
 

 

CITY OF ARMADALE 
 

MINUTES 
 

 

OF DEVELOPMENT SERVICES COMMITTEE HELD IN THE COMMITTEE 

ROOM, ADMINISTRATION CENTRE, 7 ORCHARD AVENUE, ARMADALE ON 

TUESDAY, 8 OCTOBER 2019 AT 7PM. 

 

  

 

 

 

PRESENT: Cr D M Shaw (Chair)  

Cr C M Wielinga  (Deputy Chair) 

Cr K Busby 

Cr M Geary 

Cr L Sargeson 

Cr M Silver 

Cr H A Zelones OAM JP 

 

APOLOGIES:   Nil 

 

 

 

OBSERVERS: Cr G J Smith  

 Cr J H Munn CMC (7.00pm to 8.37pm) 

  Cr C A Campbell JP (7.03pm to 8.37pm) 

 Cr C Frost (7.03pm to 9.36pm) 

 Cr R Butterfield (7.03pm to 9.36pm) 

 

 

IN ATTENDANCE: Ms J Abbiss Chief Executive Officer 

 Mr P Sanders Executive Director Development Services  

 Mr S Famiano Executive Manager Development Services  

Mr G Dine Health Services Manager 

Mrs N Cranfield Executive Assistant Development Services 

 

 

PUBLIC: 8 

 

 

 

 
“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 was read.  

 

 

Cr C Frost, Cr R Butterfield and Cr C A Campbell JP attended the meeting at 7.03pm. 

 

 

 

DECLARATION OF MEMBERS’ INTERESTS 

Nil. 

 

 

 

CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES 

 

RECOMMEND 

 

Minutes of the Development Services Committee Meeting held on 17 September 2019 

be confirmed. 

Moved Cr Sargeson 

MOTION CARRIED  (7/0) 
  

 

 

 

ITEMS REFERRED FROM INFORMATION BULLETIN 

Committee noted the information and no further items were raised for discussion and/or 

further report purposes. 
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PUBLIC QUESTION TIME - 7.03 PM 

Mr B Longhurst - 30 Observation Circle, Bedfordale 

 

1. My wife and I have had ongoing problems within our property. When our house was to 

be built the officer in charge at the time made us leave a 3-metre gap along the fence 

line (fire access), then our septic drainage system had to be built up so as not to 

interfere with the water flow problems occurring on these blocks, we had to move our 

house from the centre of the block, build a large retaining wall and bring in truckloads 

of sand to meet the Council requirements which included a 3 metres clearance to the 

fence line, retaining wall around sewerage and a leach drain systems, 1.2 metres of 

clean sand below our leach drain and 3 metres of sand around it to stop any possibility 

of any water escaping the system. Why are we continually doing all this as per Council 

requirements when the uphill neighbour has done nothing and is causing effluent to 

flow across onto our property? 

 

The Health Services Manager advised that a number of the requirements are standard 

statutory requirements, often from State legislation. The Health Services Manager 

further advised that the City’s Health Services Department is aware of the complaint 

about stormwater and allegations regarding the neighbour’s septic system and that the 

issues had been investigated on several occasions by the City. Samples were collected 

for analysis on 3 separate occasions by the City and results showed extremely low 

bacteriological counts, which were inconclusive for sewage water. The results were 

also sent to Department of Health WA for comments and they advised that the results 

were inconclusive. The Executive Director Development Services advised that Health 

Services have initiated a new investigation following a request from Mr Longhurst. 

 

Chair responded that the matter in question would be further investigated by the City’s 

officers and responded to in writing in due course. 

 

2. Our house was built before the properties either side of us and we were told to keep the 

trees and level areas to reduce runoff to our lower neighbour. About a year after we had 

moved in, we received a letter with an attached plan from Council who had 

commissioned ‘Essential Environmental’ to prepare a stormwater plan. The plan 

showed an open drainage trench running between our house and the shed that was 

constructed at the same time. I quickly went to the Council office to complain about the 

plan and was simply told it’s only a suggestion. Since the uphill block has been 

developed and built up by excessive amounts of material left from site works never 

taken away and trees removed, our yard gets flooded by the uphill neighbours with an 

open trench flowing into our block at two points channelling all their stormwater into 

our property. Why would the Council commission a third party to design a stormwater 

plan that places an open trench between an existing house and a 3-car shed that has 

already been approved and built? 

 

Chair responded that typically at the time of subdivision approval, Local Water 

Management Plans and Urban Water Management Plans are prepared and assessed by 

the City’s Technical Services but when the property is developed the City may 

commission a third party to address issues such as water run-off. 
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The Executive Director Development Services advised that Observation Circle has a 

very long history of various engineering consultants’ reports, and investigations 

through structure planning and engineering design approvals and as Committee would 

be aware from the discussion at the City Strategy Committee last night, the City’s 

Technical Services has had to fix a number of elements of the drainage system which 

were deficient and/or not implemented by the developer’s works appropriately. As part 

of those designs, the City’s Technical Services had coordinated investigations and 

engagement with landowners to resolve these issues. The City would investigate the 

matter further and provide a written response. 

 

Chair further responded that the matter in question would be investigated by the City’s 

officers and responded to in writing in due course. 

 

PUBLIC QUESTION TIME CLOSED AT 7.11 

 

DEPUTATIONS 

 

1. MRA Referral - Electronic Billboard Advertising Sign -  

 Lot 9509 Armadale Road and Lot 9550 Alex Wood Drive, Forrestdale 

Mr Elton Swarts (Client for Mr Paul Kotsoglo, Planning Solutions) addressed the 

Committee at 7.12pm and provided the following main comments in regard to the 

application – 

 - Advised of 20 years prefunded original studies by LandCorp and the City of 

Armadale for the ceded Forrestdale Business Park. 

 - The aim of the sign is to source large tenants and to ensure businesses are given 

adequate advertising exposure in the locality. 

 - The application seeks to create employment in the Forrestdale Business Park and 

improve the local employment rate. 

 - The proposed signage has been similarly used in the MRA’s Yagan Square in the 

Perth Central Business District. 

 - The proposed signage is supported by the Local Member for Armadale. 

 - The proposal is consistent with Vision and Objectives of the Authority’s 

Armadale Redevelopment Scheme No.2, including the Vision for Precinct 7 - 

Forrestdale Business Park East. 

 Chair thanked Mr Swarts for his attendance.  

 Deputation retired at 7.18pm. 

 

2. MRA Referral - Electronic Billboard Advertising Sign -  

 Lot 9509 Armadale Road and Lot 9550 Alex Wood Drive, Forrestdale 

Mr Paul Kotsoglo (Planning Consultant, Planning Solutions) addressed the Committee 

at 7.19pm and provided the following main comments in regard to the application – 

- Planning Solutions acts on behalf of the owners of the subject site and seeks 

approval for the proposed Electronic Billboard. 

- The report presented by the City's officers for consideration only briefly 

summarises and address the justification provided to support the proposed 

development. 

- The proposal involves electronic signage approximately 42m
2
 in area on top of 

an 8.6m pylon, visible from east and west along Armadale Road, and has been 

designed consistent with applicable MRWA policy and guidelines. 
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- The proposal is consistent with Vision and Objectives of the Authority’s 

Armadale Redevelopment Scheme No.2, including the Vision for Precinct 7 - 

Forrestdale Business Park East, the provisions and requirements of the 

Authority’s Armadale Redevelopment Area Development Policy 6 - Signage and 

the Vision, Principles and relevant provisions of the Forrestdale Business Park 

Design Guidelines.  

- The Road Safety Assessment confirms the proposal is consistent with the Main 

Roads WA Policy and Application Guidelines for Advertising Signs within and 

beyond State Road Reserves.  

 - The proposed development sign will activate the Forrestdale Business Park and 

promote local businesses, which will support local job creation and economic 

growth.  

 - Several examples of other signs were provided. 

Mr Kotsoglo thanked Committee and requested consideration to recommend approval to the 

MRA for the proposed electronic billboard sign. 

Mr Swarts and Mr Kotsoglo responded to questions from the Committee including local 

advertising, other similar signage approvals, light illumination and MRA Policy 

requirements and guidelines and agreement to a percentage of the sign being used for the 

City’s community messages regarding services and events. 

Chair thanked Mr Kotsoglo and Mr Swarts for their attendance.  

Deputation retired at 7.41pm. 

 

3. Structure Plan Recommendation to WAPC - Anstey Keane Urban Development 

 Precinct East, Forrestdale – Structure Plan and Developer Contribution Plan 

 

Mr Alf Lay (Group Manager, LWP Property Group on behalf of Dept of Communities) 

addressed the Committee at 7.42pm and provided the following main comments in 

regard to the application – 

- Commended the City’s officers for progressing the MRS Amendment, Local Town 

Planning Scheme Amendment, Structure Plans and Developer Contribution Plan 

in a collaborative way that will enable development to occur in the Anstey Keane 

Precinct.  

- Supported the officer’s recommendation for the Developer Contribution Plan 

including the recommendation that developers of the Anstey Keane Precinct only 

be responsible for upgrading Keane Road to a Residential standard and not an 

Industrial standard as sought by Development WA. Requested that the inclusion 

into the DCP of the cost to upgrade the ATCO Gas Main along Anstey Road, 

which was seen as critical to ensure the upgrade of the road and to ensure all 

landowners pay for this infrastructure.  

- Supported the officer’s recommendation for the Structure Plan, with the 

exception of the recommended 200m buffer from the Dampier to Bunbury Natural 

Gas Pipeline. Details were provided to support a reduction to 90m in accordance 

with WAPC’s Planning Bulletin. 

 Chair thanked Mr Lay for his attendance.  

 Deputation retired at 7.49pm. 
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4. Final Adoption - Amendment No.102 - DCP 4 Anstey Keane Precinct 

(Forrestdale) 

 

Mrs Rachel Chapman (Director, Taylor Burrell Barnett) addressed the Committee at 

7.50pm and provided the following main comments in regard to the application - 

 

- Recommended that the DCP be updated to include the cost associated with the 

upgrade of the ATCO Gas Main Pipeline running down Anstey Road. 

Justification was based on the upgrade being critical to the Anstey Road upgrade 

and is a common infrastructure cost and should be included in the DCP rather 

than levied solely on the first developer.  

- Discussed the need to include into the DCP the cost associated with the creation 

of the local road immediately behind the properties fronting Armadale Road. The 

road will enable landowners fronting Armadale Road to redevelop their 

properties and accordingly is a cost that should be shared by landowners.  

- The cost assumptions supporting the upgrade of Keane Road, should reflect an 

upgrade to Residential Standard with further upgrade to Industrial Standard 

being levied on the developers of the Forrestdale Business Park.  

- Discussed grant funding for the sports oval and building. It was requested that 

the possibility of grant funding be included in the DCP to help offset some of the 

cost worn by developers for providing this infrastructure. 

- Provided a summary document to Committee which included several requests, 

including requests that administration costs in the DCP reflect actual costs borne 

by the major developers in the preparation of the DCP and lots fronting 

Armadale Road be required to contribute towards POS in the broader Anstey 

Road Precinct. 

 

Councillors raised the question that if the ATCO Gas Pipeline was included in the DCP 

would it need to be re-advertised. Mrs Chapman responded that the broader landowner 

group she represents which includes Yolk Property Group, Cedar Woods and LWP and 

Department for Communities represent approximately 80% of the land area in the DCP 

area and all are in favour of including the ATCO Gas Main in the DCP.  Accordingly 

readvertising would not be necessary. 

 

 Chair thanked Mrs Chapman for her attendance.  

 Deputation retired at 8.07pm. 

 



 

 

 

CONTENTS 

 

 

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES COMMITTEE 

 

8 OCTOBER 2019 
 

 
                             
1. SIGNAGE 

1.1 MRA REFERRAL - ELECTRONIC BILLBOARD ADVERTISING SIGN - LOT 

9509 ARMADALE ROAD AND LOT 9550 ALEX WOOD DRIVE, FORRESTDALE ................8  

2. STRATEGIC PLANNING 

2.1 DESIGN WA - PROPOSED SPP 7.2 - PRECINCT DESIGN   ..................................................... 65 

2.2 HILBERT (DISTRICT CENTRE) ACTIVITY CENTRE STRUCTURE PLAN  ......................... 79 

2.3 STRUCTURE PLAN RECOMMENDATION TO WAPC - ANSTEY KEANE 

URBAN DEVELOPMENT PRECINCT EAST, FORRESTDALE ...............................................18            

3. SCHEME AMENDMENTS & STRUCTURE PLANS 

3.1 FINAL ADOPTION - AMENDMENT NO.102 - DEVELOPMENT CONTRIBUTION 

PLAN 4 ANSTEY KEANE PRECINCT (FORRESTDALE) ........................................................38    

4. MISCELLANEOUS 

4.1 RESPONSE TO PETITION RECEIVED REGARDING FENCING - 60 RAEBURN 

RD, ROLEYSTONE .......................................................................................................................95         

5. COUNCILLORS’ ITEMS 

5.1 30 OBSERVATION CIRCLE, BEDFORDALE ............................................................................ 98 

5.2 2020 WA HERITAGE AWARDS .................................................................................................. 98 

 

6. EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR DEVELOPMENT SERVICES REPORT 

6.1 WAPC UPDATE - ARMADALE STRATEGIC METROPOLITAN CITY CENTRE 

STRUCTURE PLAN  ..................................................................................................................... 99 

6.2 PRESENTATION – DEVELOPMENT SERVICES ....................................................................100  

  

 
SUMMARY OF ATTACHMENTS ........................................................................................................... 102  
                             



DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 8 8 OCTOBER 2019 

COMMITTEE – Signage COUNCIL MEETING 14 OCT 2019 

 

 

 

1.1 - MRA REFERRAL - ELECTRONIC BILLBOARD ADVERTISING SIGN - LOT 

9509 ARMADALE ROAD AND LOT 9550 ALEX WOOD DRIVE, FORRESTDALE 
    
 

WARD : All 

 
In Brief: 

The City received a Metropolitan 

Redevelopment Authority (MRA) 

referral on 6 September 2019 

requesting the City’s comments in 

accordance with Section 64 of the 

Metropolitan Redevelopment 

Authority Act 2011, regarding 

installation of an electronic 

billboard advertising sign (sign) to 

be located at Lot 9509 Armadale 

Road and Lot 9550 Alex Wood 

Drive, Forrestdale.  

