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Figure 1: Location Plan
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Cattle Feedlot Site Plan
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Schedule of Public Submissions & Responses 

Development Application P867 – Proposed Animal Husbandry – Intensive (Cattle Feedlot) on No. 144 (Lot 
150) Pickles Road, Narrikup 

No. Submission Officer Comment 
1 [Support] 

I hope this message finds you well. My name is Sam Howell, and I own the property located at 346 
Lake Barnes Road, Narrikup, 6326. 

I am writing to confirm my understanding regarding the cattle feedlot proposed, which Mr McDonald 
has brought to my attention. He has informed me that my residence is the closest to the proposed 
feedlot and that the project complies with the required buffer zone regulations. 

Having considered the information, I wish to state that I have no objections to the feedlot 
development going ahead. I recognise the importance of such initiatives for the local farming 
community and am confident that the relevant guidelines and standards will be adhered to. 

Should you require any further details or clarification from me, please do not hesitate to get in touch. 
Thank you for your time and attention. 

Support noted. 

It was confirmed by phone call 20/10/25 to this 
submitter that the proposal does not meet minimum 
buffer requirements (1000m). The submitter 
confirmed their support. 

2 [Support] 

As a neighboring property to the proposed feedlot, I am in full support of the project.  Can see no 
issues with any part of the proposal.  It would only benefit residence with employment opportunities 
and marketing of livestock opportunities. Please contact me if you want to discuss this further. 

Support noted. 

 

3 [Objection] 

As the Owner of lot 151 Pickles Rd Narrikup I am Opposed to the proposed or any Feedlot on the 
Neighbouring Property, I am Also Opposed to a Feedlot within the 5000mtr "Buffer Zone" to my 2nd 
Property in the Narrikup Townsite. In the Proposal it states that the Feedlot is 3000 mtrs from the 
Townsites western boundary, this is incorrect, If you follow the roads/track around it is 3000 mtrs 
however Smell, Noise and Flies don't follow roads they travel "As The Crow Fly's " which puts the 
town boundary at 2.100 mtrs and the centre of town, The town hall is 3000 mtrs.  

Objection noted. 

References to distance from Narrikup townsite in the 
proposal are incorrect, as stated in this submission. 

 
 



Also I have a current Shire building approval for construction 720 mtrs from the proposed feedlot, I 
have already cleared the area at cost, also the site is directly downwind of prevailing winds West/Nth 
West from the feedlot and will make my plans of eventually building a future dwelling there 
unbearable. 

 

I am still dealing with the Mess, Slurry, Effluent from the Illegal Feedlot, as addressed by Council 
Officer, that Mr McDonald had directly on my boundary, Numerous Photos, Videos and Statements, 
taken by Shire Officer are already in Shire possession. I cannot put a dam on my preferred 
sight  because the groundwater is contaminated 300 mtrs downhill on my property from the Illegal 
feedlot ( Shire has Ag-Dept water test/report) , and it is killing a huge area of Natural bush and 
covered a large area of my property in about 300ml of silt and weeds. I originally contacted the shire 
in March/ April 2025 after trying to get Landowner and Mr Mc Donald to do something about it after I 
lost a pregnant cow and nearly another, they were suspected of being poisoned from drinking the 
contaminated water running onto my property, The Shire finally were able to get the cattle out of the 
feedlot by the end of July however the effluent is still constantly running onto my Property. I was told 
by Shire Officer that Mr McDonald also had to drain the effluent pit that is constantly overflowing and 
running directly on to my Property and was to Clean up the Hillside and Fenceline and "Seed / 
Revegetate" the site of the Illegal Feedlot to stop future runoff Poisoning and Polluting my property 
however very little if anything has been done and with every rainfall more Effluent runs onto my 
property killing more Bush and contaminating more of my Land. (Recent Photo's Supplied) This Is the 
reason I don't think Mr McDonald is fit to run a Cattle feedlot due to his lack of respect for the 
Rules/Regulations, His Neighbour’s, The Environment or the stock, having seen many dead cattle in 
the Illegal Feedlot on a weekly basis sometimes staying in amongst the rest of the cattle for 3-4 days. 
Originally I was told Mr McDonald wouldn't be able to run stock there again because of the disregard 
he had for the rules etc but last conversation I had with Shire Rep I was told Mr McDonald was now 
going to lease 100 acres off the owner and the Shire was going to allow him to "Run 100-150 Cattle 
on the 100 acres" I tried to explain that you cannot run that many cattle on 100 acres, this land will 
maybe support 25 cows and calves all year round with supplementary feeding on 100 acres, the only 
way he could run that many cattle was in a feedlot.   

Question 1, is that 150 head feedlot, additional to the 499 head that this Approval is for ???, making it 
a 649 head feedlot and who Checks Numbers?.  

 

Approval has been issued for a rural outbuilding on 
Lot 151 only, not a dwelling. It is acknowledged that 
the owner of Lot 151 may intend to apply for 
approval to build a house in future and this is taken 
into account as part of planning assessment. 

