
 

 

CITY OF ARMADALE 
 

AGENDA 
 
 
OF DEVELOPMENT SERVICES COMMITTEE TO BE HELD IN THE COMMITTEE 
ROOM, ADMINISTRATION CENTRE, 7 ORCHARD AVENUE, ARMADALE ON 
MONDAY, 21 MAY 2012 AT 7.00 PM. 
 
  
A meal will be served at 6:15 p.m. 

 
 
PRESENT: 
 
 
 
 
 
APOLOGIES:  Cr H A Zelones (Leave of Absence) 

Cr J H Munn (Leave of Absence) 
Cr C J MacDonald (Leave of Absence)  

 
 
 
 
OBSERVERS: 
 
 
 
 
 
IN ATTENDANCE: 
 
 
 
 
 
PUBLIC: 
 
 
 
 
“For details of Councillor Membership on this Committee, please refer to the City’s website 
– www.armadale.wa.gov.au/your council/councillors.” 
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DISCLAIMER  
 
The Disclaimer for protecting Councillors and staff from liability of information and advice 
given at Committee meetings to be read.  
 
DECLARATION OF MEMBERS’ INTERESTS 
 
 
QUESTION TIME 
 
 
DEPUTATION – 7.15pm 
 
 Proposed Office Building, Lots 31 & 32 William Street, Armadale 

- Mr Ian McKellar, Project Manager, Civil Technology 
 
 
CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES 
 

RECOMMEND 
 
Minutes of the Development Services Committee Meeting held on 16 April 2012 be 
confirmed.  

 
 
ITEMS REMS REFERRED FROM INFORMATION BULLETIN 

Outstanding Matters & Information Items  
 Report on Outstanding Matters - Development Services Committee 
 
Health  
 Health Compliance Report - March & April 2012 
  
Planning  
 Planning Applications Report - April 2012  
 Reviews before the State Administrative Tribunal (SAT)  
 Town Planning Scheme No.4 - Amendment Action Table  
 Subdivision Applications - WAPC Approvals/Refusals - April 2012  
 Subdivision Applications - Report on Lots Registered for 2011/2012 
 PAW Closure Report - Significant Actions during April 2012 
 Compliance Officer’s Report - April 2012 
  
Building  
 Building Services Manager’s Report - March & April 2012  
 Building Compliance Report - March & April 2012 
 Building Applications Monthly Statistics - March & April 2012 
 
If any of the items listed above require clarification or a report for a decision of Council, this item to 
be raised for discussion at this juncture. 
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1.1 - STATE ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL REVIEW - PROPOSED OFFICE 
BUILDING, LOTS 31 AND 32 (43 AND 45) WILLIAM STREET, ARMADALE 
    
 

WARD 
 

: MINNAWARRA 

FILE No. 
 

: M/252/12 

APPLN NO. 
 

: 10.2012.19.1 

DATE 
 

: 16 May 2012  

REF 
 

: MK  

RESPONSIBLE 
MANAGER 
 

: EDDS  

APPLICANT 
 

: Gold Style Homes Pty Ltd 
 

LANDOWNER 
 

: C & K Goldsmith 

SUBJECT LAND 
 

: Property size 2024m2  
 

ZONING 
MRS /  
TPS No.4 

 
: 
:

 
Central City Area 
Strategic Regional Centre 

In Brief: 

The City received an application for the 
development of an Office building on 13 
January 2012. 

The proposal has been assessed and a 
shortfall in on-site parking provision 
identified. During discussions, the 
applicant was requested to submit 
amended plans. Applicant lodged an 
application for review with the State 
Administration Tribunal (SAT) based on 
deemed refusal after the statutory 60 day 
determination timeframe had elapsed. 

At mediation SAT ordered that the 
applicant submit amended plans and that 
the proposal be referred to Council for 
determination. 

Recommend that the Council refuse the 
application due to non-compliance with 
TPS No.4. 

 

 

Tabled Items 
 
Nil. 
 
Officer Interest Declaration 
 
Nil. 
 
Strategic Implications 
 
2.3 Diverse and attractive development that is integrated with the distinctive character of 

the City. 
 2.3.1 Provide supportive planning and development guidance and liaison on major 

land developments. 
 
2.4 Attractive and user-friendly streetscapes and open spaces 
 2.4.1 Implement townscape, streetscape and parkland improvements to enhance the 

distinctive character of the City. 
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Legislation Implications 
 
Planning and Development Act 2005 
Town Planning Scheme (TPS) No.4 
Local Planning Strategy 2003 
Metropolitan Region Scheme 
State Administrative Tribunal Act 2004 
 
State Policy Implications 
 
SPP 4.2 Activity Centres for Perth and Peel 
 
Council Policy/Local Law Implications 
 
Nil. 
 
Budget/Financial Implications 
 
Planning Application fee paid. Additional costs have been incurred by the City in relation to 
defending the application for review. 
 
Consultation 
 
 Development Control Unit. 
 The application was not required to be advertised. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
A development application for the construction of a 1326m2 Office Building was lodged with 
the City on 13 January 2012 (refer attached plans). A letter accompanying the application 
explained that the Office building (once built) would be leased to a Commonwealth 
Government organisation with 45 staff members and up to 250 customers per day in the 
building. The land is owned by private individuals and the applicant and builder are a private 
building company. 
 
Assessment revealed that the proposed on-site parking provision (7 bays) was considerably 
short of the 27 bays required under TPS 4 for an Office. The TPS can allow on-street bays 
directly abutting the property to be credited towards parking provision. Accordingly a credit 
of 6 bays could be applied however, even if this credit was allowed by Council it would still 
leave a 14 bay shortfall. In addition, such a credit may not be appropriate given the number of 
customers. 
 
The City requested the applicant submit amended plans demonstrating compliance with the 
parking requirement of 27 bays. The applicant chose not to submit the revised plans. On 26 
March, the applicant lodged an application for review with the State Administrative Tribunal. 
The application was lodged on the basis of deemed refusal as the 60 day statutory timeframe 
had elapsed without a determination being issued. It should be noted that the City had been 
waiting for the requested amended plans for 30 of the 60 days. 
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A Mediation session was ordered by SAT and as a result SAT ordered that the applicant 
submit amended plans including possible options for addressing the parking shortfall. At the 
second Mediation session it was deemed that the amended plans lodged did not contain 
enough detail to assess them. The SAT Member agreed with the City’s advice. SAT then 
ordered the applicant to submit a modified proposal and/or additional information by 8 May 
2012. As the Respondent, the Council was invited to reconsider its decision at its meeting to 
be held on 28 May 2012 in accordance with Section 31 of the State Administrative Tribunal 
Act 2004 which reads as follows: 
 
31. Tribunal may invite decision-maker to reconsider decision 
 
(1) At any stage of a proceeding for the review of a reviewable decision, the Tribunal may 

invite the decision-maker to reconsider the decision. 

(2) Upon being invited by the Tribunal to reconsider the reviewable decision, the 
decision-maker may —  

 (a) affirm the decision; or 

 (b) vary the decision; or 

 (c) set aside the decision and substitute its new decision. 

(3) If the decision-maker varies the decision or sets it aside and substitutes a new decision, 
unless the proceeding for a review is withdrawn it is taken to be for the review of the 
decision as varied or the substituted decision. 

 
A Directions Hearing will be held at SAT on 1 June 2012 to determine whether the Council 
decision has resolved the matter and the SAT Review may be finalised or whether the 
applicant wishes to continue the matter and request a SAT Hearing on the matter. 
 
It is important to note that Council needs to either refuse or approve the application. Deferral 
of determination of the application is not an option, in view of the need to meet the deadline 
set by SAT for the next Directions Hearing on 1 June 2012. 
 
DETAILS OF PROPOSAL 
 
The building will have a gross floor area of 1326m2 and is intended to be leased by the 
Department of Human Services (DOHS) for occupation by Centrelink initially and eventually 
Medicare as well. Ownership of the property will remain with the existing land owners. 
 
The building will be built by the applicant then handed over to the DOHS for fit out of the 
interior. The applicant is supposed to hand over the building to DOHS by 1 December 2012. 
Centrelink has a deadline of 13 February 2013 to vacate their current building and DOHS 
advise that an extension of the lease at their current premise is not possible. 
 
The building will accommodate 45 staff and up to 250 customers per day. DOHS advise that 
they have a strategic plan that aims to, over the next three (3) years, co-locate all of the 
various services under their control. 
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COMMENT 
 
Development Control Unit (DCU) 
 
The Development Control Unit provided the following comments on the original proposal: 
 
Technical Services 
 
 Provision of bicycle and end of trip facilities is required. 
 All hard standing areas including car parking areas, crossovers and driveway vehicle 

manoeuvring spaces shall be designed, constructed, drained, sealed, kerbed, marked 
and continuously maintained in accordance with approved site plans to the satisfaction 
of the Executive Director Technical Services. 

 A stormwater drainage plan for car parking, internal driveways and buildings that 
reflects Water Sensitive Design Principles is to be submitted to the Executive Director 
Technical Services and such plan approved prior to the issue of a building licence. All 
drainage work to be constructed as per the approved plan. 

 A building that makes use of the existing site slope to incorporate some under building 
parking would provide a much better outcome for the proposed use and future 
occupation. 

 
Building Services 
 
 Disabled Access and facilities are required. 
 Both Building and Demolition Licences are required. 
 The two lots are required to be amalgamated on a single Certificate of Title. 
 Detailed assessment will occur as part of the Building Licence. 
 
It should be noted that the original design has been amended since the Development Control 
Unit provided the above comments. 
 
Assessment against Town Planning Scheme 4 requirements 
 
Development 

Element 
Scheme 

Requirement 
How addressed by Proposal Comment 

Plot Ratio 

There are no 
limits on plot 
ratio for the 
Strategic 
Regional Centre 
zone in TPS 4 

0.75 N/A 

Car Parking 
Office – 3 spaces 
per 100m2 Net 
Lettable Area 

NLA = 909.5m2  
Provided 7 bays 
Note: the 2 bays in the enclosed 
garage are not counted as they will not 
be used as staff parking. Only used as 
storage for Commonwealth Vehicles 
that stay on site overnight and when 
cars are not being used during the day. 

Deficient by 20 
bays 
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Development 
Element 

Scheme 
Requirement 

How addressed by Proposal Comment 

Landscaping 

2m wide strip 
between street 
and car parking; 
tree planting 
within car 
parking areas 

No landscaping provided between car 
park and street boundary. 

Areas of non-
compliance with 
TPS 4 requirements 

Design and 
Pedestrian 
Access 

Continuity of 
development 
along shopping 
streets; Provision 
of pedestrian 
shelter; access 
for people with 
disabilities; 
consistency with 
the design and 
architectural 
character of 
adjoining 
buildings. 

The building will be built to the street 
boundary; Does not provide for 
continuity of shelter for pedestrians 
along the street as there is not a 
verandah projecting over public 
footpath and entrance to building is 
approximately 1.5 metres above street 
level; Both ramped and stepped access 
to the entrance is provided: Building is 
modern contemporary design but 
presents an extremely plain façade 
with limited architectural character. 
This is magnified by the fact that the 
entrance to the building is 
considerably higher than the street and 
public footpath level. 

Areas of non-
compliance with 
TPS 4 
requirements. 

 
Amended Plans 
 
Two different site plans were submitted to the City by the Applicant on 8 May 2012. Each 
plan shows a different possible car parking layout. Neither of the plans is dimensioned nor 
contain enough detail to determine if the parking bays, aisles and other elements are of the 
required dimensions. Both of the amended site layouts could result in the development of 
additional parking bays on-site above the current seven (7) bay proposal. However, both of 
the options rely on re-arrangement of the layout of bays in the public car park on Lot 2 
William Street and Lot 28 Fourth Road and rearrangement of existing on-street parking in 
William Street. 
 