The proposed sign does not meet 

Council’s Local Planning Policy 

Advertisements (Signage) (PLN 

4.2). 

Recommend that Council not 

support the application and advise 

the MRA accordingly.  

FILE No. 

 

:   - M/608/19 

APPLN NO. 

 

: 37.2019.89.1 

DATE 

 

: 25 Sept 2019 

REF 

 

: MC  

RESPONSIBLE 

MANAGER 

 

: EDDS 

APPLICANT 

 

: Planning Solutions 

LANDOWNER 

 

: Intrepid Bay Pty Ltd, 

Bushland Nominees Pty Ltd & 

Willbury Holdings Pty Ltd 

 

SUBJECT LAND 

 

: Lot 9509 2460m
2 

Lot 9550 7.37ha 

 

ZONING 

MRS/ 

TPS No.4 

 

: 

: 

 

MRA Scheme No.2 

 

 

Tabled Items 

Nil. 
 

Decision Type 
 

☐ Legislative The decision relates to general local government legislative functions such as 

adopting/changing local laws, town planning schemes, rates exemptions, City 

policies and delegations etc.  

☒ Executive The decision relates to the direction setting and oversight role of Council. 

☐ Quasi-judicial The decision directly affects a person’s rights or interests and requires Councillors 

at the time of making the decision to adhere to the principles of natural justice.  
 

Officer Interest Declaration 

Nil 
 

Strategic Implications 

2.2.1 Deliver attractive and functional streetscapes, open spaces, City buildings and 

facilities. 

2.2.2 Protect and enhance the character of the City’s spaces and places.  

2.5.1 Implement and administer the City’s Town Planning Scheme and Local Planning 

Strategy to deliver quality development outcomes.  
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Legislation Implications 

Planning and Development Act 2005 

Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015 

Town Planning Scheme (TPS) No. 4 

Strategic Community Plan 2016 – 2031 Version 2018 

Armadale Redevelopment Scheme 2 

Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority Development Policy 6 – Signage August 2017 

Forrestdale Business Park Design Guidelines March 2014 

Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority Act 2011 

 

Council Policy/Local Law Implications 

Local Planning Policy 4.2 Signage (Advertisements) (PLN 4.2) 

 

Budget/Financial Implications 

Nil 

 

Consultation 

1. City of Armadale Internal Business Units (DCU) 

 

It should be noted, for development applications received by the City which abut Main Roads 

WA (MRWA) roads, i.e. in this instance Armadale Road, Forrestdale, the City would refer 

the application to MRWA for comment.  

 

BACKGROUND 

 

The City first received an MRA referral on 26 May 2017 requesting the City’s comments in 

accordance with Section 64 of the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority Act 2011 

regarding installation of an electronic billboard advertising sign (sign) to be located at Lot 

9509 Armadale Road and Lot 9550 Alex Wood Drive, Forrestdale.  

 

The proposed sign did not meet PLN 4.2 and therefore the City recommended to the MRA 

that it did not support the initial application for the following reasons: 

1. Armadale Road is a ‘gateway’ road into the City, therefore signage of this form should 

be well considered. 

2. Road safety on this type of sign is still being tested by Main Roads WA, noting 

Armadale Road is 80kph. 

3. It was noted that an operator had not been secured for the proposed sign, therefore 

dimensions may change and the final form may increase or change significantly.  

4. The height and length of the sign did not comply with the discretionary development 

standard for pylon signs of PLN 4.2. 

5. The sign did not comply with the objectives, performance criteria and development 

standards of PLN 4.2. 

6. The City did not believe that the report supporting the application provided sound 

justification for this form of advertising and had little bearing on the current policy 

framework for the Forrestdale Business Park design guidelines.  

7. This form of signage could set an undesirable precedent and have long term impacts 

for the City and MRA on these forms of signs and future requests for their use. 
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The proposed sign was not supported by MRWA and did not meet MRA Policy 

requirements, accordingly the MRA issued their refusal of the signage application in October 

2017. A copy of the MRA’s decision is included in the attachments.  

 

The landowners of the site lodged a review of the MRA’s decision to the State 

Administrative Tribunal (SAT) where following meditation, the application was subsequently 

withdrawn by the landowners. Since then the landowners have liaised with elected members 

and officers of the City and the MRA to request a reconsideration of the proposal via a new 

application.  

 

DETAILS OF PROPOSAL 

 

On 6 September 2019, the City received a MRA referral requesting the City’s comments on a 

proposed electronic billboard sign proposed at the same property. The proposal remains the 

same as the original referral to the City in May 2017. The electronic billboard sign is to 

display third party advertising to motorists travelling along Armadale Road, Forrestdale.  

 

The sign measures an overall height of 12 metres and length of 12.7 metres, which will be 

two sided and addresses both westbound and eastbound traffic on Armadale Road, 

Forrestdale. Each signage panel has a face area of approximately 42m
2
. 

 

The sign’s content will relate to the products and services offered by local businesses in the 

area, including the Forrestdale Business Park, as well as within the broader Perth 

metropolitan area. Advertisements will be static images, not display any animations, moving 

graphics or flashing lights. The sign will operate 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. 

 

The applicant’s justification for the proposal is summarised below: 

 The proposal is consistent with Vision and Objectives of the Authority’s Armadale 

Redevelopment Scheme No.2, including the Vision for Precinct 7 - Forrestdale 

Business Park East. 

 The proposal is consistent with the provisions and requirements of the Authority’s 

Armadale Redevelopment Area Development Policy 6 - Signage. 

 The proposal is consistent with the Vision, Principles and relevant provisions of the 

Forrestdale Business Park Design Guidelines. 

 The Road Safety Assessment confirms the proposal is consistent with the Main Roads 

WA Policy and Application Guidelines for Advertising Signs within and beyond State 

Road Reserves. 

 The proposed development sign will activate the Forrestdale Business Park and 

promote local businesses, which will support local job creation and economic growth. 

 

COMMENT 
 

It should be noted for an application for development approval for signage submitted to the 

City, the City would require the following information: 

 Site plan clearly indicating the sign location and distances to boundaries. 

 Structural plan including: 

 Elevation drawings. 

 Materials. 

 Footing and connect details. 

 Dimensions i.e. height, width, depth, clearance to ground level. 
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 Artwork plan in colour including: 

 Graphic content of the sign.  

 Colours and typography style to be used in the sign including the height of the 

typography. 

 Superimposed images of where the sign will be located. 

 

The plans provided do not clearly show all of the above and in some instances the dimensions 

of the sign are conflicting, as outlined further in the ‘Analysis’ section of this report.  

 

Additionally, plans showing superimposed imagery would be beneficial to demonstrate 

potential impact to existing infrastructure and streetscape/landscaping. There are also 

inconsistencies with the detail provided for the setbacks on the plans provided. Therefore the 

City has, based on the information provided by the applicant, prepared its own plans with 

details of setbacks to all boundaries along with site inspection photos of the area to assist in 

describing the proposal.  

 

It is noted that the proposed sign is in the vicinity of a current fast food outlet (Hungry 

Jack’s) and a fuel outlet (Caltex) which both have their own individual signage. The proposed 

sign would block the view of existing pylon signs for east bound traffic along Armadale Road 

due to its close proximity and design style. 

 

ANALYSIS 

 

Local Planning Policy (PLN) 4.2 – Signage (Advertisements) 
 

The objective of the Signage Policy is to ensure that the erection and placement of signs in 

the City should not detract from the visual amenity and streetscape of the locality, and be 

compatible with the character of the buildings and localities in which they are erected.  

 

In addition, the policy provides a robust framework for regulating the design and placement 

of signage in the City of Armadale. The City supports the need for signage to promote a 

business or activity, but also supports the need for signage that does not adversely impact the 

amenity and streetscapes of the City and remains compatible with the design, character and 

use of buildings and places. The City’s signage requirements have operated effectively for a 

number of years.  

 

PYLON SIGN 

 

The proposed sign meets the definition of a “pylon sign” under PLN 4.2 which means: “a 

sign supported by one or more supports and not attached to a building and includes a 

detached sign framework supported by one or more support posts to which sign infill’s may 

be added. Includes a monolith sign (a pylon sign which is in filled from the ground level to 

the top of the sign to appear as a solid wall and where the supporting columns cannot be 

seen)”.  
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The following table provides an assessment against PLN 4.2 criteria. 

Policy Standard Proposed Variation 

Maximum height: 6.0m Overall height: 12.0m 

 

Height of pylon: 8.6m 

 

Two different heights noted 

on plans for the actual sign 

and signage panel: 

Sign: 3.4m  

Signage panel: 3.35m  

 

No detail provided on the 

materials of the sign to 

determine exact size. 

6.0m – does not 

comply. 

2.6m – does not 

comply. 

 

 

Maximum length across the face 

of the sign: 2.5m 

Two different lengths noted 

on plans for the actual sign 

and signage panel: 

Sign: 12.7m  

 

Signage panel: 12.66m  

 

No detail provided on the 

materials of the sign to 

determine exact size. 

 

 

 

10.2m – does not 

comply. 

10.1m – does not 

comply. 

 

 

Maximum width: 500mm Nil provided. Structural 

plans would provide this 

information.  

 

Minimum distance from any 

other pylon sign: 10m 

Plans demonstrate distance 

from: 

Hungry Jack’s: 31.4m 

Caltex: 50.6m 

 

 

Complies 

Complies 

One pylon sign per road frontage 

or one for every 50m of linear 

road frontage. 

31.4m to existing Hungry 

Jack’s pylon sign.  

Does not comply. 

 

OBJECTIVES OF POLICY 

 

The policy objectives are as follows:  

a. To ensure signage relates to the approved use taking place at the building or land on 

which it is located;  

b. To ensure signage does not adversely impact on the amenity and streetscapes of the 

City and is integrated with the surroundings; 

c. To ensure signage does not detract from the level of public safety; 

d. To ensure the colour, materials and general design of signage is compatible with the 

style, heritage values and character of a building and/or place (envisaged by the City 

or existing);  
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e. To ensure that the scale of a sign is appropriate to the size of buildings and lot 

frontages; 

f. To limit the number of signs at any one property and avoid the general clutter of 

signage along street frontages and/or on buildings;  

g. To ensure that where multiple signs are erected on a single building or at a single 

place, the style and form of such signage remains consistent; and  

h. To provide preferred development standards for signs in terms of illumination, area, 

dimensions, text, graphics and images etc.  

 

The sign does not comply with the above objectives as follows: 

1. Objective (a) specifies that signage should relate to the use taking place at the building 

or land the sign is located on. The proposed sign will display variable third party 

advertising intended to activate the Forrestdale Business Park and promote local 

businesses, emerging industries and community activities.  

2. Due to the size (12 metres is equal to a four (4)-storey building) and type of style, the 

sign will have an adverse impact on the amenity, streetscape and surroundings.  

3. The City is not satisfied that the sign won’t be confused with, or mistaken for an 

official traffic light or sign.  

4. The sign design is not compatible with the style, character or place of the proposed 

location or objective (b).  

5. There are already several pylon signs along this section of Armadale Road, Forrestdale 

and the full frontage along Armadale Road is yet to be developed. Therefore, more 

signage will be proposed as development occurs. General clutter of signage along street 

frontages should be avoided.  

 

SIGNAGE PEFORMANCE CRITERIA 

  

There are a number of performance criteria outlined in PLN 4.2 as follows: 

a. avoid clutter or the need for multiple inconsistent and adhoc signs on buildings and 

along street frontages; 

b. provide signage that is in keeping with the form, scale and character of a building and 

the locality; 

c. incorporate signage into the overall design of a building; 

d. provide signage which is related to the approved use/s taking place at the land or 

building on which it is located; 

e. provide signage which does not cause a nuisance (e.g. light spillage or obstruction of 

views of significance); and 

f. provide signage that does not create public safety concerns, cause driver distraction or 

confusion or obstruct sightlines or accesses for vehicles or pedestrians.  

