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The Swan Canning Riverpark does not include any private property
within the meaning of that term in regulation 2 of the Swan and 
Canning Rivers Management Regulations 2007.

The Development Control Area (DCA) managed by the Swan River Trust may be 
described as comprising the waters of: the Swan River upstream of the Fremantle Port 
Authority boundary; the Avon River to its confluence with Moondyne Brook; the Helena 
River to the lower diversion dam on the river; the Southern River to Allen Road crossing 
and the Canning River to its confluence with Stinton Creek. The DCA includes the area 
reserved under clause 12 of the Metropolitan Region Scheme for "waterways" and lands 
adjoining those waters that are reserved as "parks and recreation." 

The Riverpark managed by the Swan River Trust may be described as comprising all of 
the above, excluding freehold land in private ownership.

Riverside Dr

Mounts 

Kwinana Fwy

Winthrop Av

Monash Av

Hampden Rd

Aberdare Rd

Kings Park Rd

Thom
as 

St

Bay Rd

9
8

67
5
4 3

2
1

11

262524
23

22212019
1817

1615 1213 14
10

DEPOSITED PLAN

  SHEET    15      OF    26
  VERSION      5

47465

Note: The area above the high water mark or the 1:100 year flood level 
(which ever is applicable) on the bridge alignment, is excluded from the 
Development Control Area and Riverpark.

Note: Unless otherwise defined, the Riverpark coincides with the 
Development Control Area (red line).
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Swan River Trust - DCA
Perth Central Cadastre (Land Parcels)

Virtual Mosaic (LGATE-V001)
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 Group Comment Further action Changes to report 
(other than noting) 

 
1 Past client  Supportive of a helipad facility; supportive of Skyline as an operator. Noted. Not required. 

2 Community 
member 

 Supportive of a helipad facility, particularly one in a central location and close 
to several forms of public transport;  

 Skyline’s mobile ticketing facility appears more aesthetically pleasing, and a 
less permanent structure is favourable;  and 

 Skyline’s proposal appears less imposing. 

Noted. Not required. 

3 Department of 
Transport 

 Requests that the final report include “The proponent shall apply for and 
obtain a jetty licence from the Department of Transport, Coastal Facilities 
Management”.  

Noted. Added Advice Note 
11. 

4 Community 
member 

 Supportive of both applications being approved;  
 requests that the helipads be made available to all helicopter operators, 

including private operators which often host VIPs; and 
 notes that the Melbourne city helipad has been operating for years. 

Noted. Not required. 

5 Main Roads WA  No further comment beyond Main Roads WA’s original submission summarised 
in Section 2.29 of the draft report. 

Noted. Not required. 

6 Aviation 
industry 

 Supportive of a helipad facility and of Heliwest’s application, and as a 
company. 

Noted. Not required. 

7 Community 
member 

 Supportive of Heliwest’s application, and as a company. Noted. Not required. 

8 Community 
member 

 Supportive of a helipad facility at Burswood, given that Heliwest has operated 
from Burswood in the past, it will provide tourism and VIP opportunities, it will 
provide an alternative location for emergency services to land, could possibly 
be used as a drone platform. 

Siting of helipad is discussed in 
Section 7.4-7.6. 

Not required. 

9 Community 
member 

 Supportive of helipad facility for tourism. Noted. Not required. 

10 Department of 
Aboriginal 

 Notes that the plans for the helipad are not yet finalised, and should the 
updated plans include any alterations to the Swan River (including piling) then 
the proponent should be referred to the Department of Aboriginal Affairs for 

Already addressed in Advice Note 
12. 

Not required. 
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 Group Comment Further action Changes to report 
(other than noting) 

 
Affairs  advice regarding the Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972.  

11 Community 
member 

 Supportive of Heliwest’s application, and as a company Noted. Not required. 

12 Nearby resident  Objects to a helipad in this area; and 
 has concerns about noise and its impact on amenity, people’s enjoyment of the 

outdoors, and wildlife. 

