 

the immediate neighbours.  

18. Power and treatment plant failures  

a. The plans on view at the walk-in meeting had no information regarding back up in the event of a 

power outage.  Assuming a generator will be located on site to provide backup in the case of a power 

failure, where will this generator be located and how much noise will it emit and will it pose a bushfire 

risk?   

19. Questionable footprints & relaxation of setbacks  

a. Working with the current information available (which is incomplete), it is apparent that insufficient 

space exists to fit all of the equipment.  This may required the developer to make application for 

further concessions to setbacks and site coverage which will impact adjoining land users.  

20. Impact on black cockatoos:  

a. The conclusion of the report is contrary to Table 3 on page 23 of  the “EPBC Act referral guidelines” 
issued by the Department of Sustainability, Environement, Water, Population and Communities (see 

below).  The removal of 17 potential breeding habitat trees, according to point 2 below, is listed as 

significant according to the definition of “Breeding Habitat” on page 13 of the guidelines “ Maintaining 

the long-term supply of trees of a size to provide suitable nest hollow is particularly important in 

woodland stands…”.  

b. Could the developer be asked to supply the height of the trees contained in the Strategen study 

please?   

21. Trees  

a. The local Shire declined a request from nearby residents to remove several dead trees close to the 

development site as they are considered possible breeding sites for the 3 species of threatened black 

cockatoos in our area.  This is admirable as these trees take many decades to grow.   I would like to 



Summary of Submissions 

Proposed Aged Care Accommodation, Alterations and Additions to existing buildings (Additional 80 beds). 

Public Comment Period: (January 3) 2018 to (April 30) 2018 

 
appeal to the Shire to give equal importance to the 15 mature trees on the Valencia site which are part 

of our rural amenity.    

b. I am also concerned that once the development commences that it will become apparent that more 

trees need to be removed for reasons that are not currently obvious, or that nearby trees will die.   

c. Are neighbours going to be made to remove trees as a result of bush fire inspections after the building 

has been built?  

d. Has the CoK considered the risk overflowing to nearby trees and flora?  

e. Has the CoK considered the risk of the trees dying on surrounding properties as a result of the rise in 

water table and/or increasing soil salinity?  These trees have taken decades to grow and are 

irreplaceable.  

   

f. From the glossary:  

g.   
h. From the Definition of the breeding habitat from Guidelines it follows that 17 possible breeding habitat 

trees will need to be removed to support the proposal.  Basing a conclusion on common sense alone, 

one would not conclude that 17 trees are “insignificant” : trees of this size take a long time to grow.   

    

REQUEST FOR CONDITIONS TO BE INCLUDED:  

I would like to request that, should the development plan be approved, the following safeguards be considered for 
inclusion in the approval, in the form of conditions:  

1. A compulsory, periodic and transparent soil and water test campaign   
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2. Compulsory, periodic and transparent noise level measurements  

3. Significant penalties for any soil or water run-off/spillage/contamination events. Penalties should be sufficient to 

strongly discourage non-compliant behaviour.  

4. Documented remedies for any soil or water run-off/spillage/contamination according to strict timelines and with 

transparent updates on the progress of the clean up/fix.     

5. The onus should be moved to the developer to disprove an alleged adverse impact on an adjoining property, 

rather than the resident needing to prove this is the case.  (The affected resident should not be the one 

spending time and money on lawyers to get the offending party to accept liability)  

6. A documented restitution plan in case of soil contamination or contamination to the drinking water supply or 

boreholes  

7. A compliance system with timeframes and communication guidelines to be put in place so that the 

developer/owners are held accountable to respond to any undue adverse impacts raised by residents and 

neighbouring properties within an acceptable timeframe  

8. No right of request to have setbacks and site coverage rules relaxed  

CONCLUSION:  

From speaking to other Carmel residents I believe that most residents are supportive of improvements to Valencia 
nursing home.  It is the scale and the lack of consultation with neighbouring properties that is concerning.  Due regard 

to the impact that this development will have on neighbours and residents has not been included in the plans for this 

proposal.  The plan in its current form grossly impacts the amenity of surrounding residents and as such I believe that 
many additional studies and significant amendment will be needed for this proposal to be in keeping with its 
surroundings and supported by the local community.  

2 Objection 

Further to our discussion on Thursday 8th February 2018 at the 6pm review session of the proposed 80 bed extension 
to the existing aged care facility - I wish to confirm my opposition to the proposal due to its non compliance with the 

current Shire of Kalamunda "Health Local Law 2011" item 7.21requiring compliance with the requirements of the 
"Environmental  Code of Practice for Poultry Farms in WA". This document requires a separation between poultry farms 

and residences of a minimum 500m and 1000m for bio security. 

 
The proposed development shares a boundary with a poultry farm which houses mainly caged birds with infrequent (2 

to 3 times per year) clean out of poultry excreta . The bulk volume of rotting manure is a toxic source of odour , dust 
(when dry) and fly breeding. The nearest poultry shed is a mere 40m from the proposed development - well short of 
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the minimum 500 m required by the shires Health Law 2011. 
The West Australian Planing Commission has produced a "Statement of Planning Policy No. 43 - Poultry Farms Policy" 

which recognises the issues with residential development being located near egg farms. WAPC suggest Shires require 

the owners of poultry farms to place a sign board at the front entrance to inform prospective home buyers and existing 
residents of the activities of such a facility . The sign board suggestion has specific dimensions and lettering sizes and 

reads as follows - " NOTICE , name of egg farm , There  has been an operating poultry farm on this site since -------- , 
The egg farm operates 24 hrs a day , 365 days a year , The odours , dust, noise and visual impact associated with this 

poultry farm may be offensive to some people , Please check with  either your local council or the department of 

Environment Protection for further information."I suggest such a sign should be erected on the poultry farms boundary 
with the the proposed development to warn future  occupants of the risks involved in taking up residence so close to a 

poultry farm. 
 

We have lived next to the poultry farm for 4 years  and can confirm the odour , dust and noise issues are ongoing and 
severe. We share a 200m boundary with the farm which includes a 133m dirt track form the entrance to the sheds with 

additional unsealed parking  and vehicle access to sheds,silos and facilities. 