As detailed above assessment of the amended parking layout provided is hampered by the 
lack of dimensions and the drawing being not to scale. Accordingly, assessment is only based 
on the bays the applicant has shown on the plan and confirmation on site as to how many 
bays exist in the public car park and abutting road reserve. This has identified the following: 
 
 The number of bays that would be available on site with this amended design would be 

14 bays. This is a net gain on-site of 7 bays. 

 Four of the proposed new on-street bays could not be established due to traffic safety 
standards. This results in a net gain of only 1 more bay on-street. However, when 
parking is redesigned in City Centre streets it is usually done in a format that includes 
embayments with 2-3 bays and then an island with a tree planted in it between the next 
2-3 bays. Accordingly, there is a possibility that redesigning the parking on William 
Street will result in less rather than more bays. 
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 There would be a net gain of 3 bays within the public car park abutting Lot 32. 
However, these bays straddle the boundary of Lot 32 and the public car park. 

 The proposed layout of the bays within Lot 32 and the public car park is not supported 
by Technical Services due to non-compliance with Australian Standard AS2890 Off-
Street Parking due to the blind aisles, which would make it difficult for vehicles to exit 
the end bays. 

 All of the existing landscaping in the public car park and between the boundary of Lot 
32 and the public car park would be removed and there is no room for replacement 
landscaping. 

 The two bays within the enclosed garage are not counted in the parking bay numbers as 
they are not used for the parking of staff or public vehicles. The garage will only be 
used to store two Commonwealth cars that are used during week days, but are kept on 
site overnight and not used as commuter vehicles for any staff member. This constitutes 
storage of plant in the same way that the plant parking areas at the depot are used for 
rubbish trucks and tractors. 

 
Lot 2 (41) William Street and Lot 28 Fourth Road are both owned by the City as freehold 
lots. These lots were purchased by the City in the 1980’s for market value at the time. 
Accordingly, the City may decide in the future to sell the lots or change the use of/develop 
the lots. The amended application proposes a parking area design on Lot 32 that permanently 
relies on the City’s land for access and parking and will prejudice any future plans the City 
might have for its freehold land. Whilst there may be some advantages to such a proposal, 
there are also financial considerations for the City that are separate to the development 
application/SAT processes. 
 
There also is no any provision for landscaping between the car park and the street and tree 
planting within the car park. This will provide poor amenity for car park users (lack of shade) 
and would adversely affect the streetscape. The revised design will also result in the removal 
of existing mature landscaping between the public car park and Lot 32 and does not provide 
for shade tree planting in the public car park, particularly due to the removal of several 
islands. 
 
The proposed modification to the on-street parking in William Street is not supported in the 
format shown. Current City design standards require new on-street parking to be developed 
as a series of embayments with space for tree planting in between to provide a more attractive 
streetscape and increased amenity through shade and visual appearance. In addition, it would 
be unlikely that bays would be constructed right up to the edge of a crossover as parked cars 
would then block exiting drivers’ vision and result in an unsafe situation. 
 
The bin collection area for the office building has also been placed in the public car park on 
the City’s land. This would also prejudice future develop of the City’s land if there is no other 
strategy for bin collection for the offices. 
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ANALYSIS 
 
The grounds of review included in the SAT application by the applicant were as follows: 
 
1. As the building is to be occupied by Centrelink, the development constitutes a public 

work by a public authority and as such the development is exempt from the requirement 
to obtain approval under the City’s TPS. 

 
2. If the development does require approval from the City then the use should be classified 

as Civic Use and parking requirements calculated based on the requirements for Civic 
Use. Accordingly, based on a parking requirement of one (1) bay per five (5) occupants 
and with the building having only 45 occupants then only 9 bays would be required. 

 
These two grounds are not accurate. During the initial Mediation Session the above grounds 
of review were essentially set aside so that resolution of the matter could concentrate on the 
proposal’s fundamental flaw of the on-site car parking being considerably deficient with 
regard to the amount required under the Town Planning Scheme. 
 
The City confirmed that it was not considered to be appropriate to consider a reduction in car 
parking requirements for a building that would have such a large number of staff and 
customers. The City’s population is expanding at more than twice the average rate for the 
Perth Metropolitan Area so the population catchment of the Strategic Regional Centre is 
expanding significantly and will continue to do so for the next 10-20 years. The City needs to 
consider not just whether the development will cause parking problems now but also plan for 
the future. It is also not appropriate for the City to prejudice the future development of its 
own freehold land to accommodate this development, without appropriate financial 
considerations. 
 
Simply, the site is not big enough to support a building of the proposed floor area unless 
parking is placed partly or wholly underneath the building. 
 
It may be argued that some of the staff and customers may use public transport services to 
access the City Centre. However, according to a recent Australian Bureau of Statistics 
release, about 84 per cent of West Australians use cars to get to work or study and the 
percentage of people that use public transport in Western Australia is only 11%. Usage 
surveys showed that the use of public transport was not confined to lower socio-economic 
groups but was predominantly comprised of people commuting to work. 
 
The City employed a Planning Consultant to assist the City with the SAT process, who has 
also reviewed the modified proposal. Below is a summary of the main points of their advice: 
 
1. As a result of the applicant attempting to satisfy the tender requirements of Centrelink, 

the proposed building is, in effect, too large for site. The modified proposal does not 
sufficiently address areas of concerns and non-compliance to warrant approval. 
Specifically, the main the contention is with respect to the shortfall of car parking.  

 
2. The layout and form of building is broadly the same as the submitted proposal 

notwithstanding that vehicular access and parking is ‘shared’ and integrated with the 
adjoining public car park that is owned by the City (41 William Street). 
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3. As a result of the modified proposal, the number of car bays actually on the subject 

land has increased from 9 to 13.  
 

4. The applicant claims that because of the reduction of access points to the site, the 
integration with the City’s adjoining car park plus the further refinements to the design 
of the City’s car park and adjacent street parking, the modified proposal represents an 
increase of 11 more bays over the original proposal and otherwise already existing 
(Seven (7) more bays on site, one (1) more bay on the street and three (3) more bays 
partly in the public car park and partly on the development site. 

 
5. Although the Applicant has made a number of changes to the proposed development, 

the modified proposal still proposes significant variations and the exercise of discretion 
to be considered for approval.  

 
6. Substantial issues such as a parking shortfall, difficulties in parking layout, lack of 

landscaping still remain with the proposed development.  
 

7. With the net parking gains being so small, there is no advantage in merging access and 
parking with the City’s adjoining car park. Whilst the principle of co-locating access 
points and parking arrangements is sound and not objectionable in itself, there is no 
merit in this particular proposal from a design point of view. In this regard, if any 
consideration to approving the application is to be given, it perhaps should be based on 
the original proposal. 

 
8. The parking issues in this proposal could have been ameliorated by reducing the site 

cover of the proposed development or alternatively, for the development to have been 
multi-level to allow for greater on-site parking. 

 
9. On balance, in its current form, the proposed development should be refused. 

 
The City’s consultant’s assessment of the proposal is consistent with the view formed by the 
City’s Planning Officers. 
 
State Planning Policy SPP 4.2 Activity Centres 
 
SPP 4.2 emphasises that, in the Perth Metropolitan Area, Perth City and the 10 Strategic 
Metropolitan Centres are the only locations where State and Commonwealth Government 
Offices should be located. Accordingly, it is important to the success and viability of the 
Armadale Strategic Metropolitan Centre that State and Commonwealth Government offices 
are retained or continue to be attracted to the Armadale centre. 
 
Centrelink are currently located in a building opposite the proposed development site. Due to 
a strategic plan by the Department of Human Services to co-locate many of the services that 
come under its control a much greater floor space is required for Centrelink and Medicare 
combined. Centrelink has a strict deadline by which to vacate its current premises of 13 
February 2013 due to their lease ending and the owner of the building they occupy wanting to 
move into the building.  
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The Department of Human Services needs to take possession of the new building by 1 
December 2012 to ensure they have time to fit the building out by 13 February 2013. It seems 
unlikely that these deadlines will be met even if Council was to issue Planning Approval for 
the development by the end of May 2012, however, this is not an issue for the City. 
 
Even if Council does issue Planning Approval the applicant will need to prepare detailed 
specifications and technical drawings and then apply for a Building Licence. Accordingly, 
Centrelink may have to find alternative accommodation, either on a short term basis if the 
proposed building is constructed or longer term if another site needs to be found within the 
Armadale City Centre. It is important that the service is retained within the City Centre and 
does not move out to one of the District Centres such as Kelmscott or out of the City. 
 
OPTIONS 
 
1. Council may resolve to approve the application subject to conditions. The City’s 

officers have prepared draft conditions should this option be recommended by the 
Committee. 

 
2. Council may resolve to refuse the application on the grounds that the development does 

not comply with the requirements of Town Planning Scheme No.4 with regard to 
provision of car parking and other planning reasons. 

 
CONCLUSION 
 
It is important to retain the Centrelink Service within the Armadale Strategic Regional 
Centre. However, this should not be done in a manner that is detrimental to the amenity and 
efficiency of the local area. Approval of the use with insufficient on-site car parking will 
impact on or exacerbate parking problems in the area. Accordingly, it is recommended that 
Council refuse the application. 
 
 

RECOMMEND 

That Council: 

1. Refuse the application for Planning Approval for development of an 
Office building on Lots 31 and 32 (43 and 45) William Street, 
Armadale for the following reasons: 

a) Non-compliance with Clause 5C.6.1 of Town Planning Scheme 
No.2 whereas on-site parking is deficient by 20 bays. Clause 
5C.6.1 is as follows: 

 
5C.6.1 Car parking is to be provided in accordance with the standards for 
respective uses detailed in Schedule 11A, unless otherwise approved by the 
City in accordance with the provisions of clause 5.5. Unless otherwise 
approved or required by the City, required car parking is to be provided on 
the site of the proposed development. 

 
b)  Approval of the development without sufficient car parking to 

support the proposed land use would not be in the interests of 
orderly and proper planning and preservation of the amenity of 
the area. If a development is approved which prejudices the 
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ability of the customers of other adjacent businesses to obtain 
proximal car parking then this could impose a detrimental 
economic impact on adjacent businesses. In addition, the inability 
of the local area to provide for the demand for car parking may 
lead to an increase in ad hoc car parking on verges and other no 
parking areas which may impact on the safety of pedestrians and 
drivers. 

 
c)  It is not appropriate to approve a reduction in the amount of car 

parking required under the Town Planning Scheme No.4 due to 
the large staff numbers of the proposed occupiers (45 staff) and 
the significant daily customer numbers of approximately 250 
people. All of the required parking should be provided on site. 

 
d)  The development as proposed constitutes overdevelopment of the 

site as the size of the building leaves insufficient land for the 
required number of car bays to be provided on site and no 
provision for landscaping of the car parking areas. The over-
development therefore will affect both parking supply in the local 
area and the streetscape. 

 
2. Advise the Applicant and the State Administrative Tribunal of the 

Council’s decision in this regard. 

 

 
 

ATTACHMENTS 
1.  Original Site Plan - Lot 31 & 32 William St  
2.  Amended Site Plan - Lot 31 & 32 William St  
3.  Elevation Plan 1 - Lots 31 & 32 William St  
4.  Elevation Plan 2 - Lots 31 & 32 William St  
5.  Elevation Plan 3 - Lots 31 & 32 William St  
6.  External Colour Scheme - Lot 31 & 32 William St  
7.  Parking Plan - Lots 31 & 32 William St  
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2.1 - NAMING OF ARMADALE SETTLERS COMMON EAST WALK TRAILS 
    
 

WARD 
 

: NEERIGEN 

FILE No. 
 

: M/37/12 

DATE 
 

: 5 May 2012 

REF 
 

: CB 

RESPONSIBLE 
MANAGER 
 

: EDDS  

SUBJECT LAND 
 

: Property size 71 ha approx. 
 

In Brief: 

Council has received a proposal to name 
walk trails within the Armadale Settlers 
Common eastern portion.  