Noted.  Noise is an operational 
issue and will be addressed 
through a separate River Reserve 
Lease and licence/permit process.  

Section 7.6 & 7.8. 

13 Nearby 
residents – 
strata group 

 Objects to proposal, primarily due to noise concerns. Noted.  Noise is an operational 
issue and will be addressed 
through a separate River Reserve 
Lease and licence/permit process. 

Section 7.6 & 7.8. 

14 Existing 
associate 

 Supportive of Heliwest, as a company. Noted. Not required. 

15 Tourism 
industry 

 Supportive of helipad facility for servicing tourists and VIPs. Noted. Not required. 

16 Applicant – 
Brett Campany 

 Skyline Director;  
 to reduce noise impacts from the operation of the helipad it is proposed to 

require that joy flights are at minimum 20 minutes long (2 flights per hour) to 
reduce the number of aircraft movements, use larger helicopters to take more 
passengers on each flight and therefore reduce the total flights each day, all 
flights are planned to take off and approach into the middle of the Swan River;  

 to address point 2.31, Skyline became members of Tourism WA in May 2015 as 
well as Experience Perth and the Tourism Council of WA;  

 to address point 2.28, guest vehicle parking and pick-up/drop-off will not be 
available at the helipad site due to the large amount of bicycle and pedestrian 
traffic, people will be directed to the Barrack Square and Terrace Road parking 
areas;  

 Skyline has met with the Western Australian Rowing Club and agreed that 
helicopter operations would commence after the morning rowing activities 

Noted. Section 7.36 updated 
to note changes to 
proposed guest 
vehicle access to the 
helipad site. 
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 Group Comment Further action Changes to report 
(other than noting) 

 
have been completed; and 

 notes that Skyline is open to make any changes needed to ensure that the 
helipad operation has very little negative impact on residents and businesses. 

17 Aviation 
industry 

 Questions safety standards, compliance and buoyancy limitations of helipad 
designs (particularly Skyline’s Cubi System); and 

 questions whether advice has been sought on the minimum requirements 
relating to helipad legislation, ISO structural design and standards 19901-
3:2014 Sec 9.5 & 10 (Helidecks), CAAP 92-4, CAP 437. 

Parks and Wildlife defers to CASA 
on design standards related to 
aircraft safety. 

Added Condition 4 & 
Advice Note 4. 

18 Aviation 
industry 

 Raises a number of safety concerns;  
 based on past helipad incidents, believes that both proposals have non-

complaint aspects with regard to world-wide helicopter standards (the surface 
of the pad proposed by Skyline in particular for wheeled undercarriage aircraft 
such as Perth’s rescue helicopters , handrail and aircraft proximity design 
shortcomings which would allow tail-rotor strikes upon aircraft manoeuvring in 
both proposals);  

 CASA guiding document CAAP 92-4 (for on water facilities);  
 CAA, FAA & ICAO guiding documents CAP 437, Heliport Manual 9261, and the 

UK Annex 14 Vol 11 – Heliports; ISO 19901-3 2014(E) is very specific as to what 
a helipad deck should be made of (Section 9 & 10);  

 based on CAAP 92-4, a pad of between 17.13m and 14.3m would be required 
to land Perth’s rescue helicopter the Bell 412 and a 13m pad required to land 
the majority of Perth’s helicopters (including Skyline’s AS350 Squirrel) – 
Skyline’s proposal is currently for a 7.53m pad;  

 Skyline’s pads do not have any safety netting around the pad extremities, as is 
‘industry best practice’; 

 Skyline’s current proposal and has the mandatory 8m clearance between pads, 
however in both proposals the balustrading may pose a risk to tail-rotor strikes 
and may need ‘hatching markings’ or the widening of the walkways, removal of 
the rails, use of pedestrian guidance paint and the installation of safety netting 
below deck level; 

 raised concerns about noise and the affordability of use of the facility by third 

Parks and Wildlife defers to CASA 
on design standards related to 
aircraft safety.  
 
Noise and third-party access to the 
helipad are operational issues and 
will be addressed through a 
separate River Reserve Lease and 
licence/permit process.  
 