There are currently more than 50 residences in Carmel which fall within the buffer zone of 500m 
And many more within the 1000m bio security zone.Any residence constructed after 2011 appear to have been 

constructed in contravention of the Shires Health Law document.  
I urge the Shire to consider the well being of the future occupants of the aged persons facility when processing this 

application. To place 80 elderly and vulnerable  people in a zone clearly unsuitable for habitation would be , in my 

opinion , a failure of the Health and Planning processes. 
3 No Objection   

4 Objection 

I object to the Development proposal for Aged Care facility Lot 7 24 Valencia Rd Carmel on the following grounds: 
Increased traffic will cause more disruptive noise. Increased traffic will cause road safety issues. Insufficient car parking 

spaces will lead to parking on MY verge. Car park is already overflowed by 10 - 20 cars several days of the week, on 
the opposite side of MY verge. Security flood lights already shine invasively into MY bedroom and living room windows 

at night and I feel these lights will increase in number and severity of light pollution. Valencia Rd has no public 

transport facility for increased staff and visitors. 11pm and 7am shift changes already cause disruptive noise and I feel 
this will increase in volume and severity of noise pollution. Ambulance visits currently occur 5 - 7 nights per week 

causing disruptive noise and I feel they will increase in frequency and volume of noise pollution. I will suffer a loss in 
property value from the large institution diminishing the semi-rural outlook from my front yard. I feel tree pruning will 

visually diminish the semi-rural outlook for the whole street. There is already noticeable rubbish from staff and visitor 

cars on the Valencia road verges and I feel this will increase. 

  

5 Objection   



Summary of Submissions 

Proposed Aged Care Accommodation, Alterations and Additions to existing buildings (Additional 80 beds). 

Public Comment Period: (January 3) 2018 to (April 30) 2018 

 
I object strongly to the alterations and additions to lot 7 24 Valencia Rd Carmel for the following reasons: The parking 
is a joke as the cars are already overflowed on both sides of the street. The noise from shift changes will increase. 

There will be more ambulances causing noise. The gardeners leaf blower is already rediculously early and extremely 

noisy. Music from staff cars at 11pm and 7am 7 days a week is disruptive. The traffic will increase with more staff, 
visitors and doctors. The floodlights already reduce our enjoyment as we cant leave our windows open at night. 

Garbage and supply trucks are already noisy everyday. I not want any pruning of trees on Valencia Rd. The huge 3 
story building will be an eyesore for the whole street. The modern look of the building does not fit in at all. Construction 

noise will be unbearable from earthmoving and rockbreaking and trucks. Construction employee vehicles and trucks will 

have nowhere to park The contract conditions are vague and allow changes to be made without consultation. 

6 Objection 

I am writing in objection to the shires plans to extend Lot7 24, Valencia Road, Carmel. We as with many families moved 
to the hills for a rural lifestyle. The Shire is slowly eroding the reason many of us live within the hills. The Shire seems 

to have lost touch with what the people want within this community. The existing property Valencia Nursing Home is a 

non obtrusive building with little impact on its surrounding environment. The traffic is minimal and any activity is hardly 
noticeable. To extend it would cause major disruption to our peaceful lifestyle. The environment impact, the traffic, the 

security, the drainage, is it an alteration to existing buildings or additional buildings to be added? Does any of this apply 
within the boundaries of Carmel being within a rural zone? The Shire wants to increase the parking for this new building 

to an additional 14 bays and yet it is increasing the bed capacity by 80, how is this effective or logical? How many trees 

need to be removed to make way for this construction to begin? Again the motto for this Council was a "Home among 
the Trees", please could someone explain when the Shire forgot that this is the reason the majority of us live here. The 

City of Kalamunda (COK) or as most of the residents say it is a City of Concrete (COC). There seems to be constructions 
evident within this Shire whereby one block of concrete after another is being erected. E.g. Auto One on the corner of 

Mead and Cannings Rds, The unsightly concrete construction of apartments on Barber Street, Aldi on Mead Street and 

every piece of land within the Shire where one home is knocked down to be replaced by multiple units or town houses. 
And whatever is going to be erected next door to the Best Drop Tavern on Haynes St (watch this space). So that now 

Kalamunda is running out of space for more concrete developments the Shire has set its eyes on Carmel a small rural, 
peaceful area. Next it will be Pickering Brook. How many trees have been removed and will be removed to 

accommodate more developments? We came here for the peace and quiet, the trees, the birds, the orchards, the 
wineries, the freedom that this lifestyle affords us. If I or my neighbours knew that this was a future proposal of the 

Shires we wouldn't have moved to Carmel. I realise that everything the Shire is invested in has some kind of monetary 

gain attached to it, but why don't you look elsewhere? Start listening to the people and find your way back. You have 
lost your way within the community of these hills. Everybody around me says that no matter what we write or do or 

say, or what evidence we gather, the City of Kalamunda (COK), will do exactly what it wants anyway! Shame on you. 

  

7 Objection   
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Does not fit in with the aesthetic of Carmel, affects the neighbouring properties, increase noise, traffic and is at odds 
with the rest of the area. Not a good idea at all!!!! 

Not keeping with the rural area. Increase traffic, noise and affects all the neighbouring properties. 

8 Comments on Submission 
I have been following the case of the Valencia Nursing Home developments and have attended a number of meetings 

with neighbours who are expressing some concerns. I have judged this group to be a clear thinking group with 

legitimate concerns who are working to make sure their concerns are addressed by the Shire of Kalamunda. My 
concern relates specifically to the style of the facility. I support its development but request that it be designed to be 

aesthetically hidden away into the Carmel landscape so that it does not look like an industrial or commercial institution. 
 

I add my name in support of the Carmel action group who have formed to voice their concerns. 

  

9 Comments on Submission 
I request an extension to the closing date of 21st February, 2018, for comment on the proposed development 

DA17/0455 (Valencia Nursing Home Extensions). My reason for the request is that I am awaiting further information 
from various Government Depts.  

  

10 Objection 

I wish to lodge my objections and concerns regarding the above proposal. In July 2017, a very large sign outlining the 
intended additions to the Valencia Nursing Home, was erected on Lot 7. It stated Development had commenced in July 

2016. When contacted, Adrian from Kalamunda City Council, denied any knowledge by Council. He stated a Building 
Application had not been received and that the sign would need to be removed. It was not. There was no further 

advice/contact or correspondence until 11th January, 2018, when a letter from Mr Ross Jutras-Minett, Senior Statutory 

Planning Officer, (dated 3rd January 2017), was received by surrounding neighbours. The heading for the letter: 
(quote) “Notice of Development Proposal for Aged Care Facility, Alterations and Additions to existing buildings 

Additional 80 Beds). Lot 7, 24 Valencia Road, Carmel”. Note: No mention of New Building nor on the Proponent’s 
Design Plans. Whilst acknowledging the present 66 bed Nursing Home has been in operation for many years and an 

upgrade of current facilities are long overdue, it has been relatively unobtrusive despite it’s inappropriate and unusual 

zoning classification of “Clubs and Institutions” in a Special Rural Zone. I object to the following: • SIZE AND DESIGN • 
DISREGARD FOR THE LIFESTYLE AND AMENITY OF NEIGHBOURS • NOISE NUISANCE • LIGHT NUISANCE • DOUR 