The proposed walk trail names comply 
with the Geographic Names Committee 
(GNC) criteria. 

Recommend that Council approach the 
Geographic Names Committee seeking 
approval for the walk trail names as listed 
in the recommendation. 

ZONING 
MRS /  
TPS No.4 

 
: 
: 

 
Parks & Recreation 
Parks & Recreation 
Regional 

 

 

 

Tabled Items 
 
Nil. 
  
Officer Interest Declaration 
 
Nil. 
 
Strategic Implications 
 
2.4.2.  Maintain and improve where required the quality, amenity and accessibility of open 

spaces.  
2.5.1 Provide a safe and efficient movement network including local and arterial roads and 

associated infrastructure. 
 
Legislation Implications 
 
Land Administration Act 1997. 
 
Council Policy/Local Law Implications 
 
Nil. 
 
Budget/Financial Implications 
 
Nil. 
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Consultation 
 
Trail names were developed by the Armadale Settlers Common Working Group in consultation 
with the Armadale Nyoongar Corporation. Trail names, were supported by the Darling Range 
Community Advisory Committee at their meetings on the 8 March 2012 and the 10 May 2012.  
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Armadale Settlers Common is an important regional asset for the community. It has high 
value as a large area of natural bushland in the metropolitan area and for the opportunities it 
presents for passive recreation. It has an area of approximately 383 ha of which 278 ha is 
vested in the City of Armadale for the purpose of “Parks and Recreation” under the title 
Reserve 4127.  
 
The naming of walk trails is consistent with Recommendation 11.3 “Establish sign posted, 
name walking trails in the Common with informative signage at trail heads” of the Armadale 
Settlers Common Strategic Directions Document.  
 
The objectives for access and recreation management within the strategic directions 
document are to: 
 
 provide an appropriate level of access to minimize recreational conflicts and preserve 

the ecological and cultural values of Armadale Settlers Common, 
 facilitate appropriate recreational activities by providing suitable resources and 

infrastructure, and  
 provide a safe environment for passive recreation.  
 
Trail names for the western portion of the Armadale Settlers Common were endorsed at the 
21 August 2006 Council meeting (D93/8/06) and subsequently approved by the Geographic 
Names Committee. 
 
DETAILS OF PROPOSAL 
 
Council has received a proposal for the naming of 10 walk trails within the Armadale Settlers 
Common eastern portion. Proposed names for existing walk trails in the reserve have been 
developed by the Armadale Settlers Common Working Group in consultation with local 
Aboriginal groups. One of the Armadale Settlers Common Working Group’s roles is to assist 
in the implementation of the Armadale Settlers Common Strategic Directions Document.  
 
The following proposed trail names and their origins in the Armadale Settlers Common 
eastern portion are as follows:-  
 
Proposed name Origin 
Baliff Trail Historical location – maiden name of Mrs Campbell 

Bandin Trail 
New Holland Honeyeater (local bird species)– local aboriginal 
name 

Coppice Trail Botanical feature – result of historical timber extraction 
Golden Whistler Trail Local bird species 
Jeeriji Trail Zamia Palm (local flora species) – local aboriginal name 

Karak Trail 
Red-tailed Black Cockatoo (local bird species) – local aboriginal 
name 
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Proposed name Origin 
Port Hole Trail Unique scenic view 
Snotty Gobble Trail Botanical association 
Stellata Trail Botanical association 

Sawtooth Trail 
Description of the feature – links to historical timber extraction in 
the local area 

 
Refer to the proposed walk trail names plan for Armadale Settlers Common East included 
in this report. 
 
COMMENT 
 
Previous comments from the Geographic Names Committee have indicated the trails will be 
recognised as ‘features’ and are likely to meet the Geographic Names Committee criteria for 
feature naming.  
 
The Geographic Names Committee guidelines indicate that name duplication within local 
governments or adjoining local governments should be avoided, that a name should not be 
duplicated more than 5 times in the metropolitan region and must be at least 10km from the 
existing duplication and have different road type. The proposed trail names meet the 
Geographical Names Committee criteria. It is noted that the Disabled Access Trail is made up of 
four trail names (Jeeriji Trail, Golden Whistler Trail, Karak Trail and Coppice Trail) rather than 
one trail name. 
 
OPTIONS 
 
1. Approve the trail names as submitted. 
2. Not approve the trail names and request the officers to consider new trail names. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
Draft trail names for the Armadale Settlers Common East portion have been developed by the 
Armadale Settlers Common Working Group. The trail names meet the criteria stated in the 
Geographic Names Committee Principles, Guidelines and Procedures document. Option 1 is 
recommended.  
 
 

RECOMMEND 

That Council approach the Geographic Names Committee (GNC) seeking 
approval for the following walk trail names in the Armadale Settlers Common 
as shown on the attached plan: 

 
 Baliff Trail; Bandin Trail; Coppice Trail; Golden Whistler Trail; Jeeriji 

Trail; Karak Trail; Port Hole Trail; Snotty Gobble Trail; Stellata Trail; 
and Sawtooth Trail.  

 
 

ATTACHMENTS 
There are no attachments for this report.   
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2.2 - ROAD NAMING - CHAMPION GLADES SUBDIVISION 
    
 

WARD 
 

: HERON 

FILE No. 
 

: M/221/12 
SUB/131740 
R/A/2 
 

DATE 
 

: 20 April 2012 

REF 
 

: KC  

RESPONSIBLE 
MANAGER 
 

: EDDS  

APPLICANT 
 

: The Reserve 
Development Pty Ltd 
 

LANDOWNER 
 

: The Reserve 
Development Pty Ltd 
 

In Brief: 

Council has received a proposal to name 
new road reserves within the ‘Champion 
Glades’ Estate on Lots 7 and 65 Lake 
Road, Camillo. 

The proposed road names, including access 
lanes situated on private property, have a 
theme centred on famous rowers to 
acknowledge the proximity to Champion 
Lakes, and are anticipated to comply with 
the Geographic Names Committee (GNC) 
criteria. 

Recommend that Council approach GNC 
seeking approval for the new road names for 
application to the road reserves and private 
property access laneways, as listed in the 
recommendation. 

SUBJECT LAND 
 

: Lots 7 & 65 Lake Road, 
Camillo 
Property size 3.07 ha 
approx. 
 

 

ZONING 
MRS / TPS No.4 

: 
 

Residential R15/40  

 

 

Tabled Items 
 
Nil. 
 
Officer Interest Declaration 
 
Nil. 
 
Strategic Implications 
 
2.5.1 Provide a safe and efficient movement network including local and arterial roads and 

associated infrastructure. 
 
Legislation Implications 
 
Land Administration Act 1997. 
 
Council Policy/Local Law Implications 
 
Nil. 
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Budget/Financial Implications 
 
Nil. 
 
Consultation 
 
 Geographic Names Committee 
 The Reserve Development Pty Ltd 
 
DETAILS OF PROPOSAL 
 
Council has received a proposal for the naming of road reserves, and access laneways 
constructed on private property as common property, created by a subdivision proposed for 
Lots 7 and 65 Lake Road, Camillo (SUB/131740; Deposited Plan 65809). The developers 
have named the development ‘Champion Glades’ and are following a theme based on famous 
rowers or associated people. Both the name of the estate and the proposed road names 
acknowledge the proximity of the development in relation to Champion Lakes, the only 
international standard purpose-built rowing, dragon boating & kayaking facility in Western 
Australia. 
 
The applicant proposes names to be allocated to the new road reserves and laneways on 
private property in the positions indicated on the attached road name plan. The public road 
reserves are designated as per the roads indicated on Deposited Plan 65809 and are indicated 
in white on the road name plan. The access laneways for construction on private property are 
indicated in blue. 
 
Road Reserves: 

 
 Goland Lane: William Goland was on staff of the Royal Mint for 30 years and was the 

Secretary of the WA Rowing Association (1900-1905). He was Captain of the West 
Australian Rowing Club (1904-1910) and coached Scotch College to 17 Head of the 
River victories between 1901 and 1942. 

 
 Ninham Lane: Bill Ninham was a boat-builder who rowed in three South Australian 

Kings Cup crews during the mid-1930s. He moved to WA and established a boat-
building business in Victoria Park, which ran from 1937 to 1976. He was a master 
craftsman, whose boats dominated every club fleet in the state. His boats earned an 
Australian-wide reputation for speed and durability. This name also honours Roger 
Ninham, a member of the winning Kings Cup crew in 1960.  

 
 Paramor Road: Richard (Dick) L Paramor was a member of the winning 1938 Kings 

Cup crew. 
 

 Semple Road: Bob Semple was a member of the winning Kings Cup crew in 1955, and 
a bookmaker. He was a member of the Fremantle Rowing Club. Semple was part of a 
stroke of eight which enjoyed enormous success and achieved a rapid climb though the 
status grades in the late 1940s and early 1950s. Semple stroked in the Kings Cup crew 
from 1951 to 1956, including a victory in 1955. He then coached the Kings Cup crew in 
1967 and was also the Association secretary during this year. Semple was a licensed 
Australian boat race official. 
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Private Property Laneways: 
 
 Child Lane: Jim Child was a member of the winning Kings Cup crews in 1921 and 

1925. He was also in the winning CBC Head of the River crew in 1909 and rowed in 
seven WA representative eights, with wins in 1921 and 1925. He was the Rowing 
Association Secretary during the years 1924 to 1947 and President from 1952 to 1956. 
Child was an influential member of Swan River Rowing Club for over 50 years and a 
life member of the Rowing Association. 

 
 Gard Lane: Dick Gard was a builder who rowed with great success for Swan River 

Rowing Club (1922-1932). He rowed in the 1924 Kings Cup, and coached four Kings 
Cup and four Penrith Cup (lightweight four) crews. He moved from Swans to 
University in the late 1950s and continued to achieve success as a senior coach. Gard 
later transferred to Joondalup Rowing Club, where his technical knowledge and 
diagnostic ability complemented the drive and enthusiasm of Coach Joe Saunders. He 
became the Vice President and boat race official of the WA Rowing Association for 
many years and was a life member of the Rowing Association. 

 
 Maslen Lane – Ted Maslen was a physicist and Rhodes Scholar. He was a member of 

the University Boat Club and a distance athlete of note. He rowed Intervarsity in both 
eights and sculls on several occasions and was part of the crew for the Kings Cup in 
1965. Maslen participated in the successful senior strokes at University in the 1950s 
and during the early 1960s. He was the Association Secretary from 1963 to 1964. 

 
Suggested names to hold in reserve in the case that GNC finds a name not suitable are: 
 
 Yewers: Gordon Yewers was a member of the winning Kings Cup Crew in 1938, and 

was a silver medallist at the 1938 British Empire Games (rowing eight) in Sydney. 
 
COMMENT 
 
Investigation has shown the proposed road names should conform to Geographic Names 
Committee (GNC) criteria for road naming. Each of the road names are duplicated less than 
five times in the metropolitan area and are more than 10 kilometres from existing 
duplications. 
 
ANALYSIS 
 
Informal consultation with officers of the Geographic Names Committee (GNC) suggests the 
majority of names will meet the GNC criteria for road naming.  
 
The proposed road name of Semple is duplicated once in the Perth Metropolitan area 
according to the Greater Perth 2012 Street Directory, in Cockburn Central, 17 kilometres 
from Champion Lakes. 
 
The proposed private laneway name of Maslen is not duplicated within the Perth 
Metropolitan area according to the Greater Perth 2012 Street Directory, however there are 
two instances of ‘Maslin’ in Darlington and Burns Beach, approximately 30km and 60km 
from Champion Lakes respectively. 
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In accordance with the Australian and New Zealand Standard ‘Rural and urban addressing’ 
(AS/NZS 4819:2011), “all formed roads, including private roads, that are generally open to 
the public or to services shall be named”. The additional laneways proposed for construction 
over private property as common property constitute as “roads within complexes” as per 
Clause 4.2.1 of AS/NZS 4819:2011, which lists examples of formed roads. 
 