The Shire has responded to reports of unauthorised 
land use and taken action to have this use ceased, 
which has now occurred. Remediation of the site 
remains to be completed. 

The adjoining landowner affected by this matter is 
entitled to take civil action to seek remediation of their 
land – the Shire is unable to direct this occur. 

The Shire’s Compliance Officer is continuing to 
monitor this situation with regard to continuing run-
off and pumping out of detainment ponds related to 
the unauthorised feedlot. 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

The proposal before the Shire is for a feedlot for 499 
cattle. The proposal has been referred to DPIRD for 



 

If this Proposal is approved I Would like a condition put that It can Not go any further  ahead until the 
Illegal feedlot Site and Fence Line is cleaned up and Revegetated to stop future pollution of my 
property.   

 

 

 

 

Also Due to an Increase in Trucks / Traffic, that they Fence off my section of Driveway and put their 
own section of Driveway down, as they are currently using a Part of the driveway that is on my 
Property, and due to the increase of Trucks etc that they improve the Sleeman Creek Crossing to 
handle the load, Before the feedlot is Running.  

 
 
 
Question 2, Why wasn't everybody in the townsite in the 5000mtr "Buffer Zone" mailed this proposal 
? Stating that "If they couldn't smell the illegal Feedlot, they won't smell this one" is ludicrous.  
 
 

Question 3, Have the Catchment group been informed of this proposal  

 
Photo’s Taken Sunday 7-9-2025 [serious of photos of unauthorised feedlot site/ property boundary 
show spill from drainage ponds into Lot 151] 

advice regarding stocking rates. DPIRD advised that 
the design capacity of the feedlot is 4000 cattle. 

The proposal for the feedlot is for the portion of the 
site that the proposal relates to. Under planning 
approval requirements other stocking may occur on 
the property at appropriate rates. This may change 
DWER license requirements and the applicant will 
need to seek advice. 

The existing compliance matter is treated separately 
to this application now that stocking has ceased. 
 
Three battleaxe legs run adjacent to each other north 
of Pickles Rd and access tracks appear to move 
between these. As this is private land, this is a civil 
matter to be resolved between landowners. If 
approved, it will be necessary for the proponent to 
demonstrate that they have legal and practical 
access established. 

The proposal is a discretionary ‘D’ use and public 
advertising is not a mandatory requirement. Advice 
was sent to adjoining and near landowners inviting 
comment. 

The proposal was referred to the Department of 
Water & Environmental Regulation for comment. 

Photos noted and referred for compliance 
investigation. 

4 [Support] 

I am writing to express my full support for the cattle feedlot operation located on Pickles Road in 
Narrikup. 

Support noted. 

The existing/ previous feedlot is an unauthorised land 
use. Noted that landowner has not observed impacts 
from previous feedlot. 



From my understanding, the feedlot is fully accredited and adheres to high operational standards. It 
not only provides additional employment opportunities but also introduces healthy competition to the 
cattle market at the Mt Barker Regional Saleyards.  

 
Living approximately 2.5 km from the feedlot, I have not encountered any noise or unpleasant odors 
associated with its operation. Furthermore, upon reviewing maps, the feedlot is situated about 2.9 km 
from the center of Narrikup, indicating a considerable distance from the community.  

I believe that the feedlot contributes positively to the local economy while maintaining ethical 
business practices. Thank you for considering my perspective on this matter. 

While the benefits of agricultural development are 
noted, this application must consider whether this is 
an appropriate location and proposal that manages 
off-site impacts. 

Distance of 2.9km does not meet minimum 
requirements of TPP 13 which seeks 5km separation 
distance of feedlots from townsites. 

5 [Support] 

I live on 210 Lake Barnes Road Narrikup. 

I am fully aware of the feedlot that Kayden McDonald runs on 144 Pickles Road. 

I have never experienced any noise or smell from the operating feedlot. 

I think it's a great operation for the community supplying extra work to the community. 

Support noted. 

The existing/ previous feedlot is an unauthorised land 
use. Noted that landowner has not observed impacts 
from previous feedlot. 

While the benefits of agricultural development are 
noted, this application must consider whether this is 
an appropriate location and proposal that manages 
off-site impacts. 

6 [Objection] 

Thankyou for the opportunity to contribute to this application. 

As the closest neighbour to this application I am a little concerned, particularly as there is trouble with 
this property providing enough water for the stock it currently runs as I have been asked to help 
through dry times with the current stock load. Adding more stock will heighten the current problem 
despite having spent a lot of money on a ground water system. 

Sludge pond overflows on the topographical map promote effluent flow onto my property and not 
contained on the subject property, the way to overcome this is to move the yards further south such 
that an overflow will track towards his own property. Overflow from the western pond will 
contaminate the Sleeman Creek. 

 

Objection and comments noted. 

 

Concerns about water supply availability noted. 