NUISANCE • MAINTENANCE SHED **STATEMENT IN PROPOSAL REGARDING NATURE OF VALENCIA ROAD. SIZE AND 
DESIGN: A gross mismatch between low-rise Special Rural properties and a 3-level Institutional facility. The design, 

with its surrounding fences and walls, resembles a Detention Centre, rather than a “Home in the Forest” for Aged West 

Australians. At the Information evening on 8/02/2018, the Proponent acknowledged that the facility is available to any 
applicants seeking permanent care, and not specifically for residents of the City of Kalamunda. Therefore, the increase 

in size will be of scant benefit to local Frail Aged if there are no vacancies or they are unable to afford the RAD. This is 
a “Nursing Home IN Kalamunda, rather than a “Nursing Home For Kalamunda”. Q. How will Ratepayers’ monies, paid 
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by the City of Kalamunda to further this development, be of benefit to Kalamunda Residents? DISREGARD FOR THE 
AMENITY AND LIFESTYLE OF NEIGHBOURS: **Statement regarding nature of Valencia Road: In the Proposal, Valencia 

Road is described thus, “Comprises of single residences and undeveloped land”. Clearly the Proponent does not 

understand the nature and limitations of “Special Rural”. The only “undeveloped land” in Valencia Road is the Crown 
land at the end of the cul-de-sac on the southern end, beyond Union Road. All properties between Carmel Rd East and 

Union Rd are developed. Our property at No 10, has an old cottage which was completed in 1921. NOISE NUISANCE: 
Q. With regard to noise, how will a 146 bed Institution, with a large sewerage treatment plant/pumps and air-

conditioning, operate 24hours per day, without adversely affecting neighbours? Has the Council conducted a pre-

construction ambient noise survey? Will a post-construction survey be done? What level of noise at neighbouring 
boundaries is considered acceptable and will Council monitor compliance? Q. Are the Developers aware of the carriage 

of noise through the valley at night time? I am concerned about disruption to sleep and the associated health problems 
caused by disordered sleep. LIGHT NUISANCE: Night lighting from upper floors and carpark floodlighting will be visible 

to neighbours. Q. Can the Council ensure there will be no loss of amenity to neighbouring properties by the increased 
light? ODOUR NUISANCE: Q. Can you assure me there will be no increase in the odours from the Nursing Home kitchen 

and residents? Will there be odour emanating from the Sewerage Treatment Plant and what corrective measures will be 

in place in the event of a power outage? Q. With one Compliance Officer in the City of Kalamunda, can the obligations 
of inspection of On-site Sewerage Treatment Plant (as outlined in ”Draft Government Sewerage Policy Nov 2016”), be 

rigorously adhered to? Please explain how this will be done as on-site Sewerage Treatment Plants have been proven to 
be unreliable in the longer term. Ref: 2.8.2 Secondary Treatment, “Government Sewerage Policy Explanatory Notes Nov 

2016. 6.4 (10) Where secondary treatment systems are proposed, local government should consider its capacity to 

audit, inspect and enforce compliance with the Department of Health endorsed maintenance schedules and operating 
standards. MAINTENANCE SHED: There is no provision on the plans for the re-siting of the existing maintenance shed 

when it is removed. Whilst I am not opposed to a modest increase in the number of beds available at Valencia Nursing 
Home, I believe the unattractive and inappropriate design and size of facility will ruin the appeal of the Bickley Valley 

which is enjoying much increased Tourism. Furthermore, 66% (124) of 188 Nursing Homes in the metropolitan area 

have 80 beds or less. I do not believe they are all operating at a loss. Just 4 Nursing Homes have more than 146 beds. 
(Ref. “Guide to Aged Care Western Australia 2018”) The Proponent advised me he needed 80 beds to be profitable. 

11 Objection 
I would like to request an extension to the closure time for comment on the development proposal for the Valencia 

Road Nursing Home. I have sent requests for information to the Health Department and as yet have not received a 

reply which will assist me in making a comment or objection to the proposal.  

  

12 Comment 

To whom this concerns. I would like to apply for a two week extension for my submission date for comment on the 

proposed redevelopment of the Valencia Nursing Home. I live next door to the nursing home and this development 
would have an extraordinary impact on my family and the amenity which we currently enjoy. As a family we are unused 
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to the complexity of this type of development and it has been extremely difficult for us to grasp the details and 
potential implications for us. This development proposed is viewed by us as a savage attack on our life and lifestyle. 

Given that we are the family most affected by it, I feel that it would be respectful to give us time to challenge what we 

view as a powerful, well organised and intimidating proponent. If we are given the courtesy of an extension to 
applications, can you please email me confirmation of the revised shut off date? 

13 Objection 

I am writing to you on receiving your notice of Development Proposal for Lot 7, 24 Valencia Road Carmel. Some years 
ago we actively chose this semi-rural area of the Kalamunda Shire because it was 30 minutes from the city of Perth and 

offered a peaceful and relaxing life style. We were well aware that Valencia Nursing Home was there, what a great 
peaceful environment it is for the clientele.. The scale of this proposed extension and its social impact on the 

community is of great concern especially with its height which is totally out of character with our semi-rural 
environment. It will become just a concrete jungle of rooms, losing its serenity with this proposed extension. The extra 

traffic going to and fro during and after the building of the extension will undoubtly impact on the community with 

noise and safety issues? There are many young families in the vicinity of Lot 7 using the footpath and road for bike 
riding, walking their pets, horse riding and many age groups out walking daily. With the inevitable increase of delivery 

vehicles, ambulances and staff cars, not to mention the visiting family members of the patients, I do hope the 50km 
speed limit will be abided by especially during the construction phases with heavy duty vehicles and equipment going to 

and fro. The noise levels will be certainly an issue during construction phase but will be continue after, with the 

proposed air-conditioning plant , extra traffic through out each day and extra patients for the immediate community 
members to Lot 7. Another concern is that Carmel is in the Water Catchment Area, so what procedure are in place to 

check that the proposed waste water systems is going to be monitored. Will the large scale in ground effluent 
treatment system and current rock capping be causing run off during storms, and will this affect the purity of the water 

table? As a ratepayer to the Kalamunda Shire we get the distinct impression that Carmel is a forgotten section of your 

precinct, in all honesty nothing is done to maintain and enhance our area. 