It is advantageous to name private roads on common property as in this instance where it is 
anticipated several houses will use the laneway as vehicular access to their property. This 
allows ease of allocation of services by the City, such as rubbish bins, to each property; 
accurate provision of services by service authorities and accurate location of properties for 
emergency response services and the public. 
 
As per AS/NZS 4819:2011, the naming of a “road on private land does not mean that the 
naming authority is accepting responsibility for that road, other than ensuring its name is in 
terms of this Standard”. In this instance, the City takes no responsibility for these private 
roads, except to ensure they meet the road naming criteria of GNC and AS/NZS 4819:2011. 
 
 
OPTIONS 
 
1. Approve the road names as submitted. 
 
2. Not approve the road names and request the developer to provide alternative road 

names complying with GNC criteria. 
 
3. Not approve the road names and that Council recommend new road names to GNC and 

the developer. 
 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
The road names as chosen by the developer should meet GNC criteria and appear to be an 
appropriate proposal for Council to approve. Option 1 is recommended. 
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RECOMMEND 

That Council:- 
 
1. Approach the Geographic Names Committee (GNC) seeking approval 

for the following new road names for the naming of roads on road 
reserves: “Goland Lane”, “Ninham Lane”, “Paramor Road” and 
“Semple Road” (or suitable road types acceptable to the GNC) in the 
‘Champion Glades’ Estate subdivision on Lots 7 and 65 Lake Road, 
Camillo as shown on the attached plan. 

 
2. Approach the GNC seeking approval for the following new road names 

for the naming of laneways constructed on privately-owned common 
property: “Child Lane”, “Gard Lane” and “Maslen Lane” (or suitable 
road types acceptable to the GNC) in the ‘Champion Glades’ Estate 
subdivision on Lots 7 and 65 Lake Road, Camillo as shown on the 
attached plan. 

 
3. Hold in reserve for the present the name ‘Yewers’ until the GNC has 

approved the names above, or use it as necessary where any of the names 
above may not meet GNC approval or future stages of this estate or 
Champion Lakes. 

 

 
 

ATTACHMENTS 
There are no attachments for this report.  
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2.3 - ROAD NAMING - LOT 2 SKEET ROAD, HARRISDALE 
    
 

WARD 
 

: LAKE 

FILE No. 
 

: M/227/12 

DATE 
 

: 26 April 2012 

REF 
 

: HC  

RESPONSIBLE 
MANAGER 
 

: EDDS  

APPLICANT 
 

: Cedar Woods Properties 
Limited 
 

LANDOWNER 
 

: Zamia Property Pty Ltd 

In Brief: 

Council has received a proposal to name 
new road reserves within the Piara Central 
Estate on Lot 2 Skeet Road, Harrisdale. 

The proposed road names have a mineral 
rock theme and comply with the 
Geographic Names Committee (GNC) 
criteria. 

Recommend that Council approach the 
Geographic Names Committee seeking 
approval for the new road names as listed in 
the recommendation. 

SUBJECT LAND 
 

: Property size 15.0272 ha 
approx. 
 

 

ZONING 
MRS /  
TPS No.4 

 
: 
: 

 
Urban  
Urban Development  

 

 

 

Tabled Items 
 
Nil. 
 
Officer Interest Declaration 
 
Nil. 
 
Strategic Implications 
 
2.5.1 Provide a safe and efficient movement network including local and arterial roads and 

associated infrastructure. 
 
Legislation Implications 
 
Land Administration Act 1997. 
 
Council Policy/Local Law Implications 
 
Nil. 
 
Budget/Financial Implications 
 
Nil. 
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Consultation 
 
 Geographic Names Committee. 
 
DETAILS OF PROPOSAL 
 
Council has received a proposal for the naming of road reserves for new streets which are 
being created by a subdivision proposed for Lot 2 Skeet Road, Harrisdale (SUB/136948). The 
developers are calling the development Piara Central and are following a mineral rock theme. 
 
The applicant proposes the following names to be allocated to the new road reserves in the 
positions indicated on the attached subdivision plan: 
 
1. Arkose Crescent – Arkose is a detrital sedimentary rock, specifically a type of 

sandstone containing at least 25% feldspar. 
2. Basalt Road – Basalt is a common extrusive volcanic rock. 
3. Flint Street – Flint is a hard, sedimentary cryptocrystalline form of the mineral quartz. 
4. Granite Road – Granite is a common and widely occurring type of intrusive, felsic, 

igneous rock. 
5. Gypsum Avenue – Gypsum is a very soft sulphate mineral composed of calcium 

sulphate dehydrate. 
6. Limestone Rise – Limestone is a sedimentary rock composed largely of the minerals 

calcite and aragonite, which are different crystal forms of calcium carbonate. 
7. Sandstone Promenade – Sandstone (sometimes known as arenite) is a clastic 

sedimentary rock composed mainly of sand-sized minerals or rock grains. 
8. Slate Way – Slate is a fine-grained, foliated, homogenous metamorphic rock derived 

from an original shale-type sedimentary rock composed of clay or volcanic ash through 
low-grade regional metamorphism. 

9. Travertine Street – Travertine is a form of limestone deposited by mineral springs, 
especially hot springs. 

 
The applicant has also provided several names for consideration to hold in reserve in case 
GNC decides later that a name or names are not suitable. The suggested names to hold in 
reserve are: 
 
 Gritstone – Gritstone or grit is a hard, coarse-grained siliceous sandstone. 
 Siltstone – Silstone is a sedimentary rock which has a grain size in the silt range, finer 

than sandstone and coarser than claystone. 
 Shale – Shale is a fine-grained, clastic sedimentary rock composed of mud that is a mix 

of flakes of clay minerals and tiny fragments (silt-sized particles) of other minerals, 
especially quartz and calcite. 

 
COMMENT 
 
Informal consultation with officers of the Geographic Names Committee (GNC) suggests the 
names will meet the GNC criteria for road naming. Each of the road names are duplicated 
less than 5 times in the metropolitan area and are more than 10 kilometres from existing 
names. 
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OPTIONS 
 
1. Approve the road names as submitted. 
 
2. Not approve the road names and request the developer to provide alternative road 

names complying with GNC criteria. 
 
3. Not approve the road names and that Council recommend new road names to GNC and 

the developer. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
The road names, chosen by the developer, should meet GNC criteria and appear to be an 
appropriate proposal for Council to approve. Option 1 is recommended. 
 
 

RECOMMEND 

That Council: 

1. Approach the Geographic Names Committee (GNC) seeking approval for 
the following new road names (or suitable road types acceptable to the 
GNC) for the subdivision of Lot 2 Skeet Road, Harrisdale as shown on 
the attached plan: 

 
 Arkose Crescent; Basalt Road; Flint Street; Granite Road; Gypsum 

Avenue; Limestone Rise; Sandstone Promenade; Slate Way and 
Travertine Street. 

 
2. Hold in reserve for the present the names: Gritstone, Siltstone and Shale, 

until the Geographic Names Committee has approved the names above, 
or use them as necessary where any of the road names may not meet 
GNC approval. 

 

 
 

ATTACHMENTS 
There are no attachments for this report.                 
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3.1 - FINAL ADOPTION - AMENDMENT NO.61 - TOWN PLANNING SCHEME NO.4 - 
REZONING OF RESERVE 24458 ROBIN ROAD, ROLEYSTONE 
    
 

WARD 
 

: JARRAH 

FILE No. 
 

: M/183/12 

DATE 
 

: 10 May 2012 

REF 
 

: PR 

RESPONSIBLE 
MANAGER 
 

: EMPS  

APPLICANT 
 

: Whelans 

LANDOWNER 
 

: State of Western 
Australia 
 

SUBJECT LAND 
 

: Reserve 24458 Robin 
Road, Roleystone 
(3.1492 hectares) 
 

ZONING 
MRS /  
TPS No.4 

 
: 
:

 
Urban 
Public Purpose Reserve – 
Primary School 

In Brief: 

 At its 19 September 2011 meeting, Council 
initiated an amendment to rezone Reserve 
24458 Robin Road, Roleystone from 
“Public Purpose – Primary School” to 
“Residential – Restricted Use”.  

 The amendment was advertised for public 
comment for 54 days (extended from 42 
days due to Christmas period) and attracted 
187 submissions. 

 Council is required to consider the 
submissions received during the advertising 
period and the amendment for final 
adoption. 

 The proposal should be supported as it is 
consistent with the objectives of the Town 
Planning Scheme, the orderly and proper 
planning of the area and Council’s previous 
decisions relating to the land. 

 Recommend that Council adopt the 
amendment with modifications and request 
that the Hon. Minister for Planning grant 
final approval to the amendment. 

 

 

Tabled Items 
Nil. 
 
Officer Interest Declaration 
 
Nil. 
 
Strategic Implications 
 
2.1 Long term planning and development that is guided by a balance between economic, 

social and environmental objectives. 
2.1.1 Review, update and implement the City’s Town Planning Scheme, taking into account 

the Local Biodiversity Strategy and other environmental considerations. 
 
Legislation Implications 
 
Land Administration Act 1997 
Planning and Development Act 2005 
Metropolitan Region Scheme 
Town Planning Scheme (TPS) No.4 
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Council Policy/Local Law Implications 
 
Local Planning Strategy 2005 
 
Budget/Financial Implications 
 
Nil. 
 
Consultation 
 
 Development Control Unit. 
 The Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) advised that the amendment did not 

warrant an environmental assessment. 
 The WAPC’s consent to advertise the amendment was not required. 
 Advertised for public comment for 54 days. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The City Strategy Committee considered a Councillor item regarding the Roleystone Primary 
School site in July 2009. It was argued that the site had merit as aged accommodation or as 
an aged care facility. The Councillor item advocated the City procuring the site from the State 
Government, on-selling it to an aged care provider and spending the proceeds on Roleystone 
parkland. At its meeting in August 2009 Council deferred further consideration of this matter 
until the outcome of a community stakeholders meeting was known. 
 
Community stakeholders (including Roleystone Seniors Club, St. Christopher’s Anglican 
Church, Roleystone Family Church, Dale Cottages, Roleystone-Karragullen Community 
Bank, Member for Darling Range Tony Simpson and (then) Ward Councillors) met twice to 
investigate the possibilities of using the Roleystone Primary School site for aged care housing 
and/or aged care in mid-2009. It was concluded that a feasibility study needed to be 
undertaken to prove the viability of an aged care housing/care facility on the site. In the event 
of the need being proven, the Roleystone/Karragullen community would request the City of 
Armadale to consider having the site rezoned for that purpose. In this event the site would be 
presented for sale by the State on the condition that the purchaser would have to develop for 
aged housing. 
 
In March 2010, the City was contacted by State Land Services who advised that the 
Department of Education had identified Reserve 24458 as surplus to requirements and was 
proposing to sell the land. The correspondence officially requested any comments Council 
may have. It was noted at the time that the Community Stakeholders suggested that the land 
be sold after the land was zoned specifically for aged accommodation/aged care. As there is 
no specific zoning for aged person’s in the City’s Town Planning Scheme (TPS) No.4, the 
City suggested a proposal could be formulated to rezone the land to “Residential” with a 
“Restricted Use” limited to aged persons development or similar.  
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Council considered the request for comment from State Land Services at its meeting of 27 
April 2010 (CS38/4/10), resolving that: 
 
 in view of the past use of the site and the identified community needs, disposal in the 

first instance should be restricted to a purpose relating to aged person’s 
accommodation or care; 

 
 the land is reserved for “Public Purpose (Local)” in the City’s TPS No.4 and the land 

needs to be rezoned before it be disposed of; and 
 
 participation by the City in any planning or facilitation of the reuse of the site would be 

welcome. 
 