 

 

The proposal includes contour drains and 
sedimentation ponds. Detailed design has not been 
submitted to demonstrate capacity of this system and 
the risk of overflow is therefore unknown. 

Relocation of the feedlot closer to the Sleeman Creek 
is not supported due to increased environmental 
risks. Relocation of the feedlot closer to the Narrikup 



Moving the proposed yards toward the southern boundary would also provide access to the dams 
along the Sleeman Creek, unfortunately this is closer to Narrikup townsite despite the fact is already 
2000m metres short of the current recommendations. 

Whilst there is need to encourage more efficient use of land by increasing stock densities it has to be 
done with very considerable fore though because once approved it's there forever. 

Therefore, if the feedlot were relocated to the southeast quadrant of the property and the owner is 
prepared to guarantee a permanent water supply not relying on neighbours I would not object. 

townsite is not advised due to expected separation 
distances in TPP 13 and relevant state policies. 

 

 

 
Based on this comment it is understood that this 
submission objects to the feedlot in the proposed 
location. 

7 [Neutral] 

Thank you for your letter regarding the proposed feedlot at 144 Spencer rd, Narrikup.  

We are the owners of 3 Pickles rd Narrikup Lot 3068, the proposed feedlot is 1230m from our 
residence which is consistent and compliant with the shire's minimum distance of 1000m from an 
isolated rural dwelling. Having invested in building a residence and a business in the shire of 
Plantagenet we would expect the distancing regulations for ourselves to be upheld for this proposal, 
and any other further proposals that maybe generated from this proposal. You stated in the proposal 
that the proposal is not consistent and non-compliant for other distancing, this is a matter for the 
Shire of Plantagenet to manage. 

Comments noted – no position of objection or support 
is stated. 

The Shire’s assessment of this proposal notes that 
the expected buffer distances have not been met in 
some instances; however, it is noted that the existing 
residence on 3 Pickles Road is further from the 
proposed feedlot site than the 1000m minimum 
requirement to an isolated rural residence. 

8 [Support] 

[1st letter dated 17/07/25] 

As owners of a neighbouring property located at 143 Spencer Road, directly opposite the cattle 
feedlot at 144 Pickles Road, we wish to express our strong support for the continued development 
and operation of this facility.  

We firmly believe the feedlot brings substantial economic, employment, and industry benefits to the 
Narrikup community and the broader Great Southern region. Operations such as this not only create 
direct employment opportunities but also stimulate local service providers and associated agricultural 
sectors, contributing positively to the sustainability and growth of our local economy.  

In our experience, Kayden McDonald has been an approachable, respectful, and highly amenable 
neighbour. He communicates proactively, keeping us informed of any potential issues or changes that 

Support noted. 

 

 

 

This and other comments relating to the importance 
of supporting agricultural development as a key 
component of employment and economic growth in 
our district are noted and supported.  

The Shire and State Government have policies in 
place to ensure that intensive agricultural 
development can co-exist with other land uses, and is 
located and managed in a way that it doesn’t 



may affect surrounding properties. This level of transparency and consideration is rare and greatly 
appreciated.  

We have not experienced any negative impacts as a result of the feedlot's operation—there have 
been no issues with dust, odour, or noise affecting our property. On the contrary, Kayden should be 
commended for the professionalism with which he manages his operations, ensuring minimal 
disruption and a focus on best practices.  

We view this feedlot as an asset to our shire and the livestock industry and are proud to support it 
moving forward. 

__________________________________ 

[2nd letter dated 11/09/2025] 

After being personally approached by Mr. Kayden McDonald on 17/07/2025 to ask if we had any 
concerns with his feedlot, we advised him we had none and subsequently provided a written letter of 
support (Attachment 1). Since then, I have now received an unauthorised photocopy of a letter in my 
mailbox, of which I also attach a copy (Attachment 2), and feel it is my duty as a community member 
to write to you again in support of the proposed feedlot development.  

While I do not know Mr. McDonald personally, I have had dealings with him as a neighbour since 
moving into my property in 2019. In that time, the feedlot has not caused us any undue concern. 
There has been no increase in dust, noise, or disruption, certainly no more than what my own children 
and livestock contribute to the environment around our property.  

I must also express my deep disappointment at the conduct of some members of our local community. 
Circulating unauthorised correspondence that was clearly intended only for immediate neighbours is 
divisive and unfair. It undermines community spirit and creates an environment of malice and bias, 
which is not reflective of the values that our district should be upholding. Importantly, Mr. McDonald 
should not be facing the risk of business disruption or loss of income as a result of unfair bias or 
community-driven hostility. No local enterprise, particularly one showing such initiative, deserves to 
be jeopardised in this way.  

In the current economic climate, it is vital that we stand together to support local initiatives that drive 
growth, create jobs, and strengthen our regional economy. Mr. McDonald’s project represents exactly 
this: a young person demonstrating due diligence, bringing employment opportunities, contributing 

compromise other community needs and objectives, 
as well as the rights of neighbouring landowners.  