  

14 Objection 

I would like to advise my objection to the proposed development at Valencia Nursing Home. I am not averse to 
increasing beds but not to the scale that has been proposed. My concerns are; 1. Parking by visitors - the current 

parking for the established building is over the proposed formula for calculation but still cars park on the verge and 

opposite on other side of road. Therefore, the formula would not be adequate for the expected car increase from 
extension. 2. Noise impact. We have zero noise here. Airconditioning plant and sewerage plant will be constantly 

running. 3. Height - Proposed development is as per the Shire guidelines. How the hell can you have no height 
restrictions in a semi-rural locale. A three story building belongs down the hill in the suburbs. Shouldn't be able to build 

to that height just because of the Shire's lack of foresight and responsibility in implementing restrictions. There is no 3 

story building in our street. 4. Emergency evacuation - What is the impact on our community when there is 140 elderly 
to be evacuated. More people will be coming into the fire zone to help evacuate the nursing home. Will cause traffic 
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congestion both incoming and outgoing traffic in a fire zone, and parking at Valencia site will be an issue for 
evacuation. 

15 Objection 

I am not averse to extra beds at nursing home but not to the scale as proposed. My concerns/objections are; Traffic 
impact, lack of parking available, noise from air conditioning, fire evacuation concerns regarding impact on traffic 

congestion, concerns on sewerage water being treated and used onsite due to this is a water catchment area and a 

poultry farm adjacent. The height of building is not in sinc with a semi-rural locale. 

  

16 
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17 Objection 

I object to this development proposal because it is out of character with the environment, will cause problems with 
sewerage and promote too much traffic for the quiet roads in the area. I am against the idea of so many people living 

in such close proximity. Smaller aged care units are more homelike for the residents, especially ones surrounded by 
natural bush. 

  

18 Objection 
I wish to lodge my objection to the expansion of the Valencia Nursing Home. The notion that it would have a low impact upon the 
surrounding neighbours is a nonsense. Can you please explain how the following items will be managed immediately and in the 
future?  
• Sewage Treatment Plant  
• Stormwater  
• Scale, visual and noise impact of proposed building as a “Home in the Forest”  
• Traffic Management  
• Fire risk and impact  
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• Safety and security of neighbours and residents Sewage Treatment Plant: The sheer scale of the Treatment Plant to cope with 
146 beds within the confines of the allocated land, left me with more questions than answers after attending the City of 
Kalamunda’s Information Session on the 8/02/2018. I understand this is a biological system.  
 
(Q 1). What measures will the Proponent put in place to prevent ingested or discarded medications and hospital-grade 
disinfectants from contaminating the biological filtration of the STP/ATU? Will the system cope with any surges of effluent in the 
event of a disease outbreak, eg Norovirus. Surely the effect of antibiotics and chemotherapy drugs must be of major consideration 
as this may leach into a drinking water catchment area.  
(Q 2). The current Geotechnical Study does not cover the ground that is to be used for the STP and 17 leach drains. When will the 
Proponent provide a detailed Geotechnical Survey to demonstrate the capacity of the area to absorb 24kl/day of effluent and 
determine the water table level?  
Q 3). The 64sqm area shown in the Proponent’s drawings of the ATU/STP is at odds with the area shown in Peritas Report, 
drawing No. AF 68929-M-01. Where does the Proponent intend to situate this large treatment unit as it cannot infringe on the 
leach drain area? 
 (Q 4). Once the ground has been saturated, where will the effluent flow with clay soils and cap rock known to be in the area?  
(Q 5). What is the potential for contamination of local bores?  
(Q 6). I live downhilll from this proposed expansion project, is the bore-water I use on edible plants, going to impact on my health? 
I understand that: “With changes in hydraulic pressures, faults, fractures and fissures can change the flow of water”. 
(Q 7). What backup is proposed in the event of a power outage, eg storms, bushfires, for continuing function of the STP?  
(Q 8). How often will monitoring of the STP be performed by Kalamunda Council? 
(Q 9). Do Council Staff have the training to regularly monitor such a large system? Stormwater: I was informed by the City of 
Kalamunda Engineer, that the stormwater holding tanks would be located on the south-side of the property and water “would be 
pumped to the current stormwater drain in the street, not the neighbours”. Of great concern is, with so much extra water in an 
open drain in front of No’s 24; 20; 16 and 14 Valencia Road, if there was a blockage where the system closes at No 14 driveway, 
this could overflow, flooding onto the property as has occurred previously during a summer storm event. This caused my fence to 
be dislodged, but with a larger volume of water, there is potential for flooding of my dwelling. At present, stormwater flows down 
Valencia Road, into street drains, down to Carmel Road East, through unformed, open drains continuing down Union Road, (also 
open drains), down to the Brook which forms part of the Helena Drinking Water Catchment Area.  
(Q 10). Will Council provide closed drainage in keeping with the remainder of Valencia Road to mitigate potential flooding by the 
increased volume of water in peak water events? Scale, Noise and Visual Impact of proposed expansion: The elevation and build-
up of land and a 3-storey building rising above my neighbours’ trees will have a major visual impact upon my living space and 
property. The proposed design resembles a prison. This building should belong in an urban rather than a Special Rural area. A 
“home in the forest” it is NOT. For 30years, I have lived three doors from Valencia Nursing Home with little impact, even during a 
previous expansion project. Current concerns are: a) Ambient light at night: Light shining from buildings and grounds at night.  



Summary of Submissions 

Proposed Aged Care Accommodation, Alterations and Additions to existing buildings (Additional 80 beds). 