In June 2011 the City received a request to initiate an amendment to TPS No.4 to rezone 
Reserve 24458 Robin Road, Roleystone from “Public Purpose – Primary School” to 
“Residential – Restricted Use” (the Restricted Use would be numbered as to the next numeral 
available in sequence) for ‘Aged or Dependant Person’s Dwellings’ (a specific land use 
within TPS No.4).  
 
At its 19 September 2011 meeting, Council initiated the amendment (D69/9/11) and it 
proceeded to be advertised for public comment. This report refers the submissions received to 
Council for consideration and provides a recommendation to finally adopt the amendment. 
  
DETAILS OF PROPOSAL 
 
This report proposes the final adoption of a scheme amendment to rezone Reserve 24458 
(Lots 1352 and 3268) Robin Road, Roleystone from “Public Purpose – Primary School” to 
“Residential – Restricted Use” to cater for an Aged or Dependant Person’s development. A 
base residential density already exists over the site. As no R-Code border surrounds the 
Primary School, a density of ‘R5’ is currently applicable and does not need to be updated by 
way of the proposed amendment. 
 
The amendment is proposing to make available an increase to a density of R12.5 for the site 
via the ‘Restricted Use’ provisions. The Government Sewerage Policy may permit R12.5 as a 
maximum in respect of development not connected to sewer. The ability to apply for a 
density higher than R5 (i.e. up to R12.5) would be dependant on finalisation of various 
reports demonstrating site capability for effluent disposal. Assuming effluent disposal 
capability can be demonstrated, a density of R12.5 could see the development of 
approximately 40 aged persons dwellings. 
 
Application for an increased density (i.e. one-third reduction of the required R12.5 site area 
per dwelling) normally available under the RD-Codes for aged persons housing would be 
subject to acceptance by the State Government’s Department of Health and the local 
authority in terms of the Government Sewerage Policy. If approved this would mean 
approximately 60 dwellings could be considered on site at a density similar to R18.5.  
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The applicant’s justification for the proposal is summarised as follows: 
 
(i) The site is surplus to the Department of Education’s requirements and requires rezoning 

to be sold and developed; 

(ii) Further Residential R5 (2000m²) lots are a low priority for Roleystone; 

(iii) The City’s ‘Seniors Plan 2005-2010’ recognises the need for additional seniors housing 
within the City; 

(iv) The population of the City generally and Roleystone specifically is ageing; and 

(v) The subject site is in close proximity to the Hillandale Retirement Village, Roleystone 
Seniors Centre, public transport (a bus stop), Cross Park recreational facilities and the 
Roleystone neighbourhood centre. 

 
Public Advertising of the Amendment 
 
The proposed amendment was advertised for 54 days, extended from the usual 42 days due to 
the Christmas/New Year period, closing on 9 January 2012. This advertising was carried out 
by way of a sign on-site, notification to relevant Government/service agencies, 
advertisements in the West Australian, Community and Examiner newspapers and the 
Roleystone Courier, details being available on the City’s website/at the City’s office and 
letters to all landowners within a 400m radius of the site. 

 
Total No. of letters sent to residents/owners : 240 
Total No. of submissions received  : 187 
No. of submissions of conditional support/no objection : 121 
No. of submissions of objection   : 45 
No. of submissions of comment   : 17 
No. of submissions of general advice by Agencies  : 4 
 
The issues raised by the submissions have been summarised and recommendation made on 
each submission (refer to the Attachments of the Agenda).  
 
The issues raised by the submissions have been summarised (refer to the Attachments of 
the Agenda) and responded to as described under Analysis below.  
 
The main issues raised in the submissions, together with a comment on each issue are 
outlined below. Four (4) submissions of comment were received from government / service 
agencies. 
 
Survey 
 
The City also received 212 surveys in a format that did not form part of the formal public 
advertising process undertaken by the City. The City notes that there were a number of 
people who had completed the survey and also made a formal submission, resulting in 
duplication in terms of numbers. The covering letter did not make it clear which community 
group put forward the survey, only stating that it ran from September to December 2011. The 
covering letter also stated that a copy of the summary that accompanied the survey was 
attached, but such was not provided to the City’s officers. 
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The reasoning provided for undertaking the survey was that it was “open to all ages and all 
options”, citing that a previous survey undertaken “fell short of canvassing options for 
retaining bushland, oval and community use of existing buildings. It was also not 
representative of the Roleystone Community at large because it excluded residents under 
55”. The survey posed several options as to the future of the site, asking people to number all 
options in order of preference, with no repeats.  
 
Of the 212 surveys received, 47 were not completed in accordance with the instructions on 
the survey form and had to be discounted from the tallying of results, leaving 165 correctly 
completed surveys. In numbering the options 1-7, “1” represented the most preferred option 
and “7” represented the least preferred. The City has simply added all the numbers together 
by option, meaning the lower the total tally the higher the option was valued. The options 
(listed in the order they appeared in the survey) and the results were as follows:  
 
OPTION RESULT 
Save the Green* irrespective of the remaining Development  422 - Second 
Save the Green* with Seniors Accommodation to the East 274 - First 
Save the Green* with Residential Lots to the East  612 - Third 
Save the 55 year old School Building with Seniors Accommodation 633 - Fourth 
All Seniors Accommodation 661 - Fifth 
All Residential Lots 987 - Sixth 
No Preference/Other 1031 - Seventh 

* The “Green” being the western bushland and grassed oval. 
 
Via the survey there was a preference for the retention of the oval and bushland with the 
remainder of the site being developed as aged person’s accommodation. This issue is addressed 
in greater detail in the Key Issues section to follow. The City notes that a greater weight should 
always be afforded to the formal advertising process and written submissions as opposed to 
surveys, as it is never clear what information has been provided to people completing the survey, 
or the intentions of the group that has prepared it in the first instance.  
 
Key Issues 
 
Issue 1 – Retention of the oval/trees on the western portion of the site for public use. 
 
Comment 
 
This is the primary issue to be addressed for this proposal. Amongst both those submissions in 
support of and objecting to the proposal, there were three very distinct groups divided on the 
basis of the tree / oval topic. There were those that supported the retention of the trees and (all or 
part of) the oval on site (49 submissions or 26%), those that did not want to keep the oval but 
wanted to keep trees (55 submissions or 29%), and those who made no mention of the topic (the 
remaining 83 submissions or 45%).  
 
The report to the September 2011 meeting addressed this issue, noting that whilst a Public Open 
Space (POS) contribution would be appropriate consistent with the Western Australian 
Planning Commission’s (WAPC) Development Control Policy 2.3, the amount to be 
provided would probably be between 5-10% of the site area depending on negotiations with 
the owner. This is because 10% POS is the standard requirement in Residential zoned areas, 
but Roleystone in general is of a lower residential density than the wider metropolitan area.  
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However, given the density of an aged person’s development will likely be greater than R5, a 
10% contribution (3250m²) may be justified. A 10% POS contribution would not secure the 
entirety of the areas mentioned in the correspondence received from the public, being the 
oval and trees at the western end of the site, which account for approximately 1.3ha 
(comprised of 3600m² oval, 9400m² vegetation) or 41% of the site.  
 
When other elements are considered, such as: 
 
 the likelihood that the Department of Education or a future landowner may not simply 

hand over land for public use other than in accordance with State Government Policy; 

the utilisation of limited City resources and availability of water for the upkeep of POS;  

 the proximity of Cross Park (on the other side of Jarrah Road) and the significant 
amount of infrastructure already available; 

 Council’s Policy ADM 11 – Vesting of Crown Reserves in Urban Areas which 
indicates areas less than 4000m² should not be accepted unless there are inadequate 
neighbourhood parks in the area; and,  

 the need to comply with more modern Fire Management practices such as the WAPC’s 
Planning for Bushfire Protection and Australian Standard AS 3959 Construction of 
Buildings in Bushfire Prone Areas, which mean a greater number of trees and 
understorey are required to be removed for fire management;  

 
it becomes apparent that acquiring a small portion of the site for public use in line with 
Development Control Policy 2.3 may not be the most viable option.  
 
It is possible, though unlikely, that the State Government may see fit to “gift” the land to the 
community. However, altering the Amendment resolution to include Conditions in the 
Restricted Use (or otherwise) to require a significantly greater amount of land for POS to be 
ceded than that required under the WAPC’s Policy may mean the loss of the opportunity for 
development of anything other than R5 lots. In addition, as the land is owned by the Crown, 
and the Minister for Planning must give final approval to any Amendment request, it is 
reasonable to expect that an Amendment containing such requirements would not receive 
support at the final adoption stage.  
 
In respect of future development of the Primary School site, a Provision within a Detailed 
Area Plan (which would be required by a Condition within the Restricted Use) that requires 
the retention of as many trees as is possible and safe (i.e. accounting for separation distances 
to structures etc) given fire management requirements is appropriate. The oval could be used 
in whole or in part as dwelling area, or for effluent disposal (i.e. kept grassed) or for private 
recreation, but private land would only be available to the public on invitation, much as is the 
current situation. 
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Applicant’s Response to Issue 1 
 
Given the amount of debate on this issue the applicant was requested to provide their client’s 
point of view. The City was advised that: 
 
“The Department of Education has indicated that there are no objections with retaining, as 
part of the scheme amendment, the standard requirement for the ceding of 10% POS land, or, 
providing an equivalent cash in lieu contribution. This would be a consideration at the 
subdivision/development stage by a prospective purchaser. The Department would not 
support inclusion in the scheme amendment of a provision which would require the 
Department, or any prospective purchaser, to give up any land (or cash in lieu equivalent) in 
excess of the required 10% POS contribution without compensation or offsets. The 
Department believes that it should not have to give up more than the normal 10% POS 
requirement, notwithstanding the community's reasoning or use of the school oval in the past. 
However, the Department might consider giving up more than the 10% POS requirement if 
the Department were appropriately compensated. 
 
The Department is willing to consider options presented to it in this regard, such as payment 
for land in excess of the 10% POS requirement, or the granting of a higher density of 
development, in order to offset the loss of land being ceded above the 10% POS requirement. 
Notwithstanding the community's past use of the school's oval (i.e. recreation, events etc), the 
Department would like to reiterate that it provides school ovals for the pursuit of physical 
activity for its pupils. It is not the Department's role to provide and maintain ovals as a 
replacement for local public open space”.  
 
If Council believes that the land in question is of such value to the community that it must be 
provided for public use, Council can certainly consider purchasing the portion of the 
oval/treed land in excess of 10% of the site (approx. 9750m² after 3250m² is provided free of 
cost) from the DoE. The City notes that such a purchase and all associated ongoing 
maintenance costs are not budgeted for and is not likely to be the most appropriate use of 
Council’s funds.  
 
With regard to the suggestion that a further density increase above that which the amendment 
already caters for would compensate for the loss of additional land, the City is not certain 
how this could be achieved. The Government Sewerage Policy allows for up to R12.5 to be 
considered without sewer, which the Restricted Use conditions cover. The conditions also 
mention the one-third reduction of the required R12.5 site area per dwelling generally 
allowed under the RD-Codes for Aged Person’s Dwellings can be considered (subject to 
obtaining necessary approvals), although the state government policy is silent on this matter. 
Given it is uncertain at this stage whether it will be possible for a developer to get all the 
approvals to obtain a density of R12.5 plus the one-third site area reduction, considering a 
density above what has already been catered for would not be based on sound planning 
principles and the City would not recommend pursuit of this course.  
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A third possibility has also been discussed, which is leaving the land in private ownership, 
ensuring the trees and oval are retained through appropriate provisions in the amendment, and 
imposing a ‘public access easement’ on title over the western third of the site via the Land 
Administration Act 1997. Public access easements can be limited to suit the needs of the 
scenario at hand. General access to private land at all hours would not be conducive to a 
senior’s development on site, so for example, the easement might stipulate that access be 
granted to the public for infrequent events, such as the market and concerts that have been 
held on occasion.  
 