Comments not supported. The existing feedlot on the 
subject site was unauthorised and was required to be 
closed as it could not obtain approvals in its form, 
considering its location, setbacks, buffers and lack of 
appropriate water and effluent management.  

 

 

 

The Shire provided information to adjoining 
landowners about this proposal. This information is 
therefore within the public domain and is not required 
to be held in confidence. The Shire can provide this 
information to other persons upon enquiry. The 
information that has been shared has been prepared 
by the Shire and is factually correct. 

It is noted that the applicant also approached and 
notified other landowners in the area (including this 
submitter) who were not notified directly by the Shire. 

As above this industry is broadly supported; however, 
any proposal for intensive agricultural development is 
required to demonstrate that it is in a location that 
does not cause land use conflict, compromise long 
term community objectives and that management 
practices avoid environmental harm.  



hundreds of thousands of dollars to our local saleyards, and providing ongoing support to multiple 
workers in our district. Ventures such as this should be welcomed, not undermined.  

So many of our young people are already forced to travel away from home to find work. At this point 
in time, our community is shrinking rather than growing, and it is essential that we support 
endeavours that strengthen and keep our community alive. We need to see expansion and 
diversification in local industry, so that businesses can open, grow, and thrive here in Plantagenet. I 
want to see a community in which my children and their children have the option to stay, live, and 
work locally, because there are real, sustainable employment opportunities available to them.  

I sincerely urge the Council to give this matter the thorough and balanced consideration it deserves. 
Please ensure that any decision is based on due diligence, fairness, and the long-term benefit to the 
community, rather than on the narrow views or questionable tactics of a small few.  

This is a wonderful venture that will benefit our district as a whole, and I strongly encourage the Shire 
of Plantagenet to support it. 

 



Schedule of Agency Referral Responses 

Development Application P867 – Proposed Animal Husbandry – Intensive (Cattle Feedlot) on No. 144 (Lot 
150) Pickles Road, Narrikup 

No. Received from Submission Officer Comment 
1 Department of Water & 

Environmental 
Regulation 

Thank you for providing the above proposal for the Department of Water and 
Environmental Regulation (DWER) to consider. DWER has identified that the proposal 
has the potential for impact on environment and water resource values and management 
and offers the following advice.  

Environmental Protection Act 1986 

The Department of Water and Environmental Regulation (DWER) regulates emissions 
and discharges from the construction and operation of prescribed premises through a 
works approval and licensing process, under Part V of the Environmental Protection Act 
1986 (EP Act).   

The categories of prescribed premises are outlined in Schedule 1 of the Environmental 
Protection Regulations 1987. Environmental Protection Regulations 1987 - [08-l0-00].pdf 

The EP Act requires a works approval to be obtained before constructing a prescribed 
premises and makes it an offence to cause an emission or discharge from an existing 
prescribed premises unless they are the holder of a works approval or licence (or 
registration) and the emission is in accordance with any conditions to which the licence 
or works approval is subject. 

The provided development referral request was reviewed in relation to works approval 
and licence requirements under Part V Division 3 of the EP Act. 

Based on the proposed activities, the following operations may cause the premises to 
become Prescribed Premises as per for the purposes of Part V Division 3 of the 
Environmental Protection Act (EP Act), if it has the capability to meet or exceed the design 
capacity of the relevant category under Schedule 1 of the EP Regulations for: 

Category 01  Cattle feedlot: premises on which the watering and feeding of cattle occurs, being 
premises – 

(a) Situated less than 100m from a watercourse: and 

Comments supported – the application 
has not provided sufficient information to 
demonstrate that these concerns have 
been adequately addressed. DWER’s 
position does not support approval of the 
proposal in its current form. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Based on this advice the applicant has 
been advised that they will need a license 
approval from DWER. 

 

 

 

https://www.legislation.wa.gov.au/legislation/prod/filestore.nsf/FileURL/mrdoc_43004.pdf/$FILE/Environmental%20Protection%20Regulations%201987%20-%20%5B08-l0-00%5D.pdf?OpenElement


(b) On which the number of cattle per hectare exceeds 50. 

Production or design capacity of 500 animals or more 

Category 68  Cattle feedlot: premises on which the watering and feeding of cattle occurs, being 
premises – 

(a) Situated 100m or more from a watercourse: and 

(b) On which the number of cattle per hectare exceeds 50. 

Production or design capacity of 500 animals or more 

The triggers for a prescribed premise relate to the production or design capacity of the 
proposal. While the application is for 499 cattle, the capacity of the proposed 10-hectare 
feedlot is 4000 cattle, based on the maximum stocking density of 1 standard cattle unit 
(SCU) per 25 square meters. Given this, the proposal will require licensing under Part V of 
the Environmental Protection (EP) Act 1986. Information regarding licences and works 
approvals for cattle feedlots is contained within DWER’s Industry Regulation fact sheet – 
Cattle feedlot. IR-FS-15_Cattle_feedlot_v1.0.pdf 

It is an offence under the EP Act to cause an emission or alter the nature or volume of 
waste, noise or odour from the Prescribed Premises, unless done so in accordance with a 
works approval or licence or a registration (for operation) is held for the premises. 