Public Comment Period: (January 3) 2018 to (April 30) 2018 

 
(Q 11) What preventative measures will be taken to reduce light nuisance to neighbours? b) Noise: Impact of water pumps and 
air-conditioning units operating 24 hours per day. Night time ambient noise is zero in Carmel. Noise bounces and echoes through 
the hills at night.  
(Q 12) How will the Proponent address the noise from the STP and the resultant 24hour nuisance to neighbours? c) Vehicle noise: 
With increased incidence of delivery vehicles, large trucks for skip bin removal and the noise from their reversing alarms. 
(Q 13 ) Will there be a curfew to prevent deliveries before 0700? d) Glass impact on birdlife: Bird-strike on windows is very 
common as it is seen as a flight path.  
(Q 14). What preventative measures can be implemented to protect wildlife from the huge areas of glass? Traffic Management: 
Four local intersections in Carmel have long been of concern. 
 • Intersection of Glen Isla and Carmel Road East at “Stop” sign – obstruction by Western Power pole. 
 • Intersection of Carmel Rd East /Valencia with corner cutting.  
• Valencia/Union Rd with large grass trees obscuring the left-hand view.  
• Empire Rd/Glen Isla T-junction and Glen Isla/Carmel Rd T-junction with limited vision in each direction and speeding vehicles. 
However, due to the low volume of traffic, there has only been one fatality in 20 years. With recently increased traffic of cyclists; 
motor-cyclists and tourists in addition to the usual horse-riders; mountain bike riders; bushwalkers; school children with parent 
drop-off and pickup and buses, the potential for mishaps is greatly increased with the extra personnel required to service a 146 
bed Institution. There will be increases in ambulance/transport attendances; Doctors, nursing staff; cleaners, laundry workers; 
food delivery vans; gardening and maintenance staff; kitchen staff; café staff; ancillary staff such as podiatrist, hairdresser and 
pharmacy delivery staff. (Coroner/undertakers). 
 (Q 15) What plan does the City of Kalamunda have to manage the above? Fire Risk and Impact: There was a major bushfire in this 
area in 2005 necessitating evacuation of Valencia Nursing Home. With an additional 80 frail-aged and bedridden residents, how 
will transport by ambulances and patient/relative vehicles be effected without impacting on the local evacuating neighbours who 
are trying to leave with horse floats, etc?  
(Q 16) How will the resultant traffic congestion be managed in such a crisis given staff will be extremely busy preparing patients 
for evacuation? Safety and Security of Neighbours and Residents: I have not seen a plan of security fencing for this proposed 
expansion. The current dual fences have provided security for wandering residents who frequently entered neighbours’ homes 
and properties.  
(Q 17) What type of security fencing has been proposed, and will it be in keeping with “A home in the Forest”? Your response to 
these questions would be appreciated. 

19 Objection 

I vehemently oppose the Proposal for Alterations and Additions to existing buildings (Aged Care) (DA17/0455) Lot 7, 24 
Valencia Road, Carmel because  
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The proposed development at Valencia Nursing Home would have significant impact on the amenity of the rural zoning 
of our home and the planning proposal documents are filled with what I believe to be inaccurate and/or misleading 

statements. 

 
 I have been urged by planning officials at Kalamunda City Council to keep my response simple, but because my family 

and I would be the most severely affected by the proposal there are many issues that impact the amenity of our home 
and property which I need to address. I have endeavoured to address these as succinctly as possible and would 

appreciate the time that you spend examining the merit of my opposition. 

 
Please also understand that the addressing of my opposition to the development has been a difficult task for me and 

ask you to deliberate with the understanding that I am inexperienced in dealing with such matters. 
 

This document will  

A. Outline the impacts the design of the proposed building would have on our 
amenity. 

B. Question the validity of what I believe are accurate and/or misleading 
statements in the proposal. 

C. Short summary and conclusion 
 

A. Proximity,  Height, Aesthetics and Privacy 
I have superimposed the proponent’s drawings of the proposed construction on to photographs of our backyard to 

assist in addressing proximity, height and aesthetics. Although the perspectives and exact position may not be accurate 
I believe the relative scales are correct. 

 
Proximity 

I understand that the development has been setback in accordance with the requirements for a Private Clubs and 

Institutions zone, but would like to point out that the objectives of the zone also require "To ensure that such uses 
have due regard and do not adversely impact upon the adjoining land uses.”   

• This proposal does not give due regard to or ensure that the development does not impact on the adjoining 

land uses. The adjoining setback requirements for a Special Rural Zone are 10m and the building is entirely out 
of character with the surrounding building typology. 

• The proposed building has been designed more appropriately for an urban area, and to put things into 

perspective - applying Residential Design Code setback requirements as a guide (for a built up area), would 

also be non-complaint. Taken from natural ground level which is the correct calculation method and going from 



Summary of Submissions 

Proposed Aged Care Accommodation, Alterations and Additions to existing buildings (Additional 80 beds). 

Public Comment Period: (January 3) 2018 to (April 30) 2018 

 
the plans the building and earthworks equate to 11.25m at the highest point, rounded to 12m as per the R-
Codes.  

 

The wall facing our property would require a 10m-11m setback if it were in an urban context and a residential building. 
While compliant with the standards for Clubs and Institutions, it does not give due regard to the amenity of surrounding 

land uses, and should not be considered to be in line with orderly and proper planning having regard to comparable 
policy provisions and planning theory. 

 

Height  
The height of the new building is not acceptable to me. 

• The proposed building will excessively dominate about half of the South East boundary of our backyard.  

• The proposed building height is 11 metres + the height of the plinth with an additional 1 - 3 metres due to the 

relative decreasing elevation of our property. This makes a total of height variations of between 12 -16 metres 
along 40metres of our boundary with only a 4.4 metre setback. 

 
Aesthetics  

The proposal for construction states that “The building incorporates a number of classic and natural building material 
and colour selections that are harmonious with other buildings and the natural environment of the area.” 

• The largest portion of the building facing towards our property is largely white and “natural concrete” colour 
with grey window trims and green render around windows. Architecturally it has the charm of a prison.  

• These images were shown to the proponent, Rosh Jalagge, at a City of Kalamunda information evening and his 
immediate stated assessment was that it was “completely unacceptable.”  

Privacy 

• All windows on the North West side of the proposed development will overlook our property and with the 

small setback it would not be possible for the proponent to plant screening trees without contravening their 
own fire risk reduction plan.  

• Our backyard would then be open to constant surveillance by residents, staff and visitors. 
 

Light 

• The car park is currently lit up with floodlights throughout the night so with the addition of the carpark and 
Main Entrance right next to our home, we assume that this will also be floodlit. 

• All the windows on the North West side of the proposed building bordering on our property will have lights on 

in the evening. This will give the effect of a sea of lights rising up close to our boundary.  

• The current outdoor area is left with the lights on so I am suspect that this will also be the case for the new 

paved outdoor area proposed on our boundary. 
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• There are at least 12 large windows on the two stories overlooking our property positioned in such a way that 

will cause with glare from the sun during winter months.  
Trees 

Trees are an essential element of rural amenity 

• A large number of trees have already been removed. 

• The plans show trees that are extremely close to the proposed building. It is likely that these trees would be 

too damaged by the building process to remain, 

• The vista of the southeast boundary of our property in effect, will become a large white wall instead of trees.   
 

Other Issues Related to Loss of Amenity 
 
Noise 

• There will be an unacceptable increase in noise. 

• We have lived for nearly 20 years at our home in a very peaceful environment. 

• The proposed building has a large area for plant such as industrial air conditioners on the roof which will be 

running 24 hours a day.  

• The close proximity ensures that we will hear the voices of employees, vehicles and visitors. 

• Many of the residents suffer from dementia and sometimes there are wails and cries for help from them. We 
presume with a 136 % increase in resident numbers that there will be a proportional increase in the frequency 

of these events and they will be louder due to closer proximity. Although we empathise with the patients and 
understand their circumstances, it can be stressful for my family members and I to listen to it.   