 

The sign does not meet the above criteria, as signage should enhance the streetscapes, the 

amenity, be in keeping with the locality and not create public safety concerns or driver 

distraction.  
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SIGN DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

 

Additionally, clause 4.2 of PLN 4.2, states no sign shall: 

a. be constructed of glass, unless it is part of an illuminating globe or tube; 

b. be constructed of readily combustible material (including paper, cardboard or cloth), 

except as part of a banner, flag or poster securely fixed to a signboard or other 

structure; 

c. likely to be confused with, or mistaken for, an official traffic light or sign, or so as to 

contravene the Road Traffic Act 1974, or the Road Traffic Regulations; 

d. not relate to the land use or occupancy of that land (i.e. advertising that promotes 

business or activities elsewhere or products or services names will not generally be 

permitted), unless otherwise specifically approved by the City (e.g. illuminated 

directional street signs); 

e. be located in a position where it will unreasonably or unsafely obstruct or obscure a 

view of significance or driver or pedestrian sight lines; 

f. be fully or partially projected, flashing or animated, moving or rotating; 

g. emit light of such intensity that it could, in the opinion of the City, create a traffic 

hazard or nuisance to the public;  

h. contain discriminatory or offensive material as determined by the City; or 

i. be detrimental to the general amenity or safety of an area. 

 

It should be noted that any control over the advertising content will be limited as the 

applicant has advised that the content displayed on the sign will advertise the broader Perth 

metropolitan area (i.e. third party advertising). This comment from the applicant is 

inconsistent with their description of the proposal. Such signs in other areas included 

advertising of TV Shows, non-local businesses, competitions etc. Therefore, the City would 

have limited control over the content and relevance of the signage.  

 

The City has for many years prided itself on its consistency and approach to signage 

throughout its municipality. Should such an application be supported, it will be in clear 

contrast to the above objectives, criteria and standards and it could have detrimental 

implications to future applications received, set an undesirable precedent and have long term 

impacts for the City and the MRA. The City considers Armadale Road as well as its 

Highways to be “gateway” roads into the City, therefore careful consideration needs to be 

given to reduce the proliferation of signs being erected along these roads.  

 

The City has attached photos of electronic billboard advertising on Leach Highway, Myaree 

to provide an actual example, particularly given that the applicant’s plans have limited 

information. These signs advertise for example anything from car sales, fast food restaurants, 

mobile phone products, car riding services to advertising the space of the sign itself for hire. 

 

One matter that is often overlooked with such signs is that in the long term the verge of 

Armadale Road will be vegetated with street trees like most major roads and the signage may 

impact on options for street trees in the future.  

 

The MRA’s previous decision and refusal reasons are included in the Attachments and 

remain valid in terms of the new application.  
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OPTIONS 
 

1. Council could advise the MRA that it does not support the application on the grounds 

that the sign does not comply with the requirements of Local Planning Policy PLN 4.2 

Advertisements (Signage).  

2. Council could advise the MRA that it supports that the MRA issue approval of the 

application subject to conditions and advice notes.  
 

CONCLUSION 
 

The proposed sign does not comply with the framework, objectives, and development 

standards of PLN 4.2 and will adversely impact on the amenity of the locality. In maintaining 

policy requirements, the sign would set an undesirable precedent for the remainder of the 

Forrestdale Business Park with the likelihood of other tenancies, businesses and commercial 

enterprises in the Forrestdale Business Park and broader City of Armadale area requesting the 

same types of signage.  
 

ATTACHMENTS 

1.⇩   Location Plan - Lot 9509 Armadale Rd and Lot 9550 Alex Wood Dr, Forrestdale  

2.⇩   CoA Aerial Plan - Lot 9509 Armadale Rd and Lot 9550 Alex Wood Dr, Forrestdale  

3.⇩   Applicant's Aerial Plan - Lot 9509 Armadale Rd and Lot 9550 Alex Wood Dr Forrestdale  

4.⇩   Applicant's Elevation, Locality, Sign Visibility Plan - Lot 9509 Armadale Rd and Lot 9550 

Alex Wood Dr, Forrestdale 
 

5.⇩   Photographs - Lot 9509 Armadale Rd and Lot 9550 Alex Wood Dr, Forrestdale  

6.⇩   MRA Development Application - Refusal to Undertake Development - Lot 9509 Armadale 

Rd and Lot 9550 Alex Wood Dr, Forrestdale 
 

7.⇩   MRA Development Application - Refusal Plan - Lot 9509 Armadale Rd and Lot 9550 Alex 

Wood Dr Forrestdale 
 

 

Officer’s Recommendation 

 

That Council: 

1. Advise the MRA (DevelopmentWA) it does not support the application for a proposed 

pylon sign at Lot 9509 Armadale Road and Lot 9550 Alex Wood Drive, Forrestdale for 

the following reasons: 

a) The sign does not comply with the Objectives of Local Planning Policy PLN 4.2 

Advertisements (Signage) and therefore is contrary to orderly and proper 

planning. 

 b) The sign does not relate to the use or development of the subject land and will 

create an undesirable precedent for other similar signs. 

 c) The bulk and scale of the sign is not in keeping with the locality and will have an 

adverse impact on the amenity, streetscape and locality. 

 d) The sign is a potential safety hazard to road users and may be confused with, or 

mistaken for an official traffic light or sign. 

 e) The sign design is not compatible with the style, character or place of the locality 

and other signage nearby and not in keeping with the character of the locality. 

 f) The sign would set an undesirable precedent and encourage similar signs along 

other prominent locations within the City. 
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Committee Discussion 
 

Committee discussed the City’s Signage Policy, upcoming review of the Signage Policy, MRA 

requirements, trends in signage, possible Community/Government messages, concerns over the 

type of advertising and whether types of advertising which be restricted (i.e. betting, non local 

businesses, television shows, etc.. ), location in an industrial area, lack of impact on any 

residential areas, size of the land and that other locations would not be suitable. 

 

The location of the signage was supported and was not viewed as likely to create a precedent for 

similar signage in the City, due to the unique location of the proposed signage including: 

 

 Along a Primary Regional Road - Armadale Road; 

 At the main entry to the Forrestdale Business Park East Industrial Estate with the ability 

to contribute towards the activation of the Forrestdale Business Park, a significant 

employment area for the City; 

 Ability to integration with adjoining existing and future development; 

 Frontage of the property to Armadale Road and likely impact on vegetation; 

 Being located a significant distance from any existing or future residential dwellings. 

 

Moved Cr H A Zelones, Seconded Cr K Busby 

Opposed Cr C M Wielinga 

 

That the Officer’s Recommendation be not adopted. 

 

MOTION CARRIED (6/1) 

 

RECOMMEND D60/10/19 

That Council: 

1. Advise the MRA (Development WA) of its support for the application for a 

proposed pylon sign at Lot 9509 Armadale Road & Lot 9550 Alex Wood Drive, 

Forrestdale, subject to the following conditions: 

a) The signage panels and structures shall be erected in accordance with the 

approved plans and no part of the sign is to protrude onto the road verge. 

b) The applicant shall be responsible for all maintenance, removal (within 24 

hours should any part of signage panels or structures be damaged), 

replacement and removal of graffiti (within 3 working days) and maintained 

to the satisfaction of the MRA. 

c) Transition time and sequencing of content displayed on the signage panels 

shall be in accordance with Main Roads WA ‘Policy and Application 

Guidelines for Advertising Signs Within and Beyond State Road Reserves’ 

January 2018. 

d) The signage panels and structures shall not interfere with the use of any 

pathway, cycle way, crossover or line of sight for vehicles and any street 

trees to the satisfaction of the MRA. 
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e) The signage advertisement shall include 10% of the allocated time for 

community messages.  

 Advice Note: 

 With regards to Condition C, compliance is required with Main Roads WA 

‘Policy and Application Guidelines for Advertising Signs Within and Beyond State 

Road Reserves’ January 2018 or such other legislation that may be in force from 

time to time. 

Moved Cr H A Zelones, Seconded Cr K Busby 

Opposed Cr C M Wielinga 

MOTION CARRIED  (6/1) 
   

 

 

Council resolved at its Ordinary Meeting on 14 October 2019 that Part (e) of Recommendation 

D60/10/19 be amended by deleting the words “for the City of Armadale”. 

 

 

Cr Campbell and Cr Munn retired from the meeting at 8.37pm. 
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2.3 - STRUCTURE PLAN RECOMMENDATION TO WAPC - ANSTEY KEANE URBAN 

DEVELOPMENT PRECINCT EAST, FORRESTDALE 
    
 

WARD 

 

: LAKE 
In Brief: 

LWP Property (joint venture partner with 

Department of Communities) prepared and 

lodged a Structure Plan for lots generally 

bounded by Anstey Rd, Keane Rd and 

Armadale Rd (excluding lots fronting 

Armadale Rd and Lots 43 and 44 Keane 

Road).  

The Structure Plan proposes Residential 

zoning (densities of R25 to R60), Industrial 

Business zoning and public open space. 

The Structure Plan was advertised for 

public and agency review for 28 days to 

24/05/2019, receiving 14 agency responses 

and 20 landowner comments. 

The Structure Plan is satisfactory for the 

purposes of the City’s recommendation to 

the WAPC, with outstanding issues capable 

of being addressed to the City’s satisfaction 

after the Structure Plan has been forwarded 

to the WAPC. 

Recommend that Council resolve to 

forward the Structure Plan to the WAPC, 

recommending final approval subject to 

modification.  

FILE No. 

 

: M/589/19 
 

DATE 

 

: 27 September 2019 

REF 

 

: AV  

RESPONSIBLE 

MANAGER 

 

: EDDS  

APPLICANT 

 

: CLE 

LANDOWNERS : Housing Authority; 

Water Corporation; 

C Indriolo; L Dunning; 

P&H Sugg; J&J Te 

Wierik, W&E Visser; V 

Chai & S Tang; R&F 

Lewandowski; W 

McDonald; Broadstairs 

Holdings Pty Ltd. 

 

ZONE/RESERVE :  

MRS  Urban 

TPS No.4  Public Purpose 

Reserve, Rural Living 

Zone (Council adopted 

Urban Development 

rezoning in February 

2019 via TPS No.4 

Amendment No.96) 
 

 

Tabled Items 

Nil. 

 

Decision Type 
 

☐ Legislative The decision relates to general local government legislative functions such as 

adopting/changing local laws, town planning schemes, rates exemptions, City 

policies and delegations etc.  

☐ Executive The decision relates to the direction setting and oversight role of Council. 

☒ Quasi-judicial The decision directly affects a person’s rights or interests and requires 

Councillors at the time of making the decision to adhere to the principles of 

natural justice.  
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Officer Interest Declaration 

Nil. 

 

Strategic Implications 

2.5.1 Implement and administer the City’s Town Planning scheme and Local Planning 

Strategy to deliver quality development outcomes 

2.5.1.3 Deliver key strategic planning projects and strategies 

 

Legislation Implications 

 Planning and Development Act 2005 

 Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015 

 Metropolitan Region Scheme 

 Town Planning Scheme No.4 

 Environmental Protection Act 1986 

 Dampier Bunbury Natural Gas Pipeline Act 1997 

 Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act (Commonwealth) 1999 

 

Regional Land Use Policy Implications: 

 Perth and Peel @ 3.5 million – South Metropolitan Peel sub-regional planning 

framework (2018) 

 Southern River / Forrestdale / Brookdale / Wungong District Structure Plan (2001) 

(‘2001 District Structure Plan’) 

 Green Growth Plan/Strategic Assessment of the Swan Coastal Plain (draft 2015) and 

currently on hold 

 Liveable Neighbourhoods (WAPC 2009; 2015 draft) 

 Arterial Drainage Scheme for Forrestdale Main Drain (ADSFMD) (2009) 

 Integrated Land and Water Management Plan (ILWMP) (2009) 

 

Council Policy/Local Law Implications 

Local Planning Strategy 2016 

Local Biodiversity Strategy 

PLN 2.6 Water Sensitive Design 

 

Budget/Financial Implications 

Common infrastructure costs, land acquisition costs and developer contributions will be 

equitably addressed under proposed Development Contribution Plan No.4 (‘DCP No.4’). 

DCP No.4 (Town Planning Scheme No.4 Amendment No.102) is will be presented to 

Council for adoption in a separate agenda report. 

 

Consultation 

1. Development Control Unit and City Directorates 

2. Adjoining/nearby landowners (Refer Confidential Submitter Plan) 

3. State Government Agencies and service providers (Refer Schedule of Submissions) 

 

Ongoing developer-City consultation occurs during Anstey Keane Planning and Liaison 

Group meetings comprised of active major landowner-developer groups, Department of 

Planning, Lands and Heritage and the City, held on an as-needed basis over the last two 

years. 
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BACKGROUND 

 

The proposed Structure Plan applies to 31 lots (inclusive of Water Corporation Bailey’s 

Branch Drain corridor) located within the triangular-shaped Anstey Keane Urban 

Development Precinct (‘AKUDP’), which is bounded by Armadale Rd to the south, Keane 

Rd and Forrestdale Business Park West to the north east, and Bush Forever Site No.342 to the 

north and north west. 

 

The following documents and decisions are relevant to the consideration and 

recommendation of the AKUDP East Structure Plan (‘Structure Plan’): 

 

Southern River / Forrestdale / Brookdale / Wungong District Structure Plan (2001) 

The WAPC’s 2001 District Structure Plan described the AKUDP as ‘Area 3’ (North of 

Forrestdale Lake) of its four development area nodes. Area 3 is generally identified for urban 

residential development with buffers to adjoining environmentally sensitive areas. Area 3 

also abuts, and is a logical extension of, subdivision and development in Piara Waters and 

Harrisdale (Area 2). The District Structure Plan also addressed later planning processes, 

water management, infrastructure contributions and District Structure Plan staging. Outcomes 

of the District Structure Plan process have been recognised by subsequent strategic planning 

decisions by the WAPC and Council. 