The Applicant is therefore advised to refer to the information and Industry Regulation 
Guide to Licensing available at http://www.der.wa.gov.au/our-work/licences-and-works-
approvals and / or if they have queries relating to works approvals and licenses to contact 
DWER at info@dwer.wa.gov.au or 6364 7000. 

Industry Guidelines 

To mitigate the risk of environmental harm, proposals should clearly demonstrate that 
operations, and management adhere to the National Beef Cattle Feedlot Environmental 
Code of Practice (Meat and Livestock Australia, June 2012). 
b.flt.0338_b.flt.0355_b.flt.0431_2nd_edition.pdf, and the National Guidelines for Beef 
Cattle Feedlots in Australia (Meat and Livestock Australia, June 2012) National-
guidelines-for-beef-cattle-feedlots-in-Australia-third-edition.pdf. 

A proposal report should accompany cattle feedlot development applications and 
adequately address all relevant sections of the Code of Practice.  

It is noted that the applicant submitted a Cattle Feedlot Environmental Assessment and 
Operations Plan with the development application. Although addressing relevant aspects 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
SPP 2.5 requires planning decision-
makers to consider the ultimate design 
capacity of the facility, which advice from 
the Department of Water & Environmental 
Regulation identifies as 4000 cattle. The 
subject proposal is for a feedlot that is 
designed to cater for a larger number of 
cattle than is indicated by the application 
and requires licensing as a prescribed 
premises by the Department. It is 
unfeasible for the Shire to maintain a 
compliance regime to monitor the 
movement of cattle to and from the site. 

 

 

Advice that the proposal has not 
sufficiently demonstrated consistency with 
relevant industry codes of practice is 
noted and supports the assessing officer’s 
position to recommend refusal. 
Compliance with relevant industry codes is 
an agreed way of demonstrating that the 
objectives of planning policy are being 
met. 

 

https://www.der.wa.gov.au/images/documents/our-work/licences-and-works-approvals/IR-FS-15_Cattle_feedlot_v1.0.pdf
https://aus01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.der.wa.gov.au%2Four-work%2Flicences-and-works-approvals&data=04%7C01%7Cnicolie.sykora%40dwer.wa.gov.au%7Cfa99013ba0d341b7a80808d9685cbf38%7C53ebe217aa1e46feb88e9d762dec2ef6%7C0%7C0%7C637655569814352063%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=7XDtnviQhOrQUjk1djPs4u0O4isXfBE1bXFLSxgByRI%3D&reserved=0
https://aus01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.der.wa.gov.au%2Four-work%2Flicences-and-works-approvals&data=04%7C01%7Cnicolie.sykora%40dwer.wa.gov.au%7Cfa99013ba0d341b7a80808d9685cbf38%7C53ebe217aa1e46feb88e9d762dec2ef6%7C0%7C0%7C637655569814352063%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=7XDtnviQhOrQUjk1djPs4u0O4isXfBE1bXFLSxgByRI%3D&reserved=0
mailto:info@dwer.wa.gov.au
https://www.wa.gov.au/system/files/2022-04/Environmental-code-of-pactice-for-poultry-farms-in-WA.pdf
https://www.wa.gov.au/system/files/2022-04/Environmental-code-of-pactice-for-poultry-farms-in-WA.pdf
https://www.mla.com.au/contentassets/cb73950d99174d31903a07e49b20baeb/b.flt.0338_b.flt.0355_b.flt.0431_2nd_edition.pdf
https://futurebeef.com.au/wp-content/uploads/National-guidelines-for-beef-cattle-feedlots-in-Australia-third-edition.pdf
https://futurebeef.com.au/wp-content/uploads/National-guidelines-for-beef-cattle-feedlots-in-Australia-third-edition.pdf


of cattle feedlot operation, the plan lacks sufficient detail for several aspects, making it 
difficult to determine environmental risk.   

DWER recommends that the following issues be addressed: 

Water Resources 

The proposed property is located within the Wilson Inlet Management Area, under the 
Waterways Conservation Act 1976. Waterways managed under this Act are considered 
sensitive. 

The Draft State Planning Policy (DSPP) 2.9 - Planning for Water Draft SPP 2.9 Planning 
for water policy guides the assessment of development proposals in relation to water 
resource matters, and the proponent is required to demonstrate that the proposed 
development can meet the policy objectives. 

Those of particular relevance to this proposal are: 

Section 7.2 – Water Quality, requires that proposals:  

i) minimise export of nutrient and non-nutrient contaminants entering water resources.  

l) demonstrate that infrastructure and site management practices are in place to manage 
contaminants, particularly within sensitive water resource areas and public drinking 
water source areas. 