This may not necessarily result in a loss of any lots/units because, as a for instance, instead of 
being more widely spread the development could condense into a smaller portion of the site, 
and the oval used for waste water disposal. Such an easement would not be imposed at this 
stage, but the amendment would contain a requirement for such to be established via a 
condition of development, subdivision or strata approval. This is because such applications 
would be made by the new owner and the City would be able to negotiate appropriate terms 
with that owner. The City sees this as a feasible option, but notes some prospective 
purchasers may be put off by the requirement. 
 
If Council does not require a land contribution, and/or decides to pursue the public access 
easement option, Council has the option to accept POS cash-in-lieu for the public open space 
requirement which can then be used to improve existing POS in the area, such as Cross Park 
or other parks. This may be a better option given Roleystone already has a considerable 
amount of POS based on its low residential density of R5. The City has included a Condition 
in the Restricted Use that notes “A Public Open Space contribution to be negotiated between 
the landowner / developer and the City”. The Condition does not tie down an amount nor 
does it state whether it is a land or cash-in-lieu contribution, allowing the matter to be 
addressed in detail at a later stage. 
 
Recommendation 
 
That the issue is supported in part.  
 
Issue 2 – Object as the density is too high. 
 
Comment 
 
Some submissions indicated that the density would be too high and out of character with the 
area. Whilst a final density is not known at this point as it depends on a number of factors, it is 
true that if approved a development on the site would be a higher density than the surrounding 
residential area, which is usually one of the main aims of aged person’s accommodation – 
smaller units with less land to manage. In addition, both R5 and R12.5 (and even R12.5 with a 
one-third reduction of the required R12.5 site area per dwelling, should that scenario 
eventuate) would be considered low density in terms of the Residential Design Codes of 
Western Australia (RD-Codes). Several submissions expressed concerns at the precedent this 
would create for higher density development elsewhere in Roleystone. Precedent only applies 
where there is a very similar set of circumstances. Council supported the initiation of this 
Scheme amendment as it had sound planning grounds to do so. It would be difficult for a 
developer to recreate such a particular set of circumstances.  
 



DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 50 21 MAY 2012 
COMMITTEE - Scheme Amendments & Structure Plans 
 

 

Recommendation 
 
That the issue is not supported.  
 
Issue 3 – Object as Roleystone already has senior’s accommodation. 
 
Comment 
 
Whilst it is true Roleystone already has some Aged Person’s units at the Hillandale facility, 
these are at capacity and more are needed. Roleystone has an aging population with some 
residents looking to downsize from the large residential lots (i.e. 2000m² plus), and the provision 
of further aged care facilities will allow people to remain in the area. Many submissions 
indicated that there was a need for Aged Person’s Housing (refer to Issue 7), which is a 
discretionary (and appropriate) use within the Residential zone. Council’s stance of supporting 
the initiation of this amendment was to increase the supply of aged housing in Roleystone. 
 
Recommendation 
 
That the issue is not supported.  
 
Issue 4 – Object as development will mean increased traffic. 
 
Comment 
 
The primary school traffic will no longer frequent the immediate area and would be replaced 
with traffic associated with an aged person’s development. Whilst no figures have been 
submitted, a primary school is a much higher impact use than an aged person’s development, as 
it has peak periods and high parking demand based on the number of staff and students. With an 
aged person’s development, the trips generated will be less than the school but spread across the 
day, making them less noticeable.  
 
Recommendation 
 
That the issue is not supported. 
 
Issue 5 – Inclusion of Men’s Shed / Community Garden site. 
 
Comment 
 
Community Services have had extensive contact with Roleystone community members who are 
looking to find a suitable site for a Men’s Shed / community garden in the area. Whilst that 
group’s first preference would be to locate the facility on Cross Park, the proximity of the 
subject site makes it a viable second option from their point of view. It has been suggested that 
the use would be compatible with an aged person’s complex, providing a communal activity 
focal point.  
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It is noted that whilst a Community Purpose land use would be able to be considered in the 
Residential zone if the site is rezoned, there is no statutory obligation on the current (or any 
future) landowner to provide the required land. The group has negotiated a short term lease with 
the DoE to locate in some of the unused school buildings at present, and may be able to liaise 
with whoever purchases the land to arrange a further agreement for a portion of the site or not. 
Whilst this is somewhat beyond the City’s control, the City acknowledges the importance of the 
role such facilities play in communities and will continue to provide assistance to find a suitable 
location. 
 
Recommendation 
 
That the issue is noted.  
 
Issue 6 – Recognition of the former Primary School Site as part of development. 
 
Comment 
 
A number of submissions requested recognition of the site’s history through a plaque (or 
similar) recognising the former Primary School. Whilst the site is not included in the City’s 
Municipal Heritage Inventory, such a plaque could be accommodated as part of any 
redevelopment of the site, via a condition of development approval, or the City could request the 
landowner to provide such a plaque. 
 
Recommendation 
 
That the issue is supported.  
 
Issue 7 – Support the development of the site for Aged Person’s Accommodation. 
 
Comment 
 
121 submissions, or 64.7% of the total received, indicated their support for a future Aged 
Person’s development on the site. The submissions cited a range of issues for this support, from 
needing to downsize to a smaller property whilst wanting to remain in the area, to the site’s 
location near the Local Centre, bus route and Cross Park. These factors are part of the reason 
Council viewed the site as suitable for Aged Person’s Accommodation and advised State Land 
Services that a rezoning should consider this option a priority.  
 
Recommendation 
 
That the issue is supported.  
 
Issue 8 – Object as the oval and surrounding bushland is a community asset, used for 
community events. 
 
Comment 
 
The use of the site has been at the behest of the Department of Education. Whilst the 
community sees the land as their asset, ownership is vitally important. The land is not a City 
asset, though it facilitated a community use. It is in fact a state government asset that has been 
deemed surplus to requirements. 
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The City is aware that events take place on the school oval and that Cross Park is utilised for 
organised sport. It is acknowledged that these events have taken place on land owned by the 
Department of Education, not on land that is within the City’s control. If Council opt to take 
cash-in-lieu of the public open space contribution land for the site, future events would need to 
be relocated, perhaps to the high school, unless agreed to by the new owner.  
 
Recommendation 
 
That the issue is supported in part.  
 
Issue 9 – Form of development, size of units, nature of units (independent or high care), cost of 
units, management of units. 
 
Comment 
 
Some submissions provided comments on what was perceived as an appropriate form of 
development for an aged person’s complex, covering a range of issues from the number of 
bedrooms to appearance. The final form of development has not been determined (other than 
the rezoning catering for a senior’s development), as a comprehensive design for the site would 
only be submitted as part of a future application if the site is rezoned. 
 
One element that is already determined by statutory standards that would be applicable is size. 
Individual Aged Person’s Dwellings are limited by the Residential Design Codes to a 
maximum plot ratio area of 100m². This can include whatever design layout the developer 
prefers (i.e. number of bedrooms etc), but does not include parking areas or verandahs, patios 
etc.  
 
In respect of the nature of the units, several submissions queried whether the facility would be 
high care. The City believes it less likely the development would be proposed along these lines 
although it is possible. It is more likely that the development would be based around 
independent units to cater for those aged over 55 who still lead active lives. Cost of the units 
was also raised, however the City notes it cannot control how much the units are sold / rented 
for if the development does eventuate. 
 
Generally, based on similar developments, the units themselves would have a small private 
courtyard, but would be surrounded by communal grounds. The communal areas can include 
things like a common room, swimming pool, gardens or the like managed by a strata or 
management body that had control of maintenance issues. Some aged care providers also have 
a “live in” manager on site. 
 
Recommendation 
 
That the issue is noted.  
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Issue 10 – Impact on the character/amenity of the area. 
 
Comment 
 
The final form of development has not been determined, other than the rezoning catering for a 
senior’s development, though the City believes it likely it would be similar to Hillandale. If the 
development were to proceed, the City would require the retention of as many trees as is 
possible and safe given fire management requirements, and see that the development integrates 
well into its surrounds. The City does not believe the proposal will alter the quiet village aspect 
of Roleystone, rather it is providing alternate housing options for the older existing members of 
the community.  
 
Recommendation 
 
That the issue is supported in part. 
 
Restricted Use Table 
 
Discussions with aged care providers revealed that limiting the Restricted Use table to the 
specific land use “Aged or Dependant Person’s Dwellings” may be too restrictive. For 
example, one provider advised their model was based on the “Park Home Park” land use 
class and another on a Use Not Listed scenario where the development was simply described 
as a “Lifestyle Village”. As such, the City recommends amending the wording of the 
Restricted Use table from “Aged or Dependant Person’s Dwellings” to “a development 
catering for aged and/or dependent persons”. This should allow sufficient flexibility as to the 
form of land use when it comes to classifying it within the land uses defined by TPS No.4 
which will make the site more attractive to a prospective developer, whilst still ensuring the 
development is for aged persons. The following changes to the Restricted Use table are 
proposed: 
 
‘Restricted Use’ column: 
 
 Altered reference to “Aged and/or Dependent Persons' Dwellings” to “a development 

catering for aged and/or dependent persons”. 
 Added reference to “Park Home Park” being a discretionary land use within the 

Residential zone. 
 
‘Conditions’ column: 
 
 Altered reference to “Aged and/or Dependent Persons' Dwellings” to “a development 

catering for aged and/or dependent persons”. 
 Added a new Condition X.2 to prevent the establishment of a ‘Park Home Park’ at the 

base code of R5. Renumbered existing X.2-X.5 as X.3-X.6. 
 Altered X.4a) to refer to the definition of ‘Aged Persons’ as described within the 

Residential Design Codes of Western Australia. 
 Altered X.6 from “may impose Conditions on any development, subdivision and/or 

strata approval and shall require proposed developments to specifically address the 
following issues” to “may impose Conditions on any development, subdivision and/or 
strata approval to require”. 
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 Altered X.6b) from “A Public Open Space contribution to be negotiated between the 

landowner / developer and the City” to “The negotiation of a Public Open Space 
contribution between the landowner / developer and the City”. 

 Added a new X.6d) to allow the inclusion of a public access easement on any future 
approval issued. 

 
OPTIONS 
 
1. Council may adopt the amendment without modification and request that the Hon. 

Minister for Planning grant final approval to the amendment. 
 
2. Council may adopt the amendment with modifications and request that the Hon. 

Minister for Planning grant final approval to the amendment.  
 
3.  Council may resolve to not adopt the amendment giving reasons and request that the 

Hon. Minister for Planning refuse to approve the amendment. The Minister for 
Planning can grant final approval to the amendment or refuse it. 

 
CONCLUSION 
 
Whilst the Roleystone community has expressed many different views, there appears to be 
two viewpoints on whether the oval should be retained on site or not. It can be said of both 
those groups that the rezoning has been overwhelmingly supported. Of the 187 submissions 
received, 121 (or 64.7%) were in favour of the proposal. This many submissions indicating 
support for a proposal is unusual and not often seen.  
 
In very general terms, when the community agrees with a proposal, often no submissions are 
received, as it is not seen as necessary to raise concerns. It is generally only when a 
community disagrees or wishes to make comment on a proposal that a high number of 
submissions are received. The opposite is true here, and the City believes that the support is a 
clear indication of the work done to this point and that the end product (i.e. and aged person’s 
development) is something the community sees as critical. 
 
The main outstanding issue is the ability to retain more than 10% of the area for open space. 
While it is difficult to establish at this stage what a future developer may accept it would be 
appropriate to include provisions in the scheme to guide future development to maximise the 
possibility of protecting some of the trees and open areas, particularly where this would better 
facilitate effluent disposal and the achievement of a more desirable development. 
 