 

City of Armadale Local Planning Strategy (Approved December 2016) 

The City’s Local Planning Strategy 2016 identifies the AKUDP as an ‘Urban Development 

Area’. Action 3 of the Strategy relevantly states that the City will “Coordinate the assessment 

and processing of Structure Plans prepared by landowners where statutory land use change 

has been advanced through suitable Scheme Amendments”. The Strategy also refers back to 

the extensive studies and planning in the 2001 District Structure Plan to identify land suitable 

for land use change from rural to urban (subsequently confirmed in regional and local 

planning scheme amendments). 

 

Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment 1321/57 (Gazetted February 2018) 

Metropolitan Region Scheme (‘MRS’) Amendment 1321/57 proposed the rezoning of lots 

bounded by Anstey Rd, Keane Rd and Armadale Rd from Rural to Urban. Council 

considered a report on this proposed MRS Amendment at its meeting held on 27/09/2016, 

which outlined the environmental, servicing, staging, coordination and planning 

considerations relevant to the application. Council resolved to support WAPC initiation and 

advertising of this MRS Amendment and advise the proponent to continue liaising with the 

City in respect of future planning processes. 

 

Following initiation of MRS Amendment 1321/57, the WAPC referred the Amendment to the 

Environmental Protection Authority (‘EPA’) pursuant to the requirements of the 

Environmental Protection Act 1986 (‘EP Act’). While the EPA determined that the 

amendment should not be assessed under Part IV, Division 3, of the EP Act, it did provide 

advice on a number of environmental matters. These matters include flora, vegetation and 

terrestrial fauna (Southern River Vegetation Complex and Black Cockatoo habitat), inland 

waters environmental quality (Bailey’s Branch Drain), and social surroundings (Forrestdale 

Business Park industrial land use activities), with such issues to be addressed through 

subsequent planning stages. 



DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 23 8 OCTOBER 2019 

COMMITTEE - Strategic Planning COUNCIL MEETING 14 OCT 2019 

 

 

 

MRS Amendment 1321/57 commenced advertising in June 2017 and was ultimately gazetted 

on 18/02/2018. 

 

Perth and Peel@3.5 Million/Sub Regional Planning Framework (Finalised March 2018) 

The WAPC’s Perth and Peel @ 3.5 Million is a strategic plan to guide land use and 

infrastructure planning to the year 2050 and an anticipated metropolitan population of 3.5 

million people. The plan is accompanied by Sub Regional Planning Frameworks, with the 

City of Armadale located in the South Metropolitan Peel Sub Regional Planning Framework 

and the AKUDP identified as ‘Urban’ in recognition of its MRS ‘Urban’ zoning. 

 

Town Planning Scheme No.4 Amendment No.96 (Initiated May 2018) 

Town Planning Scheme No.4 (‘TPS No.4’) Amendment No.96 rezones/reclassifies land in 

the AKUDP from ‘General Rural’, ‘Rural Living’ and ‘Public Purpose Reserve’ to ‘Urban 

Development’, and introduces specific structure plan, subdivision and development 

provisions into Schedule 8 – Development (Structure Plan) Areas. Amendment No.96 was 

initiated by Council at its May 2018 meeting. The amendment excluded Lots 43 and 44 

Keane Road due to their environmental values (discussed later in this report). 

 

The Amendment ensures consistency between TPS No.4 and the MRS, and was required 

after the WAPC declined an applicant request to concurrently amend TPS No.4 upon gazettal 

of MRS Amendment 1321/57 under S.126 of the Planning and Development Act 2005. Both 

the City and the EPA considered that development, servicing, coordination and 

environmental issues required consideration through specific provisions of a TPS No.4 

Scheme Amendment, and therefore the City and the EPA did not support a concurrent S.126 

amendment. 

 

Council at its meeting held on 19/02/2019 resolved to grant final approval to TPS No.4 

Amendment No.96 without modification. The amendment remains under assessment by the 

Department of Planning, Land and Heritage, pending the WAPC’s recommendation to the 

Minister for Planning. Further discussion on the applicability of Amendment No.96 to the 

Structure Plan is included later in this report. 

 

Council Decision – Government Primary School and Active Senior-Sized Playing Field / 

Community Facility Locations (May 2018) 

The AKUDP is estimated to accommodate a future residential population of approximately 

4,000 people, for which the State Government requires Structure Planning to accommodate a 

site for a new Department of Education operated Primary School, for later government 

acquisition. The City also identified that the future residential population requires an Active 

Senior Sized Playing Field and Community Facility (‘ASSPF’) for the future AKUDP 

community.  

 

The City’s preferred ASSPF site requires identification in structure planning for location 

identification and later City acquisition (through a Development Contribution Plan). In order 

to identify a suitable site, and at the request of the then-WAPC Chairman for the City to 

determine facility locations, the City developed several potential site locations and undertook 

public consultation. Site identification proved challenging, as the AKUDP is significantly 

fragmented into various landownerships, and is heavily constrained by environmental 

features and service infrastructure. 
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At its meeting in May 2018, Council considered a shortlist of four (4) potential location 

scenarios and the outcome of preliminary public review and submissions period held between 

2/03/2018 and 23/03/2018. These plans showed a suitable Primary School site that the 

Department of Education had previously identified, and also identified the four (4) potential 

ASSPF location sites. Submission outcomes and Council’s preferred location were identified 

through its resolution, for implementation in later structure plans. The City undertook 

additional extensive consultation processes for this proposal, beyond the normal processes. 

 

Development Contribution Plan - Town Planning Scheme No.4 Amendment No.102 

(Initiated February 2019) 

In order to equitably apportion the cost of common infrastructure in the AKUDP, the City 

(with assistance of major landowners), has prepared Development Contribution Plan No.4 

(‘DCP No.4’). At its meeting held February 2019, Council resolved to initiate TPS No.4 

Amendment No. 102 to incorporate DCP No.4 into TPS No.4 Schedule 9B and also designate 

the AKUDP as a Development Contribution Area on TPS No.4 Special Control Area Map 3. 

Council also endorsed the requirement for the ASSPF (including community facility) within 

the AKUDP and list for consideration the inclusion of the facility in the next update of the 

Long Term Financial Plan and Community Infrastructure Plan. TPS No.4 Amendment 

No.102 underwent advertising for 60 days until 5/07/2019 and will be presented for Council’s 

adoption in a separate agenda report.  

 

The amendment is accompanied by a DCP Report and Infrastructure Cost Schedule detailing 

calculation methodology for the Cost Contribution of each owner and the Infrastructure Items 

to be funded, as well as other operational matters to guide the administration of DCP 4. 

Infrastructure works directly affected by the proposed Structure Plan include the 

widening/upgrading of Anstey Rd (including constructed termination at Keane Rd), 

widening/upgrading of Keane Rd, Bailey’s Branch Drain realignment and land required for a 

Waste Water Pump Station.  

 

Adjoining Structure Plans  

This Structure Plan is the final of three active structure plan applications in the AKUDP. The 

AKUDP North West Structure Plan proposed by Cedar Woods Properties was reported to 

Council for recommendation to the WAPC in May 2019. This was followed by the AKUDP 

South West Structure Plan proposed by Yolk Property Group; its recommendation report to 

the WAPC was considered by Council in July 2019.  

 

The City has worked effectively with state government agencies, proponents and submitters 

to progress the post-lodgement assessments of the three AKUDP structure plans (including 

this Structure Plan) this year. 

 

DETAILS OF PROPOSAL 

 

The AKUDP East is generally bounded by the Anstey Rd to the west, Keane Rd to the East 

and lots fronting Armadale Rd to the south. Various lots in the Structure Plan area contain 

existing residences in accordance with the transitioning Rural Living zoning, with one lot 

approved for use for private swimming tuition (Seadragonz Swim School). The lots also 

contain outbuildings and fencing appropriate for rural residential land use activities and the 

keeping of horses. 
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The Structure Plan proposes residential development on the subject site, identifying the 

following zones and reserves: 
 

 Residential zone (R30, R40 and R60 density codes) facilitating single dwelling 

development; 

 Industrial Business zone to provide non-residential land use interface to Keane Rd and 

FBP West;  

 Parks and Recreation Reserves over public open space (‘POS’), areas of vegetation 

retention, dedicated drainage areas and the Bailey’s Branch Drain corridor; and 

 Public Purpose (Primary School) Reserve over two lots on Anstey Rd, reflective of 

Council’s preferred Location Scenario for the ASSPF/Community Facility and 

Department of Education-operated Primary School.  
 

The proposed dwelling yield within the Structure Plan area is approximately 675-695 

dwellings, with a population estimate of 2,106-2,168 persons (City’s forecast of an average 

household of 3.12 persons, based on ABS data from outer metropolitan growth areas 

throughout Australia). 
 

The Structure Plan application (as advertised) includes the following documents:  

 Structure Plan Map; 

 Part 1 Implementation Section; 

 Part 2 Explanatory Report; 

 Local Water Management Strategy; 

 Bushfire Management Plan; 

 Environmental Assessment Report;  

 Traffic Impact Assessment;  

 Engineering Servicing Assessment;  

 Landscape Master Plan; 

 Acoustic (Road Traffic Noise) Assessment; and  

 Non-Residential Land Use Options Report. 
 

COMMENT 
 

The Structure Plan was advertised for 28 days from 26/04/2019 to 24/05/2019. Advertising 

was carried out by way of signs on site, notifications to government/service agencies, 

advertisements in The Examiner and West Australian Newspapers, information on the City’s 

website and letters to affected and nearby landowners. The City also wrote to participants in 

the AKUDP Planning and Liaison Group (comprised of major landowner/developer groups 

and consultants engaged in future land use planning proposals). 
 

Summary of Submissions No. 
No. Outside 

Structure Plan Area 

Total No. of submissions received: 34 (as below) 

No. of landowner submissions of conditional support/no 

objection/comments only: 

 

3 

 

2 

No. of landowner submissions of objection: 17 17 

No. of agency submissions of conditional support/no 

objection/comments only: 

 

12 

 

N/A 

No. of agency submissions of objection: 2 N/A 
 

Five (5) objections recorded in the above summary originate from one (1) lot in FBP West, 

therefore only 12 lots contributed to the 17 landowner objections recorded in the above table.  
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Refer to Confidential Submitter Plan and Confidential Schedule of Submissions attached 

to this report. 

Four key issues raised in submissions are discussed below. 

 

Issue 1 – Keane Road/Allen Road Upgrade Works and Access  

 

Objections and/or detailed comments on the full intersection traffic movements from the 

AKUDP on the Keane/Allen Road intersection were received from landowners in the 

adjacent Forrestdale Business Park West (‘FBP West’), LandCorp (the primary FBP West 

developer) and the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority (‘MRA’) (the FBP West planning 

authority). The objections of FBP West landowners were submitted in pro forma style. They 

are broadly characterised by two themes, firstly that future planning for the AKUDP and FBP 

West did not contemplate residential traffic access via Keane Road at Allen Road, and 

secondly that the AKDUP developers benefit from upgraded road infrastructure without 

equitably contributing toward construction costs.  

 

Comment 

It is important to note that the WAPC’s 2001 District Structure Plan has been adopted for 

over 18 years and proposed residential development in the Structure Plan area. 

 

In relation to access the City notes that the FBP West Structure Plan contemplated the 

restriction of industrial vehicle movement between Armadale Road and FBPW via Allen Rd. 

This purpose was achieved by the City in 2016 via the constructed closure of Allen Rd near 

Armadale Rd. When the City provided its comments to the MRA on the proposed FBW 

Structure Plan in 2013, it confirmed that the cul-de-sac location would be south of the 

intersection. Therefore the City did not seek to remove the existing four way intersection or 

rule out its future operation. Both the Applicant’s Traffic Impact Assessment and the MRA’s 

traffic modelling (attached to its submission) demonstrate that safe and efficient vehicle 

movement can be achieved at the Keane/Allen Road intersection, and the City’s Technical 

Services accept that the four way intersection is suitable for residential traffic. 

 

More broadly, residential development in the AKUDP was identified as early as 2001 and 

many years prior to FBP West. Objector’s assertions that residential traffic volumes on Keane 

Road are unanticipated, or that FBP West Structure Plan could not have contemplated 

AKUDP volumes, do not acknowledge the lengthy history of strategic planning by the City 

and the WAPC. 

 

In relation to equitable cost sharing of road upgrades costs (including ultimate intersection 

construction standards), this issue is more appropriately resolved through the respective 

proposed AKUDP and FBP West Development Contribution Plans (‘DCPs’). TPS No.4 

Amendment No.102 proposes to incorporate DCP No.4 into TPS No.4 Schedule 9B, and will 

be presented for Council’s adoption in a separate agenda report.  

 

Further discussion of the issues raised in FBP West landowners/agency submissions is 

included in a separate attachment to this report. 

 

Refer to Additional Responses to FBP West Submission Issues attached to this report. 
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Recommendation: 

It is recommended that the objection not be supported, acknowledging that cost sharing 

arrangements are being managed through other concurrent DCP processes. 

 

Issue 2 – Dampier to Bunbury Natural Gas Pipeline (‘DBNGP’) Setback 

 

Dampier Bunbury Pipeline Pty Ltd (‘DBP’) owns/operates the Dampier to Bunbury Natural 

Gas Pipeline, a critical high pressure pipeline conveying natural gas from the north of the 

State (Burrup Peninsula) to households and industrial premises along its length and laterals 

until termination in the south of the state (Brunswick). The pipeline is located in a 30m 

easement corridor on private land north of, but in proximity to, the Structure Plan area. 