Added Condition 4 & 
Advice Note 4. 
 
 
Not required. 
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 Group Comment Further action Changes to report 
(other than noting) 

 
parties (the cost provided by Heliwest appears to be economically prohibitive 
without charging third party users prohibitive landing fees and therefore 
creating a monopoly);  

 the number of joy flights proposed would create noise issues (as previously 
occurred with the Heliwest pad at Burswood);  

 joy fights are already available from Jandakot and Hillarys, the city helipad 
would therefore be of greater benefit by providing a pick-up and drop-off 
facility; and  

 neither proposal embraces the ‘new technology’/’quit-tailrotor’ helicopters 
which are 30% more quite than the aircraft currently operated by the 
proponents.    

19 Community 
member 

 Supportive of Skyline’s application due to its lower profile design and ability to 
be easily removed in case of emergency/flooding. 

Noted.  Section 7.30. Not required. 

20 WA Rowing Club   Raises a number of safety and operation concerns, and suggestions on how 
they can be managed;  

 notes that the area is used for rowing training including pre-dawn and post 
dusk, consequently recommends that the helipad be well lit and clearly visible 
at night and a lighting strategy be agreed with the West Australian Rowing 
Club;  

 due to the training times and numbers of rowers (over 300) using the area, 
recommends that the helipad hours of operation be restricted to 8:30am-6pm 
on weekdays and 9:30am-5pm weekends;  

 notes that school rowing programs are run in this area, consequently 
recommends that an agreed operating charter is needed to protect the safety 
of the children;  

 notes that access on the service road along the riverwall needs to be 
maintained as it is frequently used to bring in boat trailers for 
loading/unloading; and 

 given that the West Australian Rowing Club is a teaching facility, it is 
recommended that noise be monitored to ensure that it does not impact on 
the teaching program, and if it does, the operation be reviewed to lessen the 

Lighting is already highlighted to be 
addressed as part of the final 
design plans for the helipad facility 
at Condition 3 and Advice Note 3.  
 
Noise and hours of operation of 
the helipad are operational issues 
and will be addressed through a 
separate River Reserve Lease and 
licence/permit process. 
 
No car parking within the foreshore 
reserve is already addressed in 
Condition 20.  Ensuring that the 
final location of any land-based 
ancillary structures associated with 
the helipad is not restricting access 

Not required. 
 
 
 
 
Not required.  
 
 
 
 
 
Added Condition 5 
and Advice Note 5. 
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 Group Comment Further action Changes to report 
(other than noting) 

 
impacts.   on the service road can be 

addressed through a condition of 
approval.  

21 Community 
member 

 Supportive of Heliwest’s application; concerned with Skyline’s proposed on-
site refuelling  

Noted.  Condition 17 already 
restricts refuelling from occurring 
on the helipad.  

Not required. 

22 Community 
member 

 Supportive of helipad facility. Noted. Not required. 

23 Aviation 
industry 

 Supportive of helipad facility. Noted. Not required. 

24 Aviation 
industry 

 Comments on use of area by both seaplanes and helicopters;  
 notes that the applications fail to address passenger services (toilet facilities, 

car parking), and recommends that a standard be maintained comparable to 
the Barrack Street Jetty commercial operation;  

 considers that noise may be an issue particularly in combination with the 
seaplanes using the area, and recommends that maximums should be set for 
the area in regard to number of flights per day and acceptable noise levels and 
these be distributed/met between the various operators/aircraft types;  

 raises concerns about the proximity of the helipad to the foreshore pathway 
and the risk to safety in the event of an emergency landing or crash, and 
recommends that the helipad be located on the south side of the Riverside 
Drive channel, the helicopters be fitted with pop-out floats to allow emergency 
landings on water and an emergency marine vessel be provided;  

 notes that intended flight paths and timings have not been provided;  
 raises concerns about the risk of collision and control of airspace over the river, 

noting that between the two applicants a total of 62 flights per day have been 
proposed and in combination with the seaplane operation this equates to 70 
fights per day, recommends that the government decides how many flights in 
and out of the river are acceptable and these be allocated between the 
operators;  

 advises that long delays can be experienced waiting for Air Services Australia to 

Passenger facilities are discussed in 
Section 7.35-7.39. 
 