Any infrastructure from which runoff might pose a pollution hazard, is to be located within 
a small, closed catchment, referred to as a controlled drainage area (CDA). 

Typically, cattle feedlots use a system of sedimentation drains and holding ponds to 
manage runoff. While these attributes are marked on the site plan, there is insufficient 
information regarding construction and capacity of the proposed system.  

Recommendation 

1. The proponent is required to provide adequate details of the proposed runoff system 
infrastructure to allow it to be assessed for adequacy against the Guidelines and Code of 
Practice. The proponent should address design features such as capacity and velocities, 
construction details of materials and access, and management details such as monitoring 
and risk assessment. 

Stormwater and Wastewater Management 

The application does not provide adequate details on how stormwater will be managed 
across the site. 

 

 

 

 
Advice that the proposal has not 
sufficiently demonstrated compliance with 
draft SPP 2.9 is noted. 

The fact that the proposal does not 
demonstrate that key environmental risks 
have been considered and addressed is 
one of the reasons that refusal is 
recommended. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Advice noted. Details of stormwater 
calculation and management have not 
been provided to sufficiently demonstrate 

https://www.wa.gov.au/system/files/2022-02/Draft-SPP-2.9-Planning-for-Water.pdf
https://www.wa.gov.au/system/files/2022-02/Draft-SPP-2.9-Planning-for-Water.pdf


The proponent should manage stormwater in accordance with the Decision process for 
stormwater management in WA: Draft for consultation and the Stormwater management 
manual for Western Australia. As a minimum, the proponent should be required to 
calculate stormwater runoff volumes and provide details of any proposed treatment 
measures, prior to any approvals. Details of runoff quality and quantity from feedlot areas 
in intense rain events should be provided and understood in relation to potential impact 
on native vegetation and water resources. 

Contaminated and uncontaminated stormwater should be managed separately. 
Consideration should be given to the potential reuse of uncontaminated stormwater 
within the proposed operations. 

Recommendation 

1. The proponent to provide calculations for stormwater runoff volumes and provide details 
of any proposed treatment measures. 

2. Identify potential sources of wastewater from feedlot activities and state how these will 
be managed in accordance with the Code of Practice. 

3. Address design requirements for drainage systems as outlined in the Guidelines, with 
specific attention to siting, construction and capacity. 

 

Groundwater Protection  

A minimum 2 m separation above the maximum seasonal groundwater level is 
recommended as a buffer to groundwater resources. This is required to reduce the risk of 
nutrients leaching into groundwater, to ensure a sufficient depth of aerobic soil is 
maintained, which limits waterlogging and fosters nutrient assimilation via soil filtration 
and microbial action. 

While it is noted that the proponent has provided depth to groundwater information, due 
to the timing of the study, the depths reported are unlikely to reflect the highest 
groundwater levels in the activity area. The proponent should be required to undertake 
groundwater investigations to determine the maximum seasonal groundwater level to 
ensure that they can achieve the required minimum 2m separation. This should be done 
when groundwater levels peak during September - October. 

Recommendation  

1. The proponent should undertake groundwater investigations to determine the maximum 
seasonal groundwater level to ensure that they can achieve the required minimum 2m 

that wastewater will be appropriately 
addressed. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Advice noted. Feedback from DPIRD and 
DWER advises that assessment of the 
water table was undertaken earlier (June) 
than the expected seasonal peak 
(September) and additional testing is 
warranted to determine whether this 
minimum depth separation will be met. 
Given the proximity of test pit 4 where 
groundwater was observed at 1.1m when 
the tests occurred (before the expected 
seasonal peak) the expected separation 
from peak season groundwater levels has 
not been sufficiently demonstrated. 

 

 

https://www.wa.gov.au/system/files/2022-05/Decision-process-for-stormwater-management-in-Western-Australia.pdf
https://www.wa.gov.au/system/files/2022-05/Decision-process-for-stormwater-management-in-Western-Australia.pdf
https://www.wa.gov.au/government/document-collections/stormwater-management-manual-western-australia
https://www.wa.gov.au/government/document-collections/stormwater-management-manual-western-australia


separation. This should be done when groundwater levels peak during September - 
October. 

2. A minimum buffer of 2m to highest groundwater level is established. Any areas of the 
proposed activity that cannot meet the 2m separation to groundwater should be excluded 
or subject to additional control measures. 

Native vegetation protection 

It is acknowledged that the application does not propose to clear remnant native 
vegetation. It is noted that the proposed feedlot activity footprint is adjacent to a stand 
of remnant vegetation on its southern boundary, without any obvious buffers. There is 
also a strip of remnant vegetation located within the northern boundaries of proposed 
pens 2 and 4. While this strip of vegetation provides buffering and shade options for the 
feedlot, it should be protected from stock. Management of the site should include 
measures to monitor for any impacts on remnant vegetation and to mitigate any risks to 
its integrity. 

Separation to Waterways  

The Code of Practice states that feedlots are sited and designed to prevent or minimise 
adverse impacts on surface waters external to the feedlot controlled drainage area and 
external to manure and effluent utilisation areas. 