It is recommended that Council resolve to adopt the amendment with modifications in 
accordance with Option 2 above. 
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RECOMMEND 

That Council: 

1. Pursuant to Part 5 of the Planning and Development Act 2005 to adopt, 
with modification, Amendment No.61 to Town Planning Scheme No.4 
to: 

a) rezone Reserve 24458 (Lots 1352 and 3268) Robin Road, 
Roleystone from “Public Purpose - Primary School” to 
“Residential - Restricted Use No.X”;  

b) include a new entry within Schedule 3 - Restricted Uses in 
appropriate numerical order as follows: 

No. 
Description 

of Land 
Restricted Use Conditions 

X. Reserve 
24458 (Lots 
1352 and 
3268) Robin 
Road, 
Roleystone 

The Residential Zone 
(Restricted) acknowledges 
that the location and 
accessibility 
characteristics make this 
site suitable for a 
development catering for 
aged and/or dependent 
persons up to a maximum 
density as permitted 
under the Government 
Sewerage Policy.  

The following uses listed 
in the base Residential 
zone shall be uses that are 
Not Permitted ("X") in 
the Restricted Use Area: 

• Single Dwelling (other 
than for Aged or 
Dependent Persons 
Dwellings) 

•  Single Bedroom 
Dwelling (other than 
for Aged or Dependent 
Persons Dwellings) 

•  Grouped Dwelling 
(other than for Aged or 
Dependent Persons 
Dwellings) 

The following uses that 
are Not Permitted (X) in 
the Residential zone shall 
be uses that are 
discretionary (“D”) in the 
Restricted Use Area: 

•  Park Home Park 

X.1 All other permitted use 
classes listed in the base 
Residential zone shall be 
Discretionary (“D”) in the 
Restricted Use area. 

X.2 ‘Park Home Park’ shall 
only be considered as a 
discretionary land use 
where an application 
proposes to maximise the 
development potential of 
the site in accordance with 
Condition X.4. 

X.3 Reserve 24458 (Lots 1352 
and 3268) Robin Road, 
Roleystone being 
amalgamated prior to any 
approvals for development, 
subdivision or strata being 
issued. 

X.4 The base density of R5 
may be increased to R12.5, 
and the one-third 
reduction of the required 
R12.5 site area per 
dwelling applicable from 
the Residential Design 
Codes of Western 
Australia in respect of 
development catering for 
aged and/or dependant 
persons, may be applied in 
addition to the R12.5 
density subject to:  
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    a) The development 
catering for aged 
persons, as per the 
definition within the 
Residential Design 
Codes of Western 
Australia. 

 b) The provision of 
independent soil testing 
and a detailed 
geotechnical 
investigation that 
supports the design, 
construction and 
location of the proposed 
development and 
wastewater treatment 
facilities. 

 c) Approval from the 
Department of Health 
Western Australia (and 
if required the 
Economic Regulation 
Authority) and / or the 
City in respect of 
wastewater treatment 
facilities. 

 d) Submission and 
approval of a Detailed 
Area Plan (DAP) prior 
to any approvals for 
development, 
subdivision and / or 
strata being issued. 

X.5 The DAP referred to in the 
previous Condition shall 
address the following 
issues: 

 a) A common set of design 
principles in keeping 
with the area, including 
roof pitch, built form, 
building materials, 
fencing, tree retention 
and landscaping, 
setbacks, and privacy. 

 b) Vehicular access to be 
derived from Robin 
Road. 
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   X.6 The City may impose 
Conditions on any 
development, subdivision 
and/or strata approval to 
require:  

 a) The preparation and 
implementation of a 
Fire Management Plan 
for the site, including a 
specific requirement 
that all development 
shall be constructed to 
‘AS3959 – Construction 
of Buildings in Bushfire 
Prone Areas’ standards 
or superseded standard. 

 b) The negotiation of a 
Public Open Space 
contribution between 
the landowner / 
developer and the City. 

 c) The relocation and / or 
upgrade of stormwater 
drainage pipes on site as 
necessary at the 
landowner / developer’s 
cost. 

 d) The inclusion of a 
Public Access Easement 
on the Certificate of 
Title allowing for 
occasional public access 
to, and use of, the 
western portion of the 
site that includes the 
oval and substantial 
vegetation. 

 
 
  c) amend the Scheme Maps accordingly. 
 
2. Authorise the Mayor and Chief Executive Officer to execute the 

Amendment documents. 
 
3. Forward the amendment documentation to the Western Australian 

Planning Commission for its consideration and requests the Hon 
Minister for Planning and Infrastructure grant final approval to the 
amendment. 
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4. Endorse the comments made in this report regarding the submissions 

received on this scheme amendment for inclusion in the schedule of 
submissions to be forwarded to the Western Australian Planning 
Commission. 

 
5. Advise the submittors and the applicant of its decision. 
 
 
 

 

ATTACHMENTS 
1.  TPS No.4 - Amendment No.61 - Schedule Of Submissions  
2.  TPS No.4 - Amendment No.61 - Proposed Zoning Plan  
3.  Roleystone Primary - Concept Plan  
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3.2 - FINAL ADOPTION - AMENDMENT NO.65 - TOWN PLANNING SCHEME NO.4: 
DELETION OF 'ADVERTISEMENT' FROM THE USE CLASS ZONING TABLE AND 
MODIFICATIONS TO SCHEDULE 5 'EXEMPTED ADVERTISEMENTS'  
    
 

WARD 
 

: ALL 

FILE No. 
 

: M/255/12 

DATE 
 

: 9 May 2012 

REF 
 

: ASC 

RESPONSIBLE 
MANAGER 
 

: EDDS  

APPLICANT 
 

: City of Armadale  

LANDOWNER 
 

: N/A  

SUBJECT LAND 
 

: N/A  

ZONING 
MRS /  
TPS No.4 

: 
 
 

N/A  

 
Tabled Items 
 
Nil. 

In Brief: 

 At its meeting on 14 November 2011, Council 
initiated an amendment to the Town Planning 
Scheme No.4, by deleting ‘Advertisement’ 
from the Use Class Zoning Table and to 
modify Schedule 5 ‘Exempted 
Advertisements’ relating to ‘Property 
Transactions’ and ‘Display Homes’.  

 The amendment was advertised for public 
comment for 42 days and attracted 3 
submissions in support.  

 Council is required to consider the 
submissions received during the advertising 
period and the amendment for final adoption.  

 The proposal should be supported as it is 
consistent with the aims of Town Planning 
Scheme No.4 and seeks to resolve current 
compliance issues surrounding the display of 
real estate signs in the City.  

 Recommend that Council adopt the 
amendment with modifications and request 
that the Hon Minister for Planning grant final 
approval to the amendment.  

 

 

Officer Interest Declaration 
 
Nil. 
 
Strategic Implications 
 
2.1 Long term planning and development that is guided by a balance between economic, 

social and environmental objectives. 
2.1.1 Review, update and implement the City’s Town Planning Scheme, taking into account 

the Local Biodiversity Strategy and other environmental considerations.  
2.4 Attractive and user-friendly streetscape and open spaces. 
 
Legislation Implications 
 
Planning and Development Act 2005 
Metropolitan Region Scheme 
Town Planning Scheme (TPS) No.4 
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Council Policy/Local Law Implications 
 
Local Planning Strategy 2005 
PLN 4.2 Signage (Advertisements)  
Local Laws relating to Signs, Hoardings and Bill Posting 1965  
 
Budget/Financial Implications 
 
Nil. 
 
Consultation 
 
 Planning Services.  
 The Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) advised that the amendment did not 

warrant an environmental assessment. 
 The WAPC’s consent to advertise the amendment was not required. 
 Advertised for public comment for 42 days, including local real estate agents.  
 
BACKGROUND 

At its meeting of November 2011, Council initiated an amendment No.65 to Town Planning 
Scheme No.4 (D86/11/11): 

1. To delete the use ‘Advertisement’ and Notation 1 from the Use Class Zoning Table, 
and; 

2. Modify Schedule 5 ‘Exempted Advertisements’ relating to ‘Property Transactions’ and 
‘Display Homes’.  

1.  ‘Advertisement’ in the Use Class Zoning Table 

The deletion of ‘Advertisement’ from the Use Class Zoning Table (and associated 
Notation 1) was considered appropriate as ‘Advertisement’ is not a land use, and 
therefore is considered confusing and misleading to include it within the Use Class 
Zoning Table. Advertising is also covered by existing clauses in the Scheme (Clause 
9.1.2) which provides clear instruction of when signage requires a planning application 
without the need to include it as a land use in the Use Class Zoning Table.  

2.  Schedule 5 – ‘Exempted Advertisements’  

Modifications were made to Schedule 5 ‘Exempted Advertisements’ in relation to 
‘Property Transactions’ and ‘Display Homes’ in order to clearly define and update what 
signs are permitted without planning approval. This was to address current issues such 
as the placement of real estate signs outside the property boundary as well as the 
number erected per property. One of the main modifications made was to allow the 
placement of real estate signs in the road reserve, meeting certain criteria. Currently 
real estate signs are not permitted to be located in road reserves. 

The other main modification came under ‘Display Homes’ which was to allow one 
portable sign for the hours in which the home is open for display, subject to the same 
conditions as per Property Transaction signs in Schedule 5. This allows companies the 
ability to provide these signs in a manner that is not considered to be problematic, and 
provides clear conditions which can be regulated.  
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DETAILS OF PROPOSAL 
 
This report proposes the final adoption of a scheme amendment to Town Planning Scheme 
No.4 by:  
 
1. Deleting the use ‘Advertisement’ and Notation 1 from the Use Class Zoning Table, 

and; 
2. Amending Schedule 5 ‘Exempted Advertisements’ relating to ‘Property Transactions’ 

and ‘Display Homes’. 
 
Public Advertising of the Amendment 
 
The proposed amendment was advertised for 42 days, closing on 28 March 2012. This 
advertising was carried out by way of notification to relevant Government agencies, letters 
sent to real estate agents and display home companies operating in the Armadale area, 
advertisements in the “West Australian” newspaper, as well as being available on the Out for 
Comment section on the City’s website. A total of 3 submissions were received.  
 
Total No. of submissions received : 3 
No. of submissions of conditional support/no objection : 3 
No. of submissions of objection : 0 
 
No comments were provided from the 3 submissions.  
 
Modifications following Advertising  
 
Modifications were made to Schedule 5 following a further review after the advertising 
period closed. These modifications have not changed what signs are exempt from planning 
approval, but rather minor alterations have been made in order to clarify the meaning and 
intent of the provisions. 
 
Modifications to the advertised version of Schedule 5 ‘Exempted Advertisements’ are 
outlined in the table below. Additions are in italics and deletions are in strike through. The 
current version of Schedule 5 in Town Planning Scheme No.4 is included in the 
Attachments of the Agenda.  
 

Land use and/or development Exempted Sign 
Maximum 

Size in Area 
Property Transactions. 
Advertisement signs 
displayed for the duration of the 
period over which property 
transactions are 
offered and negotiated as follows: 
(a) Dwellings  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
(a) One sign only per street frontage for each 

property relating to the sale, leasing or 
impending auction of the property at or 
upon which the sign is or the signs are 
displayed. The sign should be located on 
the property, however the sign may be 
permitted on the verge immediately 
adjacent to the property subject to 
satisfying the following requirements: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Each sign 
shall not 
exceed an 
area of 2m2 
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Land use and/or development Exempted Sign 
Maximum 

Size in Area 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(b) Multiple Dwellings, Shops, 

commercial and industrial 
properties 

 
(c) Large properties comprised 

of shopping centres, 
buildings in excess of four 
storeys and or rural 
properties in excess of 5 ha 
hectares.  

 The sign shall not obstruct any 
footpath, road, shared path or 
pedestrian movements.  

 The sign shall not obstruct sightlines 
to the satisfaction of the City. 

 The sign shall not be erected on or 
affixed to any natural feature, bridge, 
power or light pole, traffic sign or be 
attached to any other structural feature 
or affect any services. 

 The sign shall be securely fixed and 
maintained in a safe condition. 

 The ground area is to be reinstated to 
its original condition once the sign is 
removed.  

 
(b)  One sign as for (a) above. 
 