 

During Structure Plan advertising the City received an objection from Dampier Bunbury 

Pipeline Pty Ltd in response to the location of the Department of Education-operated Primary 

School in the AKUPD. 

 

The grounds of DBP’s objection are summarised as follows:  

 

 The DBNGP pipeline at this location is designed to a T1 or urban classification 

reflective of the predominant surrounding land use and location class under the 

Australian Standard 2885. The proposed primary school location impacts on the T1 

urban location classification and creates a change in land use from T1 to Tl (Sensitive 

use). 

 The sensitive use location class identifies land where the consequences of a failure may 

be increased because it may be used by members of the community who are less able to 

protect themselves from the consequences of a pipeline failure. Positioning the Primary 

School within 200 metres of the DBNGP does not comply with Australian Standard 

2885 in relation to land use.  

 The proposed T1 to Tl (Sensitive use) change in land use is incompatible with the 

operation of a high pressure gas pipeline designed to a T1 urban environment. DBP is 

unable to support the Plan due to potential increased risk to public safety. 

 

Comment 

The location of the Primary School was identified through the site selection and assessment 

process for this school and the ASSPF/Community Facility carried out by the City in 2017 

and 2018. This process culminated in Council’s May 2018 decision to locate the Primary 

School on Lots 49 and 50 Anstey Road (D31/5/18). 

 

In response to DBP’s objections the applicant advises that: 

 JDSi (Engineering Consultants for the applicant) have reviewed AS2885.0 and confirm 

that there are no references to setbacks from assets, easement widths to any buildings or 

structures. The document is relatively general and addresses matters such as pipeline 

requirements (including classifications of the pipeline and land uses), design and 

construction, operation and maintenance. AS2885.0 only refers to the need to manage 

potential risks.  

 The applicant concurs with DBP in the classification of the Primary School as a 

‘Sensitive Land Use’ as defined by the WAPC’s Planning Bulletin No.87 High Pressure 

Gas Transmission Pipelines (‘PB87’). 
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 In relation to setbacks, PB87 provides guidance for development in proximity to high 

pressure gas pipelines based on a quantitative risk assessment undertaken by Advantica 

Worley. Based on the construction standard of the pipeline at this location, PB87 

suggests that sensitive land uses should be setback 90m from the pipeline. The 

proposed Primary School is located outside this distance. 

 PB87 does not specifically clarify whether setback measurements are taken from 

buildings or cadastral boundaries. Its terminology suggests that setbacks should be 

measured from the pipeline corridor (easement) to the actual development/land use and 

not to cadastral boundaries.  

 The WAPC has prepared draft Development Control Policy 4.3 Planning for High 

Pressure Gas Pipelines. This policy does not identify specific setbacks, instead 

referencing a ‘trigger distance’ which requires risk assessment and management 

planning.  

 DBP’s rationale for a 200m setback applied to cadastral boundaries is unclear. The 

applicant understands that this distance originates from DBP email communication 

which assumes local soil conditions, engineering models, heat radiation calculations 

and absence of mitigation measures to give a recommended 200m setback. This setback 

is not able to be strictly enforced in the absence of confirmed parameters. 

 Even if a 200m setback were applied, the majority of the Primary School site is located 

outside this distance. With the measurement of setbacks from the easement to 

development, later school site design can address compliance with this requirement by 

setting back all buildings by the appropriate distance and including car parking areas 

and open space if deemed necessary. 

 

In accordance with the above response there is not considered to be sufficient planning 

rationale to uphold the entirety of DBP’s objection, in consideration of the WAPC’s PB87 

position of 90m setbacks for ‘sensitive development’ and the ability to design the primary 

school so that buildings are setback 200m from the DBNGP easement. However a suitable 

setback provision is recommended for the Structure Plan Part 1 Implementation Section. The 

Primary School design can further consider this issue at that time. 

 

Recommendation: 

It is recommended that the objection be supported in part. 

 

Issue 3 – Potential Retail Floor Space 

 

The proposed Structure Plan provides a non-residential land use interface (Industrial Business 

zone) to FBP West along Keane Rd, between Armadale Rd and Allen Rd. One submitter 

objected to this zone because it permits the ‘Shop’ land use (as an ‘A’ use under TPS No.4), 

leading to uncoordinated expansion of retail floorspace to the detriment of the City’s activity 

centre hierarchy.  

 

Comment: 

A non-residential zone is required for land the abutting Keane Rd between Armadale Rd and 

Allen Rd at this point of high industrial traffic volume, to minimise land use conflict between 

FBP West industrial activities and residential dwellings in the AKDUP. An industry 

employment-generating land use in this location was promoted in the City’s submission on 

the Perth and Peel @ 3.5 Million strategic plan and associated South Metropolitan Peel Sub 

Regional Planning Framework. 
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This interface land is most appropriately used for low impact light/service industrial land uses 

and commercial land uses which provide a high standard of environmental amenity and can 

be suitably located close to residential development. It is noted that the proposed land area 

and dimensions are confined, and that the Industrial Business zone is suitable for a broad 

range of activities to meet the service needs of the AKUDP and FBP West.  

 

It should be acknowledged that many land use classes in the Industrial Business zone require 

the City/Council to exercise discretion in granting approval for the use proposed (and not 

solely on the basis of development standards such as setbacks, car parking etc). TPS No.4 

provisions requiring approval of future land uses allows the City to consider offsite and 

amenity impacts at development application stage. 

 

Acknowledging that this zone may include low order retail floorspace, it is acknowledged 

that future development should not detrimentally impact existing local and district centres. 

This is already recognised in Structure Plan Part 1, which requires preparation of a Retail 

Sustainability Assessment prior to approval of any retail floorspace in the Industrial Business 

zone. The City considers this provision to adequately mitigate the concerns raised and locate 

the land use zone best suited to the immediate context. The provision also ensures 

consistency between the Structure Plan and the existing strategic planning framework This 

includes the City’s Local Planning Strategy (Activity and Retail (Commercial) Centres 

Strategy, Action 4) and the WAPC’s State Planning Policy 4.2 Activity Centres for Perth and 

Peel, Clause 5.6.2.  

 

Recommendation: 

It is recommended that the objection not be supported. 

 

Issue 4 – Main Roads Western Australia 

 

Main Roads Western Australia (‘MRWA’) objected to the proposal for reasons 

predominantly of a technical nature. These require further discussion between the applicant’s 

traffic engineering consultant and MRWA. However, as in the case of MRWA’s objection to 

the AKUDP (North West) Structure Plan, various points of objection relate to regional-level 

traffic issues which have limited nexus to the development the subject of this Structure Plan. 

Objections raised by MRWA that are considered to have limited nexus include uncertainty 

regarding the “impact upon the operation and function of the State Road network” and 

whether “the road network can accommodate the proposed development”. 

 

The City notes that MRWA were given the opportunity to identify road network issues at 

earlier stages of the planning process, including TPS No.4 Amendment No.96 (when MRWA 

advised of its support), MRS Amendment 1290/57 (when MRWA comments refer to non-

publicly available ‘preliminary comments’) and MRS Amendment 1321/57 (when MRWA 

commented on the need to mitigate transport noise from Keane Road).  

 

The City considers that it is unable to resolve MRWA regional-level concerns through the 

Structure Plan given the current stage of the planning process, and therefore recommends that 

the applicant resolve MRWA’s issues directly with the WAPC, having regard to the regional 

status of Armadale Road. Other MRWA comments, such as those in relation to Traffic 

Impact Assessment inconsistencies, modelling assumptions and intersection performance, are 

best addressed by the applicant with review by the City’s Technical Services as and when 

further information is available.  
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Importantly, the Cities of Armadale and Cockburn successfully managed the Community 

Connect Project which effectively secured over $120 million of funding commitment from 

the Commonwealth Government to allow MRWA to undertake the upgrading of Armadale 

Rd to the Anstey Rd roundabout. 

 

Recommendation: 

It is recommended that the objection not be supported. 

 

Residential Density 

The Structure Plan proposes residential development at densities of R30, R40 and R60. The 

applicant advises that the Structure Plan shows appropriate density codings for its context, 

and recently provided a Subdivision Concept Plan in support of this. The applicant argues 

that the selected density codes provide the flexibility to deliver a wider variety of lots sizes, 

an ability to respond to changing market conditions and delivery of more affordable housing 

choice over the project lifespan. 

 

Prior to introduction of the Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) 

Regulations 2015, the City’s TPS No.4 contained ‘minor amendment’ provisions allowing 

Structure Plans to be promptly and efficiently varied to account for changing market project 

and density mix. The State Government’s Regulations have since superseded such provisions 

(which have been removed), and for this reason the City requires density codes to reflect 

proposed lot sizes at this stage of the planning process. 

 

Further comments in relation to the application of each density code are provided below. 

 

R30 density code: 

 The applicant proposes R30 density code as the lowest, and most common residential 

density on its latest subdivision concept (approximately 78% of all dwellings). This 

plan indicates that only two lots require an R30 density code to satisfy the minimum lot 

sizes of the Residential Design Codes, and this is insufficient to justify R30. 

 

 The City proposes lowering of the density code to R25 in accordance with the 

consistent form of residential density across Harrisdale/Piara Waters, and to ensure that 

development standards (open space, outdoor living area sizes, setbacks) are 

proportionate to the lot sizes proposed. Accordingly, it is recommended that the City 

request the WAPC to replace the R30 density code with R25 density code. This request 

is consistent with Council’s position on other AKUDP Structure Plans. 

 

R40 density code: 

 The Applicant proposes R40-coded sites throughout the Structure Plan area, not all of 

which are high amenity locations.  

 

 The City should only support R40 density codes where a high level of local amenity is 

provided. For this reason it is recommended that density codes are lowered to R25 

except for locations fronting POS or land zoned Industrial Business (where there is 

potential for increased commercial services). 
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 The City does not support front-loaded R40 density fronting school sites due to 

streetscape issues and crossover/traffic conflict. R40 product is only supported in this 

location for rear-loaded (i.e. a laneway is provided) lot product, and such laneways are 

absent on the applicant’s Subdivision Concept Plan. In addition, other school sites in 

the City’s urban development areas are constructed with high perimeter fences 

(including ovals) which lessen the amenity benefits otherwise provided. 

 

R60 density code: 

 Areas of R60 density code are identified in three locations adjoining POS areas (POS 

for vegetation retention or the Bailey’s Branch Drain living stream).  

 

 The applicant has acknowledged that the R60 density code is usually associated with 

proximity to activity centres and other amenities and in a medium density context. 

However, the applicant argues that, in a suburban context, it provides opportunity for 

small lot/single storey ‘affordable’ housing types not otherwise provided in a greenfield 

estate. It also provides for opportunities for built form dispensations that allow 

development to better respond to any site constraints of the land.  

 

 The applicant argues that this density code facilitates a particular lot type that is desired 

by the Department of Communities to provide additional variety of choice and market 

price points within the Structure Plan area (cottage lot development or narrow lot 

product). A review of the Subdivision Concept Plan reveals that this includes narrow 

6m-wide laneway product and a small number of front-loaded lots. 

 

 The City has consistently advised, and maintains, that R60 density is not appropriate in 

the AKUDP due to lack of full range of centre (retail), commercial, employment, 

recreational, high frequency public transport, local and social 

services/opportunities/amenities present in town centres. 

 

 The R60 density code in the North Forrestdale Structure Plan Area is limited to the 

immediate locality of the Newhaven District Centre and emerging Neighbourhood 

Centres. It is important that medium and high density development is provided in 

appropriate locations.  

 

 It is recommended that the City request the WAPC to replace the R60 density code with 

the R40 density code, which is more appropriate. 

 

Environmental Matters 

The AKDUP East is predominantly cleared of native vegetation and does not contain or abut 

any conservation category wetlands. A remnant area of native vegetation in Good Condition 

on Lot 53 Anstey Road is proposed to be retained by the Structure Plan in an area of future 

POS, providing a positive environmental and visual amenity outcome. Lot 55 Anstey Road 

contains existing Banksia Woodland vegetation, however this vegetation is in ‘Degraded’ to 

‘Completed Degraded’ condition and does not satisfy the minimum ‘Good’ condition 

threshold for Swan Coastal Plain Banksia Woodland TECs. 
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As previously reported to Council, the AKUDP East abuts regionally significant native 

vegetation on Lots 43 and 44 Keane Road. Native Banksia Woodland vegetation on these lots 

is protected as a Matter of National Environmental Significance (for threatened species and 

ecological communities) under the Commonwealth Environmental Protection and 

Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999. The vegetation comprises a combined area of 4ha and 

ranges from ‘Excellent’ to ‘Very Good’ condition.  

 

When Council initiated TPS No.4 Amendment No.96 to rezone the AKUDP to ‘Urban 

Development’ zone in May 2018 it did not initiate the amendment over Lots 43 and 44 Keane 

Road as their capability for urban development was not adequately demonstrated. Council 

also recommended that the WAPC reclassify the lots under the MRS from Urban zone to the 

Parks and Recreation reserve to provide a regional level of protection commensurate with the 

vegetation value assigned by state and federal environmental agencies. The WAPC are still 

considering this matter and the City has recently sought a further update. 

 

Interface management measures at subdivision stage will ensure that significant vegetation is 

not impacted by subdivision works and later development. This is to be addressed in the Part 

1 Implementation Section of the Structure Plan and addressed in the Schedule of 

Modifications. No specific buffer requirements were indicated by state government 

environmental agencies during Structure Plan advertising. 