• The proposed plan has an ambulance bay situated within 5 metres of one bedroom and within 8 metres of 

another two bedrooms. This is completely unacceptable. Our experience is that ambulances come and go from 

the facility at any time of day or night and there is the noise of engines running, doors slamming people talking 
and occasions calling out. This has not been a problem up until now because the ambulance bay was situated 

much further away.  
 

Current Land Use of our Property 

The planners have not taken into account the current land use of our property and I believe that this would impact on 
the staff and residents of the hospital. 

• The proposed paved outdoor area is situated at the rear of my workshop I have machinery such as 15” 

thicknesser, dust extraction equipment, bench saws, routing equipment and other power tools which I use 
regularly. These machines are extremely noisy but have never been a problem for anyone due to the isolation 

of the shed.  
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• I often have rotting compost and compost teas for vegetable gardens and fruit trees brewing behind my back 

shed which have never been a problem because of their isolation. The smell of these will impact staff and 
residents. 

• The paved outdoor area is close to the area which I burn the significant amount of combustible materials 

generated by the trees and plants on my property. This area is clear from trees and was selected so is the 

safest place to for burning.     
 

Parking 
Table 3 of Local Planning Scheme No. 3 includes parking requirements for the proposed use at a rate pf 1 bay per 
employee plus 1 bay per 10 beds. However clause 5.7.2 of the Scheme enables the City of Kalamunda to apply at its 
discretion, a greater or lesser requirement for car parking than stipulated as the minimum requirement in Table 3, if in 
the opinion the proposed use is likely to demand a greater or lesser need for car parking bays having due regard to the 
scale and nature of the intended use or uses. 
The proponent’s application states that there will be 28 employees so the design has allowed for 28 car spaces for 

employees. This is misleading because: 
• I believe that the proponent is stating 28 full time positions but many of the employees are part time 

so the number of employees is vastly understated.  On any given weekday there are currently 30-40 

cars (and up to 50) parked at Valencia Nursing home.  These numbers do not include the afternoon 
and night shifts. 

• There is a constant stream of trades people, health professionals and others visiting the hospital. These 
are not included in the number of employees. 

• The parking provided by the facility is currently inadequate and up to 16 cars parked on the street 

verge which I believe is already unacceptable. 
 

The proponent states that “Of particular note are the following inclusions: cafe, hairdressing salon, gym, commercial 
kitchen to replace current facility (120sqm) and commercial laundry also to replace current facility (120sqm).” 
Have these employees been included in the number of people employed at the site? 
 

Sewage Disposal 

I believe that the plans submitted for sewage disposal were at best vague and incomplete.  
• The plans submitted for effluent/sewage disposal had very little detail. To my knowledge there have 

been no answers to the questions raised about the effluent disposal by the proponent. 
• There has been no relevant geotechnical advice submitted and it is difficult to imagine how 22,000 

litres of treated sewage could be placed into such a small area given that there is solid granite within a 

few metres of the ground surface. 
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• Valencia Nursing Home has experienced constant issues with effluent disposal over the years and has 

demonstrated apathy and unwillingness to tackle effluent problems.   

 

Construction   
This would be an industrial sized building and during the more than two years projected construction time of what is an 

extraordinarily large building for its location, our home and backyard will: 
• Be subject to high levels of noise and elevated dust levels.   

• Lose all privacy. Workman and other visitors of the site will have unimpaired viewing of our back 

garden. Our back garden is extremely important to our quality of life.  
• Lose security. Due to the complete lack of privacy, our back garden and home will have greatly 

increased chance of opportunistic theft and unwanted incursion, especially during the construction 
period. Our property has had no theft in twenty years. 

• Have a very high likelihood of being damaged by the large amount of rock breaking that would be 
required due to the solid granite below the building site. 

B. Comments and Questions related to the Valencia Nursing Home 
Proposal. 

The following quotes are excerpts I have been drawn from the Valencia Nursing 
Home planning documents.  These all have given me concern and I have commented 
and/or asked questions on them.  
 
“The proposed development is a state-of-the-art facility that provides a high level of amenity for the anticipated 
residents while providing a respectful presence in the semi-rural locale and surrounding neighbours.” 

• The design of the building and the proponent’s complete lack of communication with any of  the local 
residents  demonstrates this to be untrue. 

 
“Burswood Care Pty Ltd has also specified that the building is to have the aesthetic feel of an upmarket residential 
building, that is both modern and has character.” 

• The boast of an “upmarket residential building” is inconsistent with the local rural zoning. 
 

“Burswood Care Pty Ltd has also requested the investigation and inclusion of sustainability initiatives to reduce long 
term running costs including rainwater collection and potential recycling of grey water.” 
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• The plans do not effectively indicate rainfall collection or how rainwater runoff in extreme rainfall 

events would be dealt with.  

• Given that the new building and the large number of leach drains and underground  tanks 

will stop natural soaking of rain into the ground,  what plans have been made for 
stormwater, particularly extreme rain weather events? 

 
 “It is also expected that the architect will be open to cost saving initiatives that can reduce the overall cost of the 
building where possible” 

• The proponent has indicated that cost cutting measures might take place.  
• What oversight will be given to any architectural decisions for cost cutting? 

 
“Initial area calculations indicate that the client’s desired area requirements and the area available on the site for the 
building are achievable however some concessions may be required in order to achieve a reasonable outcome.” 
 

• On face value and within the context of this document, it would appear that the proponent’s definition 

of a “reasonable outcome” would mean as many possible beds to be squeezed into insufficient space 
and “concessions” means exceeding limits of planning regulations. 

 
“The client has requested that the new building not join the existing building in order to avoid the mandatory updating 
of the existing building to current code requirements (where 50% or more area is added to an existing building). 

• This is purely a statement on cost cutting. If the brief allowed the extension to join with existing 
buildings, the result may have been a design with considerable less impact on the amenity of 

neighbouring properties. 
 

“There is a service road along the SE boundary which provides access to the rear of the site and it is proposed that this 
road will be used as a new service road that can drive to a loading dock at the rear of the laundry and kitchen for 
deliveries.” 

• The service road is only large enough for one vehicle so there will be times when services vehicles will 
need to reverse back out to allow other vehicles to pass which would result in reversing horns being 

sounded more often than necessary.  
 

The proposed building exceeds the prescribed setbacks from all boundaries as described in the 
Shire of Kalamunda’s local planning policy. It is acknowledged that the building is closest to the 
boundary on the North-Western side of the site where the building setback is 4.4m. 
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• What is the purpose of this acknowledgement?  
• The setback for other boundaries is not acknowledged. 