 
 
(c) One sign as for (a) above, but are not 

permitted on the verge unless 2m2 or less 
in area. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Each sign 
shall not 
exceed an 
area of 23m2 
 
Each sign 
shall not 
exceed an 
area of 10m2 

Display Homes. 
Advertisement signs 
displayed for the period over 
which homes are on display for 
public inspection. 

One sign only for each dwelling on display, 
erected on the property boundary. 

Or  

One sign for each group of dwellings 
displayed by a single project builder giving 
details of the project building company and 
details of the range of dwellings on display. 

(i) In addition, one portable sign advertising 
the display home is permitted during for 
the hours in which the property home is 
open for display only. The sign is 
permitted on the property or the verge 
immediately adjacent to the dwelling and 
is subject to satisfying the same 
conditions outlined under Property 
Transactions following requirements: 

The sign shall not obstruct any 
footpath, road, shared path or 
pedestrian movements.  

The sign shall not obstruct sightlines 
to the satisfaction of the City. 

The sign shall not be erected on or 
affixed to any natural feature, bridge, 
power or light pole, traffic sign, or 
any other structural feature or affect 
any services. 

2m2 
 
 
 

5m2 
 
 
 
 

0.2m2 
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COMMENTS  
 
A summary of the proposed minor modifications are outlined below: 
 
1.  Minor modifications have been made to the text including the addition of ‘in area’ to 

the current title ‘Maximum Size’, as well as ‘hectares’ being used rather than 
abbreviated.  

2. Minor modifications to refine the wording in some instances have occurred. This is 
particularly in regard to removing the word ‘only’ where it is not considered 
appropriate or of value.  

3. Under ‘Property Transactions’ for ‘(a) Grouped Dwellings’ further provisions to allow 
signs on the verge have been included. These include:  

 a. Signs on the verge shall not obstruct any road, shared path or pedestrian 
movements.  

 b. Signs shall not be erected on or affixed to power or light pole or traffic sign or 
affect any services.  

The inclusion of road, shared path and pedestrian movements to ‘the sign shall not 
obstruct any footpath’ was considered necessary since not all streets have footpaths. 
Therefore a sign may still have created an obstruction in some other way which would 
not have been covered in the outlined requirements.  

The word ‘affixed’ was also included in ‘the sign shall not be erected on…’ to make it 
explicitly clear where the signs are not allowed. ‘Power or light pole or traffic sign’ 
have also been explicitly mentioned for the same purpose.  

Also the word rural has been deleted to accommodate large signs on non-rural land in 
excess of 5 hectares and the size of signs for (b) has increased to from 2m2 to 3m2. 

4.  Under Display Homes, changes have been made in relation to portable signs. These 
changes are to clarify when a portable sign may or not be permitted. Under the 
advertised version of Schedule 5 portable signs were permitted on the verge subject to 
satisfying the same conditions outlined under Property Transactions. However it was 
determined that not all the same conditions are applicable to portable signs. Hence, the 
conditions of relevance have been outlined and the reference to Property Transactions 
removed.  
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OPTIONS 
 
1. Council may adopt the amendment and the modifications referred to above and request 

that the Hon Minister for Planning grant final approval to the amendment. 
 
2.  Council may adopt the amendment with or without modifications and request that the 

Hon Minister for Planning grant final approval to the amendment. 
 
3. Council may resolve to not adopt the amendment giving reasons and request that the 

Hon Minister for Planning refuse to approve the amendment. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
The amendment proposes to delete ‘Advertisement’ from the Zoning Table and associated 
Notation 1. The use ‘Advertisement’ within the Zoning Table is not required and removing it 
will avoid uncertainty and confusion in its interpretation as a land use.  
 
The amendments to Schedule 5 ‘Exempted Advertisements’, for sections ‘Property 
Transactions’ and ‘Display Homes’, has clarified when these signs should be permitted 
without planning approval in order to address the current concerns surrounding real estate 
signs in the City. This is particularly in regards to for sale signs being and one portable 
display home sign being allowed on the verge satisfying the outlined requirements.  
  
No submission of objection was received during the advertising period. Modifications are 
relatively and merely provide further clarification of the meaning and intent of the provisions. 
Therefore it is recommended that Council resolve to adopt the amendment with modifications 
in accordance with Option 1 above. 
 
 

RECOMMEND 

That Council: 
 
1. Pursuant to Part 5 of the Planning and Development Act 2005 to adopt, 

with modifications, Amendment No.65 to Town Planning Scheme No.4 
to: 

 
a) Deleting the use ‘Advertisement’ and Notation 1 from the Use 

Class Zoning Table, and; 
 

b) Amending Schedule 5 ‘Exempted Advertisements’ relating to 
‘Property Transactions’ and ‘Display Homes’ as follows: 

 
Land use and/or 

development 
Exempted Sign 

Maximum Size 
in Area 

Property 
Transactions. 
Advertisement signs 
displayed for the 
duration of the period 
over which property 
transactions are 
offered and negotiated 
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as follows: 
(a) Dwellings  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(b) Multiple 

Dwellings, Shops, 
commercial and 
industrial 
properties. 

 
(c) Large properties 

comprised of 
shopping centres, 
buildings in excess 
of four storeys or 
properties in 
excess of 5 
hectares.  

 

 
(a) One sign per street frontage for 

each property relating to the sale, 
leasing or impending auction of 
the property at or upon which the 
sign is or the signs are displayed. 
The sign should be located on the 
property, however the sign may 
be permitted on the verge 
immediately adjacent to the 
property subject to satisfying the 
following requirements: 

 
 The sign shall not obstruct 

any footpath, road, shared 
path or pedestrian 
movements.  

 The sign shall not obstruct 
sightlines to the satisfaction of 
the City. 

 The sign shall not be erected 
on or affixed to any natural 
feature, bridge, power or light 
pole, traffic sign or any other 
structural feature or affect 
any services. 

 The sign shall be securely 
fixed and maintained in a safe 
condition. 

 The ground area is to be 
reinstated to its original 
condition once the sign is 
removed.  

 
 
(b) One sign as (a) above. 
 
 
 
 
 
(c)  One sign as (a) above, but are not 

permitted on the verge unless 2m2 
or less in area. 

 
Each sign shall 
not exceed an 
area of 2m2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Each sign shall 
not exceed an 
area of 3m2 
 
 
 
Each sign shall 
not exceed an 
area of 10m2 

Display Homes. 
Advertisement signs 
displayed for the 
period over which 
homes are on display 
for public inspection. 

One sign only for each dwelling on 
display, erected on the property 
boundary. 

Or  

One sign for each group of dwellings 

2m2 
 
 
 
 

5m2 
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displayed by a single project builder 
giving details of the project building 
company and details of the range of 
dwellings on display. 

(i) In addition, one portable sign 
advertising the display home is 
permitted during the hours in 
which the property is open for 
display. The sign is permitted on 
the property or the verge 
immediately adjacent to the 
dwelling and is subject to 
satisfying the following 
requirements: 

The sign shall not obstruct 
any footpath, road, shared 
path or pedestrian 
movements.  

The sign shall not obstruct 
sightlines to the satisfaction of 
the City. 

The sign shall not be erected 
on or affixed to any natural 
feature, bridge, power or light 
pole, traffic sign, or any other 
structural feature. 

 
 
 
 
 

0.2m2 

 
2. Authorise the Mayor and Chief Executive Officer to execute the 

Amendment documents. 
 
3. Forward the amendment documentation to the Western Australian 

Planning Commission for its consideration and requests the Hon 
Minister for Planning grant final approval to the amendment. 

 
4. Endorse the comments made in this report regarding the submissions 

received on this scheme amendment for inclusion in the schedule of 
submissions to be forwarded to the Western Australian Planning 
Commission. 

 
5. Advise the submittors and the applicant of its decision. 
 

 

ATTACHMENTS 
1.  TPS No.5 - Current Schedule 5  
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COUNCILLORS’ ITEMS 
 
To be considered. 
 
 
 
 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR DEVELOPMENT SERVICES REPORT 
 

5.1 - PUBLIC OPEN SPACE STRATEGY - PRECINCT A - FINALISATION OF LAND 
SALES  
    
 

Council is advised that the final Public Open Space Strategy (POS Strategy) land sale within 
Precinct “A” of the POS Strategy has occurred. This land sale relates to Lot 98 (formerly Lot 
2647) Pindari Court, Kelmscott. Precinct “A” is located in the north of the municipality and 
contains the locality of Westfield and a portion of the locality of Kelmscott. It is generally 
bounded by the Perth-Armadale railway line to the east, Lake Road to the north-west and 
Champion Drive to the south. A small portion of older, rural-residential lots adjacent to 
Wright Lake at the northern point of the area is also included in the Precinct.  
 
Refer to the POS Strategy Precinct plan included in the Attachments of the Agenda. 
 
The sale of Lot 98 (Formerly Lot 2647) Pindari Court, Kelmscott occurred by way of Private 
Treaty as per the requirements of Section 3.58(3) of the Local Government Act, 1995. The 
offer was accepted by the Chief Executive Officer as per Delegation No.22. The details of the 
disposition are as follows:  
 
 Stage 1, Coastal Plain North 1 – Precinct A: Lot 98 Pindari Court, Kelmscott;  
 Council adopted the Business Plan at its meeting of 15th October 2007 (CS84/10/07);  
 Buyer(s) – P.V. and G.J. Walling: Accepted Offer = $215,000 (Inc. GST);   
 The City’s consideration of the offer was advertised in the Comment News between 13th 

December until 3rd January 2012. No submissions were received;  
 The CEO accepted the offer on 23rd January 2012; and  
 Settlement took effect on 7th May 2012.  
 
The Public Open Space Working Group (POSWG) is currently working on draft reserve 
upgrade proposals for Precinct’s B and O of the POS Strategy. The POSWG aims to initiate 
investigations into draft reserve upgrade proposals for Precinct A between July – September 
2012 for Council’s consideration in late 2012.   
 
 

ATTACHMENTS 
1.  POS Strategy Precinct Plan  
   
 
 
  
 

MEETING DECLARED CLOSED AT ___________ 
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SUMMARY OF “A” ATTACHMENTS 
  

ATT 
NO. SUBJECT PAGE

1.1 STATE ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL REVIEW - PROPOSED OFFICE BUILDING, 
LOTS 31 AND 32 (43 AND 45) WILLIAM STREET, ARMADALE 

1.1.1 Original Site Plan - Lot 31 & 32 William St 69 

1.1.2 Amended Site Plan - Lot 31 & 32 William St 70 

1.1.3 Elevation Plan 1 - Lots 31 & 32 William St 71 

1.1.4 Elevation Plan 2 - Lots 31 & 32 William St 72 

1.1.5 Elevation Plan 3 - Lots 31 & 32 William St 73 

1.1.6 External Colour Scheme - Lot 31 & 32 William St 74 

1.1.7 Parking - Lot 31 & 32 William St 75 

3.1 FINAL ADOPTION - AMENDMENT NO.61 - TOWN PLANNING SCHEME NO.4 - 
REZONING OF RESERVE 24458 ROBIN ROAD, ROLEYSTONE 

3.1.1 TPS No.4 - Amendment No.61 - Schedule Of Submissions 76 

3.1.2 TPS No.4 - Amendment No.61 - Proposed Zoning Plan 128 

3.1.3 Roleystone Primary - Concept Plan 129 

3.2 FINAL ADOPTION - AMENDMENT NO.65 - TOWN PLANNING SCHEME NO.4: 
DELETION OF 'ADVERTISEMENT' FROM THE USE CLASS ZONING TABLE AND 
MODIFICATIONS TO SCHEDULE 5 'EXEMPTED ADVERTISEMENTS'  

3.2.1 TPS No.5 - Current Schedule 5 130 

5.1 PUBLIC OPEN SPACE STRATEGY - PRECINCT A - FINALISATION OF LAND 
SALES  

5.1.1 POS Strategy Precinct Plan 131 
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