Cattle Feedlots should be located above the 1 in 100-year flood level and should not be 
located on land subject to seasonal inundation or waterlogging. Adequate separation 
distance should be maintained between feedlots and waterways.  

The Shire of Plantagenet’s Policy 13.1 Feedlots, requires a separation distance of 50 to 
100m from waterways depending on their flow regimes. It is noted that the nearest 
waterway to the feedlot footprint is Sleeman Creek, approximately 450m from the feedlot 
boundary. A vegetated buffer currently exists between the proposed feedlot and the 
extent of Sleeman creek to the properties south. It is noted that the proposal includes the 
establishment of a vegetated buffer on the western boundary of the feedlot which will 
assist in the protection of Sleeman Creek to the west.  

A native vegetated buffer will protect water resources and reduce the risk of contaminant 
impact on both surface and groundwater. 

Solid Waste Management 

Solid waste including manure, carcasses and sedimentation sludge is to be managed in 
accordance with the Guidelines and Code of Practice.  

 

 

 

 

Advice noted. The proposal does not 
involve the direct disturbance of existing 
native vegetation, but the inadequate 
management of water and effluent may 
result in the spread of weed seed, disease 
and contaminants into this area of 
remnant vegetation as has occurred with 
the previous unauthorised feedlot 
operated on this property by the 
proponent. 

Advice noted. This aspect of the proposal 
is considered compliant. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Insufficient information has been provided 
to detail the method of waste collection, 
volume, cartage requirements, traffic 



It is acknowledged that the proposal is for solid wastes to be stored before being 
collected and disposed of by an offsite facility. The storage of solid waste should be on a 
specially designed solid pad located within the CDA. It should be noted that it is 
Department of Health’s preference that waste is appropriately managed and utilised on 
the site it was generated and not be carted off site.  If approval is to be given to dispose 
of any waste offsite, the proponent should be required to show evidence of a contract 
with relevant external waste facilities.  

It is recommended that the proponent consider the re -use of wastewater and solid waste 
compost to improve pasture productivity on other areas of the property. This waste re-
use would be subject to the approval of wastewater treatment and compost facilities and 
a nutrient irrigation management plan with a site soil evaluation. 

DWER is able to assist the proponent, should they want to investigate re-use options. 

Water Supply 

A feedlot requires a secure water supply and should be able to demonstrate access to 
and continuity of supply. It is noted that the proposal is to utilise groundwater from an 
existing bore in the eastern corner of the property to fill a storage dam. 

The law relating to the rights to surface and ground water is contained within the by the 
Rights in Water and Irrigation Act 1914 (RIWI Act) which is administered by DWER. In 
proclaimed RIWI areas, the taking of groundwater or surface water is subject to 
licensing.  Given that the proposal property is not in a proclaimed surface or groundwater 
area, taking of water from a bore/soak or surface waters on the property does not require 
a licence.   

The proponent should be required to demonstrate that the water quality from the bore is 
suitable for cattle and that the bore and dam can supply enough water for the feedlot 
activity. Water requirements should be calculated using the Guideline’s ratio of 24 ML per 
annum per 1000 SCU of feedlot capacity. In this instance, given the capacity of the feedlot 
is 4000 SCU, the proponent should be required to demonstrate access to approximately 
96 ML per year. 

In the event there are modifications to the proposal that may have implications on 
aspects of environment and/or water management, the Department should be notified 
to enable the implications to be assessed. 

movements and external facility capacity 
to support this proposal. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Advice noted. Water sampling of existing 
groundwater supply can be required as a 
condition if the application were to be 
approved. 

 

 

2 Department of Primary 
Industries & Regional 
Development 

The Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development (DPIRD) in principle 
supports the development of rural industries, however, DPIRD is unable to support this 
application for a cattle feedlot in its current form, as additional information is required. 
DPIRD assessed the application and offers the following comments:  

Advice noted. DPIRD’s position does not 
support approval of the proposal in its 
current form. 



• The feedlot does not align with the generic buffer (separation) distances from sensitive 
receptors as required by the shire. Separation distances should be calculated using the 
S-factor equation as outlined in the National Guidelines for Beef Cattle Feedlots in 
Australia (3rd Edition, 2012).  

• DPIRD recommends a 2m separation to maximum seasonal groundwater level for all 
waste containment infrastructure (manure and carcass storage areas). The current 
measurement of depth to groundwater was done in June when the seasonal 
groundwater level has not reached its maximum level. Depth to groundwater must be 
verified by measurements done during late August or September.  

• DPIRD expects that all runoff and leachate from the storage areas and pens are 
contained within a Controlled Drainage Area (CDA), and that all uncontaminated water 
is diverted away from the CDA.  