Noise, maximum number of daily 
flights and hours of operation of 
the helipad are operational issues 
and will be addressed through a 
separate River Reserve Lease and 
licence/permit process. 
 
Parks and Wildlife defers to CASA 
on design standards related to 
aircraft safety (including separation 
distances to public places). 
 
 
 

Section 7.38 
updated. 
 
 
Not required. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Added Condition 4 & 
Advice Note 4. 
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(other than noting) 

 
give clearance for take-off and that having multiple operators in the area will 
likely further exacerbate this issue, so recommends that one operator be 
allowed to control all aircraft/pilots/flight schedules in the area; and  

 notes that the applications specify use of twin engine aircraft which generate 
high levels of noise, so recommends that only single engine aircraft be allowed 
to operate from the helipad. 

25 Nearby 
residents  - 
Council of 
owners 

 Objects to proposal ;  
 argues that the 2006 GHD study is out-of-date and that significant residential 

development, and an increase in the residential population, has occurred in the 
last 10 years and that the helipad is too close to these developments;  

 argues that there is no need for an emergency helicopter landing facility as 
Langley Park is already used for this purpose and is closer to RPH;  

 argues that the hours of operation are too long and that the noise from 30 
flights a day will result in reduced enjoyment and use of outdoor areas;  

 argues that the noise and water spray will impact on the recreational use of the 
river and foreshore in the area, particularly the shared pathway on top of the 
riverwall;  

 notes that no consultation with residents has been undertaken;  
 considers that refuelling on the helipad risks public safety; argues that the 

facility will impact on the habits of the river’s resident dolphins; suggests that 
the facility be refused;  

 suggests that if approval is inevitable,  construct the facility between Elizabeth 
Quay and the Narrows Bridge or on Heirisson Island, at Point Fraser or in Kings 
Park; and 

 suggests that if approval is inevitable at the current location, the operating 
hours be restricted to 8.30-11.30am, 2.30-5pm weekdays and 9.30-11.30am, 
2.30-4pm weekends to allow for quiet periods during the day.   

Siting of helipad is discussed in 
Section 7.4-7.6. 
 
Noise, maximum number of daily 
flights and hours of operation of 
the helipad are operational issues 
and will be addressed through a 
separate River Reserve Lease and 
licence/permit process. 
 
Parks and Wildlife defers to CASA 
on design standards related to 
aircraft safety (including separation 
distances to public places). 
 
Condition 17 already restricts 
refuelling from occurring on the 
helipad.  Section 7.35 discusses 
potential impacts to aquatic fauna. 
 

Not required. 
 
 
 
Not required. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Added Condition 4 & 
Advice Note 4. 
 
 
 
 
Not required. 

26 Community 
member 

 Supportive of helipad facility; and 
 favours Skyline’s application due to it having overall less visual impact, with the 

temporary kiosk design allowing views to the river to be retained and the 
helipad design being simpler and with a smaller footprint, and noise modelling 

Noted.  Section 7.27. Not required. 
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(other than noting) 

 
already showing impacts will be within acceptable levels. 

27 Aviation 
industry 

 Unsupportive of privately run floating helipad, as the high cost of construction 
necessitates the need to conduct large numbers of joy flights and charge high 
rates to other operators using the facility;  

 notes that operations in Perth city have been closed down in the past due to 
noise complaints, and suggests that there are too many residences in Perth city 
to run constant joy flights from the city; and 

 suggests that a better alternative would be a council-run land-based facility for 
pick-ups and drop-offs only (no joy flights), which would ensure that all 
operators are treated equitably (including fair access and landing charges).   

Noise and third-party access to the 
helipad are operational issues and 
will be addressed through a 
separate River Reserve Lease and 
licence/permit process. 
 