 

Drainage 

The applicant has submitted a Local Water Management Strategy (‘LWMS’) prepared by 

hydrological consultants Hyd2o. The LWMS provides modelling and management solutions 

for attenuation and conveyance of drainage in and through the Structure Plan area, especially 

in relation to the Bailey’s Branch Drain.  

 

The Bailey’s Branch Drain is the key drainage feature within the Structure Plan area, 

managing regional groundwater levels and conveying stormwater from the Forrestdale 

Townsite south of the AKUDP to the Forestdale Main Drain approximately 2.3km to the 

north. The drain is proposed to be realigned and converted from its current rural drain 

configuration a wider ‘living stream’ corridor. The realignment also provides a buffer to FBP 

West industrial land uses between the Keane Rd/Anstey Rd intersection and Lot 44 Keane 

Rd, a buffer that industrial areas would normally provide.  

 

The applicant proposes a reconfigured corridor width measuring approximately 30m-40m. 

This width is inconsistent with DWER advice, inconsistent with the City’s Local Planning 

Policy PLN2.6 Water Sensitive Design, and is not supported by the City’s Technical Services 

in the absence of suitable cross sections. This issue is addressed in the City’s requested 

Schedule of Modifications. 

 

The LWMS has been reviewed by the City’s Technical Services and state agencies (DWER 

and Water Corporation), with ongoing exchange of assessment comments between the 

City/agencies and the applicant. While the City is prepared to forward its Structure Plan 

recommendation to the WAPC, the City, applicant and DWER will continue to resolve the 

outstanding technical LWMS matters prior to Structure Plan approval. 
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In the future the applicant will be responsible for negotiating the realignment of the Bailey’s 

Branch Drain with the Water Corporation consistent with the LWMS and other drainage 

strategies. In addition, the realignment will require a maintenance agreement between the 

City and the Water Corporation to allocate management responsibilities between the base 

flow channel (Water Corporation) and any adjoining POS (the City). Such agreements are 

generally progressed prior to/at the subdivision stage. 

 

Future Reserves and Public Open Space 

Approximately 10% of land in the Structure Plan area is proposed to be ceded for ‘Parks and 

Recreation’ Reserve as part of future subdivision. However a significant portion of this land 

is either uncreditable or only receives partial credit due to drainage impacts. This is 

demonstrated in the below table summary of ‘Parks and Recreation’ land depicted on the 

Structure Plan map: 

 

‘Parks and Recreation’ Areas – AKUDP East Structure Plan 

Parcel/Description Approximate Area 

(sqm) 

Proportion of Total ‘Parks and 

Recreation’ Area 

Lot 53 Anstey Road (retained 

vegetation) 
5,322 10.8% 

Drainage Area (1:1 Recurrence 

interval and regional 

stormwater) 

2,835 5.7% 

Drainage Area (1:5 Recurrence 

interval) 
10,485 21.2% 

Unrestricted Public Open Space  25,897 52.3% 

TOTAL 
49,485 

(or 4.95ha) 
100% 

 

Having regard to the above information, the applicant advises that it is unlikely that POS 

provision in the Structure Plan area will strictly comply with the requirements of Liveable 

Neighbourhoods (approximately 7.8% rather than 10%, as per the applicant’s calculations). 

However a shortfall of this magnitude is justified in the context of DCP No.4’s future 

delivery of the ASSPF/Community Facility in the abutting AKUDP North West and South 

West Structure Plans. Contributions toward this common infrastructure item will be collected 

from all developable land in the Structure Plan area at subdivision stage, therefore 

consideration of this land area is reasonable for the purposes of POS assessment will assist 

the Structure Plan area to achieve a 10% POS provision. Final POS provision will be 

confirmed at later subdivision clearance stages. 

 

In respect of POS locations, the applicant has identified an approximately 3,000sqm POS 

area at the intersection of Allen Rd and Armadale Rd following Structure Plan advertising. 

This results in all dwellings being within 300m of POS (as per Liveable Neighbourhoods 

Element 4 Requirements 14 and 15). While its irregular shape will require a site-specific 

design response from the applicant, the previous design alternative (a grouped dwelling site) 

is less advantageous. The POS location is considered suitable on this basis. 
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Assessment of the proposed LWMS, Engineering Report and Landscape Masterplan by the 

City’s Technical Services indicates that various servicing, drainage and POS issues are yet to 

be resolved, including constraints posed by the necessary Waste Water Pump Station and 

existing (but upgraded and realigned) 132kv high voltage electricity transmission lines. These 

matters are addressed in the Schedule of Modifications. 
 

Non-Residential Land Uses 

Through the earlier MRS Amendment 1321/57 process the City and other agencies 

recognised the need for an appropriate interface between urban development in AKUDP East 

and industrial development in FBP West. The Structure Plan achieves this through POS 

(including realigned and reconfigured Bailey’s Branch Drain corridor) and Industrial 

Business-zoned land fronting Keane Rd on its south western side. To the north east, the MRA 

provides an Industry – Service zone interface in its FBP West Structure Plan.  
 

The City previously advised the applicant that the scope of noise reporting should consider 

future impacts from adjoining FBP West industrial activities (which may include heavy 

vehicle movements on Keane Rd). Specific areas to address include the recognition of noise 

impacts on future residential dwellings, any amelioration measures and/or the need to impose 

suitable notifications on future certificates of title. This is consistent with the TPS No.4 

Amendment No.96 Schedule 8 provisions endorsed by Council, which stated that AKUDP 

structure plans should assess sources of noise impacts on development. 
 

As discussed earlier in relation to ‘Issue 3 – Potential Retail Floorspace’, commercial land 

uses are appropriate to maintain residential amenity and separate incompatible land uses. 

However the useability of future Industrial Business land will be aided by a more regular 

zone boundary at the intersection of Armadale Rd and Keane Rd. While the need to 

accommodate drainage near this location and the proximity to a road intersection both 

influence layout, the applicant should review the proposed design to consider alternatives that 

result in the efficient use of land.  
 

The second non-residential land use in the Structure Plan is the proposed Department of 

Education Primary School to service the AKUDP. The location of the Primary School on 

Lots 49 and 50 Anstey Rd is unchanged from Council’s May 2018 decision. The Department 

of Education previously advised the City through the Anstey Keane Planning and Liaison 

Group that this location is acceptable subject to the future completion of the Department’s 

own detailed due diligence processes. 
 

Traffic 

Existing gazetted roads within and abutting the Structure Plan area are currently constructed 

at a rural standard and provide links to Armadale Rd and Ranford Rd. The applicant has 

prepared a Traffic Impact Assessment (‘TIA’) in support of the proposed road network 

shown on the Structure Plan map. The TIA requires modifications to satisfy the City’s 

Technical Services, and these aspects are addressed through the attached Schedule of 

Modifications. 
 

Both Anstey Rd and Allen Rd are proposed to be upgraded to Neighbourhood Connector 

standard (as per Liveable Neighbourhoods). The proposed DCP No.4 (TPS No.4 Amendment 

No.102) will contribute to upgrade costs of Anstey Rd to a Neighbourhood Connecter urban 

standard. As part of upgrade works, Anstey Rd will be closed (via a constructed cul-de-sac) 

south of the existing Anstey Rd/Keane Rd intersection, which provides a separation between 

AKUDP residential traffic and industrial traffic generated by FBP West.  
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The proposed Structure Plan also illustrates a full movement roundabout at the intersection of 

Allen Rd and Keane Rd. This design is consistent with past City advice to the MRA in 

relation to the ultimate roundabout-controlled intersection operation. It is understood that the 

MRA will progress an upgrade of both this intersection and Keane Rd, with funding to be 

sourced from its FBP West DCP (in addition to a proposed contribution from the City’s DCP 

No.4). 

 

In light of future upgrades to Keane Rd and the proximity to the Armadale Rd intersection, 

vehicle access to/from Industrial Business land in the Structure Plan area may only be 

available from the internal road network. The applicant currently proposes a 17m wide road 

reserve abutting these lots. However the City’s Technical Services advise that a wider road 

reserve is likely to be required in accordance with WAPC Development Control Policy 4.1 

Industrial Subdivision Policy Measure 3.5.6 to accommodate service vehicles. This is 

addressed through the Schedule of Modifications. 

 

ANALYSIS 

 

TPS No.4 Amendment No.96 Schedule 8 Provisions 

Due to the range of site constraints and coordination issues to be resolved, the WAPC did not 

support the concurrent rezoning of the AKUDP to the TPS No.4 Urban Development zone at 

the same time as its rezoning to the MRS Urban zone. The WAPC agreed with the City and 

the EPA that a subsequent rezoning Amendment to TPS No.4 provided the proper process for 

TPS No.4 Schedule 8 provisions to guide Structure Plans and address the environmental and 

planning issues. 

 

The City, in conjunction with major landowner/development groups and EPA Services 

Directorate, has formulated TPS No.4 Schedule 8 Provisions to guide Structure Plans and 

later subdivision, and to allow identified issues to be addressed as development progresses. 

These matters include: 

 

 Identification of preferred sites for the Government Primary School and an 

ASSPF/Community Facility.  

The applicant has identified a Primary School on the proposed Structure Plan. 

 Specifying methods for addressing land fragmentation issues and coordination of 

development between different owners/developers, and identification of cost sharing 

arrangements for infrastructure.  

This is currently being progressed through DCP No.4 (TPS No.4 Amendment No.102). 

 Addressing district and local drainage and water management infrastructure and issues.  

The applicant is currently addressing this through the proposed LWMS, however, the 

Structure Plan can proceed to recommendation while outstanding issues are addressed. 

 Addressing the environmental issues raised by land use change and urban development 

(as identified in the EPA S48A Informal Advice on the ‘Not Assessed’ gazetted MRS 

Amendments). This includes vegetation protection thresholds.  

The proposed Structure Plan addresses these issues to the extent applicable.  

 Incorporating assessments and recommending design/management responses for 

sources of noise impacts.  

The applicant is to address this matter in relation to industrial noise as previously 

discussed in this report. 
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 Incorporating assessments and recommending design/management responses (to the 

satisfaction of the City and DWER EPA Services Branch) for interfaces between 

retained native vegetation and urban development.  

The Schedule of Modifications addresses this issue in relation to the AKUDP East 

interface with Lots 43 and 44 Keane Road. 

 

At the date of this report, the Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage is yet to finalise its 

report on Amendment No.96 to the WAPC for its recommendation to the Minister for 

Planning. Unless the amendment is progressed in a timely manner it is likely to delay the 

WAPC’s approval of this (and previous Council-recommended) Structure Plan(s) in the 

AKUDP.  

 

Other Structure Planning / Development 

Ongoing coordination of urban development in the AKUDP will be achieved through the 

Cedar Woods AKDUP North West Structure Plan and Yolk Property Group-led AKDUP 

South West Structure Plan. Both these Structure Plans apply to land on the western side of 

Anstey Road, and are pending WAPC determination.  

 

OPTIONS 

 

The following options are available to Council: 

 

1. Resolve to recommend that the WAPC approve the Structure Plan with modification. 

2. Resolve to recommend that the WAPC approve the Structure Plan without 

modification. 

3. Resolve to recommend that the WAPC not approve the Structure Plan, providing 

reasons for its decision. 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

The AKUDP East Structure Plan will guide further subdivision and development in the 

AKUDP, consistent with the WAPC’s and Council’s strategic planning since approximately 

2001. The Structure Plan has been assessed and advertised in accordance with the 

requirements of the Regulations, with the Structure Plan considered to be satisfactorily 

progressed for the purposes of Council’s recommendation to the WAPC. The City will 

continue to liaise with the WAPC, other agencies and the applicant to ensure that supporting 

technical studies/management plans are prepared and completed to the City’s satisfaction.  

 

It is recommended that Council endorse the Schedules of Submissions and Modifications, 

and recommend to the WAPC that it approve the Structure Plan subject to modifications 

(including agency and City endorsement of outstanding management plans). In accordance 

with the above report and attachments, Option 1 is recommended. 
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ATTACHMENTS 

1.⇩   Structure Plan - AKUDP East  

2.⇩   Additional Responses to FBP West Submission Issues  

3.⇩   Preferred Location Scenario (Playing Field/Community Facility & Primary School) - 

AKUDP East 
 

4.⇩   Schedule of Modifications - AKUDP East Structure Plan  
5.  Confidential - Schedule of Submissions - AKUDP East Structure Plan - This matter is 

considered to be confidential under Section 5.23(2) (b) of the Local Government Act, as it 

deals with the matter relates to the personal affairs of a person 

 

6.  Confidential - Submitter Plan - AKUDP East - This matter is considered to be confidential 

under Section 5.23(2) (b) of the Local Government Act, as it deals with the matter relates to 

the personal affairs of a person 

 

 

Committee Discussion 
 

Committee discussed the density sites distributed across the Anstey Keane East Structure 

Plan, supported the deletion of the R60 sites for the reasons outlined in the report and 

discussed the gas pipeline buffer. Committee modified Part 2 (B) of the recommendation to 

require Modification No.4 to be amended to remove the 200 metre setback and insert the 90 

metre setback as per the WAPC’s Planning Bulletin. 

 

The Chair thanked the officers for the comprehensive report on the structure plan issues and 

submissions. 
 

RECOMMEND D61/10/19 

 

That Council: 

 

1. Endorse the comments made in this report, the Schedule of Submissions attached 

to this report and the Schedule of Modifications attached to this report in 

response to advertising, agency referral and assessment of the Structure Plan. 