• Is it because the designer was acknowledging the proximity may be a problem?   

 
“Plot Ratio is .517 ***Note the total floor area exceeds the Shire’s plot ratio requirements by .017 or 
206sqm of floor area which is equivalent to the size of the plant rooms on the top level of the building.” 
 

• My understanding is that the plant rooms are not taken into account when calculating total floor area 

so it would appear that deliberate use of language here is to deliberately mislead the reader into 
believing plot ratio requirements have not been exceeded. If this is true then the plot ratio is exceeded 

by the size of an average house. 
• What is the actual floor area of the extension when correct guidelines are followed and has 

the development exceeded the allowable plot ration? 
 

“Should further privacy measures be required, in particular for the upper level bedrooms, mitigating techniques such as 
obscure glazing film to eye level, vision obscuring external louvres to complement landscaping and external screens 
could be considered.” 
 

• My understanding is that the ground floor is also overlooking our property due to its elevation so all 

windows should be covered with obscuring glass. The use of the term “could” is not sufficient.  

 
“The Peritas design features the siting of retaining walls along parts of the site boundary which could be detrimental to 
the amenity of the neighbouring properties. During consultation with the Shire of Kalamunda, a solution to improve the 
visual amenity of this element was discussed to replace the walls with natural rock stabilised embankments with areas 
of plantings to create a softer visual impact.” 

• Do I have assurance from the developer and the council that there will be no seepage of 
treated water underneath these retaining walls onto any part of my property? 

• Will these structures be outside the setback requirements? 
  

C. Conditions, Summary and Conclusion 

In the event that this development or any other revised development was to proceed, I would ask that 

the following conditions be imposed.  PLEASE NOTE – This should not be interpreted in any way as 

acceptance of the current plan that has been submitted 
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• A construction management plan to address building site issues such as dust, noise, workers parking, 

deliveries, temporary fencing, security and vibration.  A copy of this would be given to all neighbours. 
 

• The construction management plan should also provide for a dilapidation survey of our property and other 

surrounding properties prior to works commencing so is a record available in the event of damage occurring to 

our property during construction.  
 

• Any fencing on or near our boundary should only be constructed after consultation with my wife and I. We 

would require detail of what type of fencing would include materials and height.  
 

• Detailed condition requiring the protection retention of perimeter trees and to be worded in a manner that does 

not allow for the removal and replacement in a different location, and in the event of damage/death of a tree, 

the developer replant in the same location the same species or similar. 
 

• All windows on the north-western boundary should be amended to be highlight windows, or at the very least 

obscured glazing. The use of foggy stickers is unacceptable. 
 

• The second storey of the development should be removed or at the very least, amended to be stepped back 

sufficiently to reduce the bulk and scale of the development. 
 

• All lighting on the site should comply with relevant Australian standards so as to not cause light spill and 

nuisance.  Again the developer should consult with us and discuss light issues with us before installation. 

Conclusion 

In conclusion I would like to make it clear that I am agreeable to a smaller scale development but the plan currently 

proposed is completely out of scale, out of character and destructive to the amenity of our home and surrounds. We 

would certainly support a smaller scale development with a single story building with design, colours and materials 
sympathetic to the existing rural amenity.  I believe that this is also the general view of others in our community 

 
I believe that the developer is overly ambitious at the scale of this development and has not effectively consulted or 

provided information to the community surrounding his business through consultation or provision of information.  I 

personally have contacted the developer’s office with no reply and arranged two different meetings which were 
subsequently cancelled by the developer without rescheduling.  

 
In no way should this be viewed  as a criticism of the developer but when coupled with the inconsistent and incomplete 

information provided in the Planning Report, my wife and I have had little opportunity to develop trust that the 
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developer has any real concern for local residents. We would urge the developer to reach out and genuinely 
communicate with residents in our beautiful rural community. 

 

The past six months have been stressful for my family and we, along with our neighbours, have spent an inordinate 
amount of time in discussion, seeking information and preparing our feedback on the Valencia Nursing Home extension 

Planning Report . We all place enormous value and respect for each other and the amenity provided in our rural 
community.  

 

I am sure that the beautiful, idyllic rural location of the Carmel would be a significant feature in future promotion of the 
developer’s business. It would be a sad irony if the developer were to destroy the rural amenity which has been 

created, protected, respected and enjoyed by the long term residents of the community whilst simultaneously using 
that same charm to its financial benefit. 

20 Objection 

This list is not final. As more information becomes available from the proponents / council we reserve the right to make 
further comment. 

 
1. The overall size of the expansion. 

The scale of the development proposal for the nursing home at 24 Valencia Rd Carmel is out of character with the rest 

of the area.We came to live in Carmel due to the quiet, natural bush & rural surroundings. The Valencia Nursing Home 
was already here, we have had to live with it and for the majority of the time it has been non intrusive . The addition of 

what is effectively a 3 story institutional building on our boundary will impact negatively on our sense of privacy and 
amenity. Whilst the development might be a masterpiece of urban design & function it is unsightly in this semi-rural 

area – and altering the building materials/finishes is not going to hide it or allow it to fit into the neighbourhood 

“respectfully”. 
 

2. Septic System / Waste Water Treatment / Leach Drains & waste water dispersal.  
Leachate – from the septic system leach drains, will percolate down thru the filled area and sit on top of the original 

ground. Due to the increased amounts of water from 140 residents and other processes on site (max 24000litres per 
day as per the suggestion in the request for the exemption from the government sewerage policy letter, Dept of Health 

ref: 33-37376) the ground will become saturated quicker than has been the case previously. Due to the high clay 

content of the soil and the shallow cap rock in the area that water will follow the contours of the sloping ground into 
the adjoining properties, Lot 100, Lot 101 Union Rd & Lot 20 Carmel Rd East, the egg farm. During the hotter months 

of the year evaporation rates may be high enough to cope with that much waste water but in the colder months with 
the addition of rain onto the ground it is not likely the waste water will simply disappear. There will likely be erosion 

damage at the site of the proposed retaining walls as the leachate attempts to make its way under gravity into the 
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surrounding saturated ground of the adjoining properties. As these retaining walls are proposed to be at the property 
boundary there is nowhere for any remedial works to be performed once erosion has occurred. 

 

What geo-technical testing has been performed to prove the site is capable of supporting the disposal of this large 
amount of waste water? The geo-technical report on the councils website does not cover the scope of the proposed 

development and cannot be considered accurate or representative of the ability of the site to absorb/dissipate that 
water. 