Background to helipad applications 
discussed in Section 6. 

Not required. 
 
 
 
 
 
Not required. 

28 Chief Justice of 
WA  

 Raised helicopter noise as a potential issue on the operations of the Supreme 
Court and Family Court;  

 an expert advised that noise levels were likely to approach, but probably not 
exceed, the maximum levels which are generally regarded as acceptable with 
respect to an activity of this kind, on an operating court; and 

 notes that the precise levels of noise likely to be experienced within each court 
building was unable to be predicted with absolute certainty, therefore 
requested that the licensee be made aware of the position of the courts, in 
order for them to undertake their own assessment of the risk of noise on court 
operations.  

Noise from the helipad is an 
operational issue and will be 
addressed through a separate River 
Reserve Lease and licence/permit 
process. 

Not required. 

29 Aviation 
industry 

 Supportive of Heliwest’s application for a technically superior facility. Noted. Not required. 

30 Current lessor  Recommended Heliwest for the helipad project; and 
 confirmed the group’s financial capacity and that as a tenant the group has met 

and complied with all its obligations. 

Noted. Not required. 

31 Tourism 
industry 

 Supportive of Heliwest’s application, and the overall helipad concept. Noted. Not required. 

32 Past client  Supportive of Heliwest’s application, and as a service provider; and   
 Prefers a West Australian owner company being granted operational rights to 

Noted. Not required. 
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(other than noting) 

 
the helipad. 

33 Community 
member 

 Supportive of the proposed helipad. Noted. Not required. 

34 City of Perth   Noted that the proposed conditions of approval include minor differences to 
some of the City’s recommendations; and 

 the City accepts a three year, rather than a two year, trial period; the draft 
report does not limit the maximum number of helicopter trips per day – the 
City is of the view that 30 trips as a maximum should be conditioned, as a 
modification to the condition can be applied for at any stage.    

Discussed in Section 7.7.  Not required. 

35 Applicant – Alan 
Bailey 

 Heliwest CEO;  
 in response to draft report, the helipad design has been updated to a two pad 

system and the kiosk made almost 20% smaller, with glass forming 75% of the 
external wall area;  

 safety has been given further consideration; the helipads have been upgraded 
to accommodate larger aircraft (possible future Police & DFES aircraft);  

 the lighting design has been updated;  
 oil/water separation system added to design; and 
 advised that a preliminary noise assessment is currently being conducted. 

Report updated to reflect these 
changes.   

Report updated to 
reflect these 
changes.   

36 Tourism WA   supportive of, and willing to be involved in, the endorsement of the preferred 
proponent through a lease process; and 

 requests that tourism opportunities, existing relationships and established 
networks be investigated as an important consideration when awarding the 
lease.  

Noted.     Not required. 

37 Metropolitan 
Redevelopment 
Authority  

 notes that noise, flight paths and operating hours have been addressed to 
ensure that impacts on the amenity of the public realm and residential 
buildings within Elizabeth Quay will be minimised.   

Noted. Not required. 

Late submissions 

38 Department of 
Planning  

 Recommends that Condition 18 be clarified to “No car parking or the vehicle 
drop off of passengers associated with the development shall be located within 

Noted.  Condition 18 now 
Condition 20. 

Condition 20 
updated as 
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the Foreshore Reserve”; and  

 recommends that Condition 12 be reworded to “The works shall not obstruct 
or prevent public access along the walk and cycle paths on the adjacent 
foreshore unless closure is necessary for safety purposes and a safe alternative 
route is provided, to the satisfaction of the Department of Parks and Wildlife, 
on advice from the City of Perth”. 

 
 
Noted.  Condition 12 now 
Condition 10. 

requested. 
 
Condition 10 
updated as 
requested. 

39 Existing client   Supportive of Heliwest’s application, and as a service provider. Noted. Not required. 

 
Supportive of a helipad application/concept 12 
Endorsement of applicant and proposal 8 
Objects to application 4 
Raises concerns with application 6 
Neutral comments on text of draft report 9 
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