2. Pursuant to Schedule 2 Clause 20 of the Planning and Development (Local 

Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015: 

a) Forward this report and attachments (including Schedule of Submissions 

and Schedule of Modifications) to the Western Australian Planning 

Commission; and, 

b) Recommend that the Western Australian Planning Commission approve the 

proposed Anstey Keane Urban Development Precinct East Structure Plan 

subject to the modifications listed in the Schedule of Modifications attached 

to this report with modification 4 being modified to 90 metres. 

3. Advise submitters of its decision at the time that the Structure Plan is granted 

final approval by the WAPC. 

 

Moved Cr D M Shaw 

MOTION CARRIED  (7/0) 
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3.1 - FINAL ADOPTION - AMENDMENT NO.102 - DEVELOPMENT 

CONTRIBUTION PLAN 4 ANSTEY KEANE PRECINCT (FORRESTDALE) 
    
 

WARD 

 

: LAKE In Brief: 

At its 25 February 2019 meeting, Council 

initiated an amendment to incorporate DCP 

4 into Schedule 9B of the Town Planning 

Scheme. 

The amendment was advertised for public 

comment for a minimum period of 60 days 

and attracted 26 submissions. 

Council is being asked to consider the 

submissions received during the advertising 

period and the amendment for final 

adoption. 

It’s recommended that Council adopt the 

amendment to TPS 4 with modification and 

request that the Hon Minister for Transport 

and Planning grant final approval to the 

amendment. 

FILE No. 

 

: - M/508/19 

DATE 

 

: 25 Sept 2019 

REF 

 

: RS/CM  

RESPONSIBLE 

MANAGER 

 

: EDDS 

 

 

Tabled Items 

Nil. 

 

Decision Type 

 

☒ Legislative The decision relates to general local government legislative functions such 

as adopting/changing local laws, town planning schemes, rates 

exemptions, City policies and delegations etc. 

☐ Executive The decision relates to the direction setting and oversight role of Council. 

☐ Quasi-judicial The decision directly affects a person’s rights or interests and requires 

Councillors at the time of making the decision to adhere to the principles 

of natural justice. 

 

Officer Interest Declaration 

Nil 

 

Strategic Implications 

1.2.2 Provide opportunities to improve health outcomes for everyone. 

1.3.1 Plan for services and facilities in existing and emerging communities.  

2.2.1 Deliver attractive and functional streetscapes, open spaces, City buildings and 

facilities. 

4.3.2 Pursue non-rates revenue opportunities. 

2.5.1 Implement and administer the City’s Town Planning Scheme and Local Planning 

Strategy to deliver quality development outcomes. 

2.5.1.2 Implement the Developer Contribution Plan arrangements and review as required. 
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Legislation Implications 

Planning and Development Act 2005 

Town Planning Scheme (TPS) No.4 

Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015 

 

Council Policy/Local Law Implications 

N/A 

 

Budget/Financial Implications 

Through DCP 4, the City will act as the administrator of cost sharing arrangements for 

facilities and infrastructure that will deliver essential benefits to future residents of the Anstey 

Keane Urban Precinct. Developers will be required to make monetary contributions to the 

City pursuant to Part 5A of TPS No.4. The contributions will be administered within a 

separate reserve account solely for DCP 4 funds and used to fund items included in DCP 4. 

 

Developers, subject to the City’s approval, may also make contributions by completing works 

in kind. The cost of these works may then be offset against contributions due. Such 

arrangements may result in the DCP running a deficit during the early years as essential 

infrastructure is delivered to support approved early stage subdivisions and open the area for 

development. 

 

DCPs enable the establishment of a user pays mechanism for the provision of required 

facilities under a need and nexus and beneficiary approach. Items included in DCPs have a 

connection between development and the demand generated from new introduced growth. 

 

The urban development that is being proposed for the precinct will generate the need for the 

provision of a new community and sporting facility. The demand for this facility in unable to 

be catered for by existing facilities, which are already at or beyond capacity and existing 

funding sources for additional facilities are highly limited. Hence, the securing of funding 

sources for the proposed community and sporting facility is a key priority for the City. 

 

It is currently proposed that DCP 4 will cover the full cost of establishing the community and 

sporting facility. Once established, the City will be required to fund future recurrent costs for 

the facilities and infrastructure that is constructed in the area. It is not uncommon for Local 

Governments (via a DCP funded Loan) and / or developers to prefund items in a DCP to 

enable construction prior to actual income being received through a DCP, if considered 

appropriate. 

 

As part of the decision at its February 2019 Ordinary meeting [Recommendation D8/2/19], 

Council resolved to request that the Anstey Keane Precinct community and sporting facility 

be listed for consideration for inclusion in the next update of the City’s Budget, Long Term 

Financial Plan and Community Infrastructure Plan. 
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Consultation 

 City Business Units. 

 The Environmental Protection Authority 

 WAPC 

 Abutting and affected landowners 

 State Agencies and Service Authorities 

 Ongoing developer City consultation occurs during Anstey Keane Planning and Liaison 

Group meetings comprised of active major landowner-developer groups, Department of 

Planning, Lands and Heritage and the City, held on an as-needed basis over the last two 

years 

 

BACKGROUND 
 

DCPs are an accepted cost sharing mechanism that can efficiently and effectively provide 

public infrastructure and facilities to meet the demands arising from new growth and 

development. Following the City and major landowners agreeing that a DCP for the Anstey 

Keane precinct was needed, a draft DCP, including scheme amendment, was prepared 

collaboratively with major landowners over a 12 month plus period that started in late 2017 

and has continued since then. The draft DCP is considered consistent with the requirements 

of State Planning Policy 3.6 (SPP 3.6). 
 

At its 25 February 2019 meeting, Council initiated Amendment No.102 to incorporate DCP 4 

into Schedule 9B of the Scheme and designate the Anstey Keane precinct as Development 

Contribution Area (DCA) 4 on the Scheme Special Control Area Map 3 (D8/2/19). The 

amendment was then approved for advertising by the WAPC and it was subsequently 

advertised by the City for a minimum of 60 days.  
 

An interim Legal Agreement for the initial stages of subdivision and development has also 

been prepared between the City and prospective early developers. The Legal Agreement will 

facilitate the implementation of works approvals for the initial stages of development within 

the precinct, consistent with the intent of the proposed DCP 4. To date, one of the major 

landowners has signed and two others are reviewing the document.  
 

DETAILS OF PROPOSAL 

 

This report proposes the final adoption of Amendment No.102 to incorporate DCP 4 into 

Schedule 9B of the Scheme and it will operate in accordance with the provisions contained 

therein. The amendment will also designate the Anstey Keane Precinct as a Development 

Contribution Area (DCA) 4 on the Scheme Special Control Area Map 3. Applicable 

provisions of Part 5A of the Scheme will also apply to DCP 4. It is proposed that where the 

provisions of DCP 4 are inconsistent with the provisions of Part 5A of the Scheme, the 

provisions of DCP 4 in Schedule 9B will prevail to the extent of any inconsistency. 
 

DCP 4 has been prepared in accordance with Part 5A of TPS No.4 and State Planning Policy 

(SPP) 3.6 and is accompanied by a DCP Report and Infrastructure Cost Schedule to set out in 

detail the calculation of the Cost Contribution for each owner and the Infrastructure Items to 

be funded, as well as other operational matters to guide the administration of DCP 4. The 

draft DCP report and Infrastructure Cost Schedule (ICS) were advertised with the proposed 

scheme amendment. 
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The purpose of DCP 4 is to: 

 

a) enable the application of development contributions for the development of new, and 

the upgrade of existing infrastructure which is required as a result of increased demand 

generated in the Development Contribution Area; 

b) provide for the equitable sharing of the costs of infrastructure and administrative items 

between Owners; 

c) ensure that cost contributions are reasonably required as a result of the subdivision and 

development of land in the Development Contribution Area; and 

d) support the coordination and timely provision of infrastructure. 

 

DCP 4 is proposed to operate for a period of 12 years from the date of gazettal of the town 

planning scheme amendment that introduces DCP 4 into the Scheme, by which time 

subdivision within Development Contribution Area 4 is expected to be largely complete or 

the DCP timeframe may need to be extended. The proposed timeframe aims to account for 

uncertainty regarding the staging and completion of development across the whole precinct. 

As detailed in a submission received from a major landowner / developer in the precinct and 

upon further consideration by the City, the proposed 10 year operation of the DCP is 

considered too short given challenging state of the market for residential land and housing 

and it is now proposed to be 12 years.  

 

The following infrastructure items are proposed within Schedule 9B of TPS 4: 

 

Public Open Space and Sporting and Community Facilities 

Infrastructure Item 1a - Sporting and Community Facilities - Senior Size Playing 

Field - Land Acquisition 

Infrastructure Item 1b - Sporting and Community Facilities - Senior Size Playing 

Field - Construction 

Infrastructure Item 1c - Sporting and Community Facilities - Sporting and 

Community Buildings and Structures - Construction 

Movement Network 

Infrastructure Item 2a - Anstey Road - Widening and Construction 

Infrastructure Item 2b - Keane Road - Construction (Contribution Towards) 

Infrastructure Item 2c - Movement Network - Shared Path Network 

Betterment of Baileys Branch Drain Immediate Surrounds 

3a Infrastructure Item – Baileys Branch Drain Surrounds – Betterment of the Baileys 

Branch Drain Immediate Surrounds (Contribution Towards) 

Utilities 

Infrastructure Item 4a - Utilities – Pump Station Land 

Administration Costs 

 

The above items are unchanged other than the title for Item 3a. It is recommended that the 

wording of the scheme text and DCP 4 report is updated in line with what is shown above for 

Item 3a to better reflect the scope of this item as the title previously referenced drainage and 

this seemed to have created some ambiguity based on comments in a submission received. 

The forecast actual DCP scope and cost of this item is not changing.  
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The forecast cost contribution due for each lot within the Anstey Keane precinct is shown in 

the attached draft Infrastructure Cost Schedule (ICS). In summary, the updated draft DCP is 

proposed to have a total value of $20,915,764 with a Base Rate of $282,534.75 per hectare 

and an Additional Rate of $67,313.26 per hectare that applies to Lots 6 Allen, 8 Allen, 84 

Anstey, 86 Anstey, 87 Anstey in Precinct 2 only and is in addition to the Base Rate for these 

lots. These properties will be paying an additional contribution in lieu of needing to cede land 

free of cost for Public Open Space.  

 

The scheme amendment proposes to insert statutory provisions into TPS 4 which enable the 

City to adopt and administer DCP 4. In this regard, it is critical to differentiate between the 

statutory mechanism that gives effect to the DCP through TPS 4, and the DCP itself, 

particularly given that the majority of submissions received during the advertising period 

raise issues that primarily relate to the content of the DCP Report and ICS as distinct from the 

proposed scheme amendment provisions. 

 

Following the Minster’s approval of the amendment and it being gazetted, Council will within 

90 days be required to finalise and approve the DCP Report and ICS. This is the appropriate 

time to respond to most of the issues raised in the submissions and implement further changes 

to these documents if it is considered necessary. The City plans to continue to work 

collaboratively with developers / landowners within the Precinct to resolve outstanding issues 

while the scheme amendment is being considered by the WAPC / Minister and in preparation 

for final approval of the DCP report and ICS by Council.  

 

Public Advertising of the Amendment 

The proposed amendment was advertised for a minimum period of 60 days from 3 May 2019 

and closing on 5 July 2019. This advertising was carried out by way of notification to relevant 

Government agencies, advertisements in The West Australian newspaper, City’s website and 

letters to affected and nearby landowners. 

 

Summary of Submissions No. 
No. Outside 

Structure Plan Area 

Total No. of submissions received: 26 (as below) 

No. of landowner submissions of conditional support/no 

objection/comments only: 

6 3 

No. of landowner submissions of objection: 12 10 

No. of agency submissions of support/no 

objection/comments only: 

8 N/A 

 

Refer to confidential attachment for location plan of submitters. The issues raised by the 

submissions have been summarised and a response provided in the attached confidential 

Schedule of Submissions and Summary Table of Issues raised.  
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As discussed in more detail later in this report, no significant or material changes to the scheme 

amendment are considered necessary or proposed as result of the submissions received. This 

provides a positive indication of the accuracy and acceptability of the scheme amendment as 

drafted and is reflective of the constructive and hardworking efforts made by the City and 

Liaison Group. This is achieved by working in accordance with the City’s values and always 

striving to adopt a collaborative approach that is focused on delivering balanced, practical and 

quality solutions that align with the City’s strategies and objectives.  

 

COMMENT AND ANALYSIS 

 

Objective and Purpose of Amendment  

 

The impending urbanisation of the Anstey Keane precinct generates the need for the 

provision of a new community and sporting facility. The securing of funding sources for this 

facility is therefore a key priority for the City, and provides the main source of impetus for 

establishing the proposed DCP. The DCP also supports development of the area for 

landowners by providing a mechanism to facilitate the equitable sharing of costs for other 

common infrastructure items. 

 

In order to give statutory effect to the DCP, the City’s planning framework needs to be 

modified through the scheme amendment process, and this will ultimately be achieved 

through the adoption and gazettal of Amendment 102. 

 

The DCP report and ICS, the latter which contains the estimated cost of Infrastructure and 

Administration costs of DCP 4, contribution costs, land area deductions and land area 

summary, will be advertised as part of a separate process to the scheme amendment and as 

described in the DCP report and proposed scheme text. The advertising will be undertaken 

within the 90 day period following of the gazettal of Amendment 102.  