• The Department of Water and Environmental Regulation (DWER) assesses cattle 
feedlots based on design capacity rather than actual capacity (unless a planning 
approval or another instrument limits the operation to a certain capacity). Based on a 
pen area of 10 ha and maximum stocking density of 25m2 /SCU (standard cattle units), 
the design capacity of the feedlot is 4000 SCU. This is above the 500 head design 
capacity of Category 1 and Category 68 of Schedule 1 of the Environmental Protection 
Regulations 1987 and therefore DWER should be consulted on the need for a works 
approval. 

 

DPIRD’s Expectations of 
Performance 

Did the proponent provide evidence 
demonstrating attainment of this 
element? 

DPIRD expects that any new cattle 
feedlot facility in WA should be built 
in accordance with the specifications 
of the National Beef Cattle Feedlot 
Environmental Code of Practice (2nd 
Edition, 2012) and National Guidelines 
for Beef Cattle Feedlots in Australia 
(3rd Edition, 2012). More detailed 
expectations are below. 

The environmental assessment and 
operations plan has not referenced 
specifications in accordance with the 
National Beef Cattle Feedlot 
Environmental Code of Practice (2nd 
Edition, 2012) and National Guidelines 
for Beef Cattle Feedlots in Australia (3rd 
Edition, 2012). 

DPIRD recommends a minimum of 
two metres clearance to groundwater 

Information is provided about the 
distance to groundwater being 2.5 m 

Consistent with officer assessment – the 
proposal does not meet expected buffer 
distances. 

Further assessment is required to 
demonstrated adequate separation from 
peak ground water levels. 

 

 
Further information is required as to the 
adequacy of water and effluent capture/ 
management. 

Noted – as per DWER advice that the 
proposal will require licensing as a 
prescribed premises. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Advice that the proposal has not 
sufficiently demonstrated consistency with 
relevant industry codes of practice is 
noted and supports the assessing officer’s 
position to recommend refusal. 
Compliance with relevant industry codes is 
an agreed way of demonstrating that the 
objectives of planning policy are being 
met. 

Additional testing is warranted to 
determine whether this minimum depth 



for all waste containment 
infrastructure, irrespective of the time 
of year. If this clearance is not met, 
additional engineering controls should 
be in place. 

based on buffer distance. However, it is 
concerning that the groundwater 
assessment has been undertaken in 
early winter and may not represent 
highest groundwater levels. 

 
 

DPIRD expects that manure and 
carcasses are stored on an 
impermeable base that is constructed 
to achieve a permeability of <1x10-

9m/sec, to protect the surrounding 
environment. 

No information on the permeability of 
the stockpile area is provided, nor are 
the designated stockpile areas identified 
on a map. 

The captured runoff/leachate needs to 
be stored and managed in a way that 
prevents excess nutrients from 
entering the surrounding environment. 
Typically, this involves the 
construction of holding or evaporation 
ponds. Ponds need to be 
appropriately sited, constructed and 
sized with regards to: • The quantity 
of leachate/runoff • Rainfall 
(accommodating a 1 in 20-year ARI 
for evaporation, or 1 in 10-year ARI 
for holding ponds) • A safety factor to 
prevent overtopping during high 
winds (typically 0.1 - 0.3 m) • 
Minimum of two metres separation to 
groundwater from the base of the 
pond • Constructed to meet a 
permeability of less than 1 x 10-9 
m/sec. 

No information on pond sizing and pond 
lining indicated in the environmental 
report. 

DPIRD expects that contaminated 
and uncontaminated runoff are kept 
separate. Contaminated runoff should 
be fully captured within the CDA, and 

The application does not provide 
evidence that uncontaminated 
stormwater will be diverted away from 
the feedlot area. This is particularly 
concerning given the location is low-

separation will be met. Given the proximity 
of test pit 4 where groundwater was 
observed at 1.1m when the tests occurred 
(before the expected seasonal peak) the 
expected separation from peak season 
groundwater levels has not been 
sufficiently demonstrated. 

Insufficient information has been provided 
to demonstrate waste management 
practices, which is one of the most 
significant environmental risks associated 
with the proposal. 

 
Insufficient information has been provided 
to demonstrate waste management 
practices, which is one of the most 
significant environmental risks associated 
with the proposal. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Insufficient information has been provided 
to demonstrate waste management 
practices, which is one of the most 



uncontaminated runoff should be 
prevented from entering the CDA. 

lying and ingress of stormwater is 
probable. 

 

Separation distance to sensitive 
receptors should be calculated using 
the S-factor equation outlined in the 
National Guidelines for Beef Cattle 
Feedlots in Australia (3rd Edition, 
2012) 

A s-factor calculation has not been 
provided; accordingly, DPIRD is unable 
to determine if adequate separation 
distances to nearby sensitive receptors 
are in place. 

 

significant environmental risks associated 
with the proposal. 

 

In the absence of detailed technical 
assessment that demonstrates site and 
operation specific buffer requirements to 
sensitive land uses such as residential 
dwellings, it is appropriate to apply the 
generic buffer distance requirements of 
planning and environmental policies. 

 