 

Depending on the concentration & types of chemicals in the leachate this extra water could kill or poison our 
neighbours chickens and other lifeforms eating / drinking it or eating insects in it. Native Quendas (Bandicoot), lizards, 

echidnas, birds etc do eat & drink in the area. Residual chemicals in the leachate are not plant safe in high levels and 
when they do finally leach into the earth they will likely slowly kill the native vegetation at the rear of the properties at 

lot 100 & 101 Union Rd & Lot 20 Carmel Rd East due to uptake by the vegetation.  
 

We are trying to conserve both the flora & fauna on our lot and are not prepared to take a risk with such a large 

effluent treatment system being positioned so close to our property. It is all well and good for the developer to promise 
he will use environmentally friendly products in the effluent treatment system and dispose of the waste water in an 

approved manner but once damage is done to the surrounding bush land it is too late. 
Why has a proper survey of the native fauna in the surrounding area has not been undertaken? The breeding areas of 

Black Cockatoos in the area is hardly a representative study of what fauna is on the ground. 

 
What plan is to be put in place for the event of a system / power failure for the septic treatment plant? The plant must 

be running 24/7 to cope with the nursing homes needs. Untreated sewage flowing into neighbouring properties (and in 
a water catchment area) is not acceptable.  

  

There has been a large increase in the number of flies in this area at certain times of the year and the type of fly 
(determined to be the “Lesser House Fly” by an etymologist) breeds in a wet environment. 

It is likely becoming a health hazard. There is anecdotal evidence that the fly's breeding area is in and around septic 
leach drains (read: damp areas). Is the additional waste water generated by the proposed development going to help 

increase the breeding areas for these insects?  
 

3. Storm Water Run-off. 

Given the added roof space and paved areas shown on the plans storm water runoff is likely to cause much erosion at 
the rear of the development and in the adjoining properties. As the storm water is not permitted to pass into the septic 

treatment plant / leach drains what mitigations are proposed to deal with the extra water? - If there is a storm event 
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similar to the one in the recent past (139mm of rain in Jan 2018) thousands of litres of storm water has to go 
somewhere; it is not reasonable to allow it to run unchecked into the adjacent properties.  

 

4. Security around the development. 
Security does not seem to be a priority in the development proposal. The raising of the ground level above the natural 

sloping ground level by 1.5m at the rear of the block puts the entire development above the original fence height and it 
doesn't take much imagination to envisage people (staff, residents or public visitors) taking advantage of the height to 

observe and make an easy entrance into the rear of the neighbouring properties from the nursing home. Given the 

public nature of the development, access by the public is an obvious temptation.  
What measures are envisaged to prevent the elderly, infirm residents from falling down the retaining walls? 

What measures are being put in place by the proponents to prevent undesired access both to and from the 
development as well as to and from the adjoining properties during construction and later during normal operation of 

the facility? 
 

5. Fire Breaks and access. 

Where are the 3m fire breaks around the edge of the development? All other property owners are expected to have fire 
breaks at the fence-line, the change of zoning at the nursing home border should not negate the need for a firebreak 

on the nursing home side nor restriction of access for emergency vehicles. 
 

6. Loss of Amenity for the immediate neighbours. 

There will be a significant increase in the overall noise & light levels at our rear boundary. All the large trees at the rear 
of the nursing home have been (is council aware of this?) or will need to be removed to accommodate the development 

– and cannot be replanted over the tops of the proposed leach drains. The development cannot be hidden from our 
view.  A 1.5m high retaining wall, covered with stone or not, cannot be ignored. There will be added light pollution at 

night from the rooms facing our property. Also, the currently empty house at the rear of the property, suggested to be 

used for administration, will pour more light and noise pollution into our property as it will need to be occupied round 
the clock. There will be added noise from the residents every day, possibly all day, due to the location of the lawns and 

gardens & cafe shown in the development proposal. 
The air conditioning plant room on the 3rd story of the proposed development will by design need to direct its 

machinery noise away from the building – or the residents will be unhappy. We do not want any more noise than we 
already receive from the existing facility.  

 

7. Increased Traffic / Parking Impact on the local area. 
What will be the impact of extra traffic on the local area? The increase in capacity of the nursing home will cause a 

knock on effect for the rest of the Carmel community in that higher volumes of traffic will be using the roads in the 
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area. There will be more staff & service vehicles as well as visitors to the nursing home, especially on weekends, 
interacting with the rest of the local road users and this will cause congestion at the intersections immediately 

surrounding the nursing home. Already with the new road rules concerning separation between motor vehicles & 

cyclists in force there are issues at Glen Isla & Carmel Rd intersections. Increasing volumes of traffic in the area due to 
tourist traffic & cyclists combined with traffic to & from the nursing home and the Seventh Day Adventist school will 

cause further congestion in the area.  
There is already insufficient parking for the current number of staff & visitors to the nursing home judging by the 

number of vehicles parked at the kerb and on the verges outside. The development plans do not show a significant 

increase in the number of parking places for staff or visitors and the submitted traffic analysis report appears to have 
been a desktop exercise using Google! The reality is very different. 

 
The proponents appear to be making an “Ambit Claim” with regard to the size of the development and the number of 

residents to be accommodated. By that we mean they are proposing the largest size / number they would like all the 
while knowing it will be beaten down during the planning process. It is disappointing that the reality of rural living does 

not feature highly in the proposal.  

A serious re think the size of the development (both number of residents & size of building) is required.  

21 Objection 

This development is too ambitious for the block and will have a significant negative impact on my amenity and that of 

my neighbours and community. Matters that have not been adequately addressed include water treatment, stormwater, 
the imposition of a three storey building in our area, noise, light pollution, bushfire concerns, traffic and removal of 

trees. Valencia nursing home currently have problems with their leach drain which has impacted me. I am not 
supportive of the current plan. 

  

22 Objection 

This ugly modern building will be a blight on the urban landscape.  It will have a devastating affect on the whole of 
Valencia Rd with the increased amount of traffic.  There will be an extended time of disruption also from the trucks etc, 

during the building period.  The present one storey building is unobtrusive in contrast to the proposed extension, and is 
in keeping with the adjacent area.  There will be many trees removed to make way for the extension not in keeping 

with the delightful area. 

  

23 Objection 
I think the size and scale of the project is not in fitting with the nature of a quiet suburban street. 

The proposed 3 storey design is just not in keeping with the surrounding area. 

Currently the car parking allowance is inadequate for the number of cars attending (both staff and visitors).  Many cars 
currently park on the verges on both sides of the road.  The proposed increase in parking bays shown on the plans is 

woefully inadequate for the large increase in beds (and visitors expected).   
Also many trees are bring removed.  Shouldn’t they be replaced? 
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24 Objection 
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