 

Advertising of the DCP report and ICS provides the opportunity for landowners to provide 

comment on proposed costs, including the updated values for land to be acquired through the 

DCP. Land values will be proposed / determined by licensed valuers in accordance with the 

provisions of DCP 4.  

 

Outcomes of Submission Period and Issues 

 

The submissions received during the advertising period for Amendment 102 were generally 

focused on the matters applicable to the DCP report and ICS, such as the estimated cost of 

infrastructure in the DCP and land area deductions, as opposed to the proposed scheme 

amendment provisions. 

 

23 submissions were received from 17 people related to 11 properties within the Forrestdale 

Business Park West area (FBPW). Most of these submissions were provided in a pro-forma 

style. The main issue raised in these submissions related to the contribution being proposed from 

DCP 4 towards the upgrade of Keane Road, which borders the DCP area to the north east. These 

submissions have been counted as 11 in total given they relate to 11 properties within FBPW. 
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The submissions received from the major landowners/developers within the DCP area provided 

constructive feedback that was generally focused on the issues of cost and cost apportionment 

within the DCP area, as opposed to the proposed scheme amendment provisions.  

 

Following gazettal of Amendment 102, the City will be required to finalise the DCP 4 report and 

ICS. This process will involve reviewing and updating all estimated Infrastructure Costs, 

Assessed / Land Values contained in the Infrastructure Cost Schedule. Following this review, 

the DCP will be advertised for a period of 28 days. Following the advertising of the DCP 4 

report and ICS, all submissions will be considered and changes made if necessary. 

 

A summary and analysis of all the submissions received is provided in the attached confidential 

Schedule of Submissions. A summary and analysis of the issues raised in the submissions is also 

provided in the attached Summary Table of Issues. This table includes the following 17 issues 

that are summarized below with the analysis and recommendation for each included in the table. 

These are in addition to two key issues discussed in more detail later in this report. 

 

1. Cost Contribution: Three submissions were received from existing landowners within the 

proposed DCP area raising the issue of the proposed cost contribution being too costly for 

existing residents who do not intend to develop their land. 

2. Land Value: A submission has raised concern that the proposed value for land to be 

acquired in the Draft DCP ICS is too low.  

3. Public Open Space and Community and Sporting Facilities: Two submissions questioned 

the size of the community facilities proposed and suggested that the facilities should be 

smaller. One submission also questioned the costs being included in the DCP for some 

elements of the proposed sporting and community buildings and structures (Item 1C). 

4. Environmental: A submission suggested that the removal of tress will negatively affect 

support for Carnaby Black Cockatoo habitat. 

5. Precinct 3 Developable Area: A submission has suggested that the extent of land within 

Precinct 3 that the DCP is considering as developable land for the purposes of determining 

cost contributions in the DCP is too low and should be increased.  

6. Anstey Road: A submitter has requested that the latest design and land requirements for 

Anstey Road upgrade be included in the DCP. 

7. Other Funding Sources: A submission has suggested that the DCP should consider 

funding from other external sources towards the proposed sporting and recreational 

facilities, and this funding should be deducted from the total cost apportioned to 

landowners in the DCP. 

8. DCP Preparation / Admin Costs: A submitter requested that the cost schedule in the DCP 

should be updated to better reflect actual costs borne by applicable developers in the 

preparation of the DCP. 

9. Existing and retained dwellings within Precinct 2: A submitter has requested that the 

AKUP DCP be modified to require that DCP contributions are obtained from several 

properties where existing dwellings are to be retained within Precinct 2 (portion of Lot 52 

East, portion of Lot 52 West and portion of Lot 54). The submission suggests that the 

responsibility for payment of these DCP contributions should be borne by the City.  
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10. POS: A submitter has requested AKUP DCP be modified to combine Precincts 2 & 3 for 

the purpose of calculating POS contributions as they believe this would result in a more 

equitable approach to the sharing of costs for contributing towards the required POS for 

the area 

11. Access Street: A submitter has suggested that an additional infrastructure item should be 

included in the DCP, being an access street at the rear of the Precinct 3 lots fronting 

Armadale Road, which effectively aligns with the boundary between Precinct 2 and 3. 

12. Shared Path Network: A submitter has questioned the nexus between the shared path 

network and the far eastern end of the precinct. Additionally, the submitter considers that 

the costs for constructing the shared path network abutting the proposed primary school 

site should be partially funded by the Department of Education. 

13. POS: A submitter has sought clarification in the DCP report regarding the distribution and 

amount of POS 

14. Local Drainage: A submitter has requested that the proposed local drainage reserve on Lot 

10 Keane Road should be removed from the DCP’s developable area. 

15. Drainage: A submitter has suggested that Baileys Branch Drain does not service all of the 

lots within Precinct 2 and as such, there is no need and nexus to justify contributions 

towards POS and drainage being provided by landowners that are not benefiting from the 

drain.  

16. POS Land: A submitter has advocated for prioritisation of the acquisition of the 

community / playing field land at the earliest opportunity in order to disburden the 

landowners impacted and requested that the City considers prefunding of community / 

playing field items. The submitter also advocates for the prioritising of construction of the 

sports field and community facilities.  

17. Timeframe: A submitter considers that the proposed 10 year operation of the DCP may be 

too short given challenging state of the market for residential land and housing and should 

therefore be extended. 

As mentioned, the City also identified another two key issues that warranted more detailed 

analysis in this report given possible cost implications, risk and uncertainties, and to also 

demonstrate the plan for further work that can be undertaken in collaboration with applicable 

stakeholders prior to final approval of the DCP ICS. This work can occur while the scheme 

amendment is being considered by the WAPC. The two key issues relate to the costs that should 

be included in DCP 4 ICS for the Keane Road upgrade and Anstey Road high pressure gas main 

upgrade. A recommendation for each of these two key issues is provided below. Changes to the 

amendment are not required due to these two key issues or any of the other issues or concerns 

identified in the submissions. 
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Issue 1: Keane Road Upgrade Contribution  

 

The City received several submissions from landowners within the adjoining Forrestdale 

Business Park West (FBPW) precinct, including a submission from LandCorp, who believe 

DCP 4 is not making an adequate contribution to the upgrade of Keane Road commensurate 

with the Anstey Keane Precinct’s need for the road. A separate submission has also been 

received from MRA, the planning authority for FBPW, in support of the position expressed 

by the Forrestdale Business Park West landowners. LandCorp is a major landowner in 

FBPW. “MRA and LandCorp will merge into a single entity as part of the State 

Government's public sector reform program (MRA Website Sep. 2019)”. 

 

At its meeting on 16 July 2018, the MRA resolved to delegate its decision-making role in 

relation to the FBPW DCP to the Director General of the Department of Planning, Lands and 

Heritage. The decision addressed the potential or perceived conflict of interest where LandCorp 

is involved in the project as the proponent. The Director General has subsequently advised that it 

is more appropriate for the Chair of the WAPC to act on behalf of the MRA Board in 

accordance with section 13 of the MRA Act. As a consequence, the Armadale LRC has 

provided its recommendation to the Chair of the WAPC.  

 

Major landowners and developers within the Anstey Keane Precinct have made submissions 

which contest the need for DCP 4 to contribute the higher contribution amounts sought by the 

MRA and LandCorp towards the upgrade of Keane Road. 

 

Comment  

 

The upgrade of Keane Road to an industrial standard is primarily linked to FBPW and the 

proposed road network within AKUP only proposes a secondary access road within the 

northern portion of the precinct connecting into Keane Road. Accordingly, the proposed 

contribution being provided from DCP 4 towards the upgrade of the Allen / Keane Road 

intersection was considered commensurate with the need / nexus as originally contemplated 

at the time that DCP 4 was being drafted. 

 

The draft AKUP DCP effectively considered the need / nexus for contributing to the Allen / 

Keane Road roundabout was to improve the intersection standard only. The advertised version 

of DCP 4 accordingly proposed a contribution of $102,194.02 towards the upgrade of the 

Allen Road and Keane Road roundabout, including the acquisition of some land at Lot 43 

Keane Road Forrestdale for road widening. The amount was based on the extra cost to 

improve the intersection standard above that already included within the FBPW DCP.  

 

It is considered that the need to upgrade Keane Road to the industrial standard required is largely 

driven by the need to accommodate industrial traffic generated from the FBPW and the 

extension of services for FBPW. Structure Planning for FBPW predates the AKUP and if FBPW 

were developed on a standalone basis, this would not alter the ultimate industrial standard 

required for Keane Road. However, it is noted that AKUP area was identified for residential 

purposes for many years before FBPW was changed from a future residential area to a future 

industrial area.  
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The ultimate industrial standard of the Keane Road is not required to change based on estimated 

traffic flows being generated from AKUP onto Keane Road. Notwithstanding this, if the AKUP 

was developed on a standalone basis there would have been some requirement to upgrade Keane 

Road, but not to the industrial standard and full extent required for FBPW, including service 

connections.  

 

Some AKUP landowners argue that if they had known that they would need to contribute to an 

upgrade of Keane Road that they would have modified structure planning for the AKUP to not 

utilise Keane Road. The City does not fully support this view and sees Keane Road as needing 

to be used by both precincts. In the case of FBPW there is a very high dependency on Keane 

Road for access while for the AKUP the same level of dependency doesn’t exist, but some 

secondary form of access to Keane Road from the AKUP is considered necessary to optimise 

traffic flows but the main access will still be Anstey Road.  

 

The proposed cost apportionment contemplated in a Cardno traffic modelling report submitted 

to the MRA as part of its submission is not accepted as being reflective of the difference in 

traffic demand and history of early discussions between key stakeholders. Additionally, the 

traffic modelling does not appear to be soundly based on demand for road improvements 

required by industrial vehicles as opposed to residential vehicles. The apportionment of costs 

between the two abutting DCP areas based on traffic volumes alone is not fully supported as it 

would be inappropriate to equate residential traffic with industrial traffic for the purposes of 

determining upgrade costs on an equal basis, the design and construction standards are 

significantly different. 

 

The MRA recently recommended the FBPW DCP for approval with a 25.1% or $3.6 million 

shortfall in funding for Keane Road with no confirmed solution to fill the funding gap included 

in the FBPW DCP. There is now a risk on landowners within FBPW who are reliant on Keane 

Road being upgraded to an industrial standard to help support the successful development of 

their land that has frontage to Keane Road. Funding from the AKUP may also not be available 

for eight or more years (depending on market conditions and rates of development) as the City 

will be required to prioritise other DCP 4 items, such as sporting and community facilities and 

the upgrade of Anstey Road within the AKUP which is where the development front will start. 

 

After further assessment, the City believes that further consideration should be given to the total 

contribution from DCP 4 to the costs of upgrading Keane Road and this can be considered at 

final approval stage for the DCP 4 report and ICS after the scheme amendment has been 

gazetted. However, the contribution being suggested by the MRA and LandCorp of circa $3.3 

million is well beyond what is likely to be fair and reasonable.  

 

It is currently considered that a practical approach to determine a fair and reasonable 

contribution to Keane Road from DCP 4 is one where a baseline / minimum contribution 

amount is established by applying S159 of the Planning and Development Act 2005. S159 

allows for a subdivider to recover portion of road costs from a later subdivider. Under S159 

reasonable cost can be recovered for: 

 

 the survey of the land provided as a road; and 

 the formation, preparation, priming and sealing of the road; and 

 the provision of kerbing, drainage and service ducts in connection with the road.  
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Acknowledging that this matter is still being investigated, the amount that could be recovered by 

FBPW landowners from AKUP landowners under S159 principles would be 50% of 

$1,184,796.00. This amount is based on an estimate dated 17 July 2019 prepared by Calibre 

Consulting on behalf of LandCorp and included in the MRA’s report of the FBPW DCP and 

could be used as an approach to form a baseline / minimum contribution from DCP 4 of 

$592,398.00. 

 

The estimate is compromised of the parts shown below:  

 

 Armadale / Keane Intersection:  $422,174.00 

 Allen/Keane Intersection:   $136,633.00 

 Keane Road:     $625,990.00 

 Total:     $1,184,796.00 

 

MRA and AKUP major landowners have used S159 as a tool to help investigate a fair and 

reasonable contribution amount.  

 

The City is currently waiting for further information from the MRA on the detailed inputs that 

informed the above estimate before being able to further analyse what it considers to be a fair 

and reasonable contribution for Keane Road from DCP 4. The City has been advised recently by 

the MRA that work is underway by LandCorp and AKUP major landowners to undertake 

further examination and review of the costings for Keane Road. The City anticipates that this 

additional information will be provided shortly.  

 

Recommendation  

 

The quantum of costs included in DCP 4 for Keane Road does not prevent the scheme 

amendment progressing to final approval or require the amendment to be modified. It is instead 

a matter that will be addressed at final approval of the DCP 4 ICS that will occur following 

gazettal of the scheme amendment consistent with SPP 3.6. Final consideration of the ICS will 

include a consultation period for the City to consider submissions that may be received on the 

final proposed costs to be included in the ICS for Keane Road.  

 

The City plans to continue to work collaboratively with stakeholders to further consider what the 

fair and reasonable costs that should be included in the DCP 4 ICS for Keane Road. 

Nonetheless, in order to provide for the better accuracy of any interim contributions that are 

required prior to gazettal of the scheme amendment and informed from a S159 baseline 

approach, it is proposed to increase the cost for the Keane Road upgrade in the current draft ICS 

to $592,398.00 plus a contingency of 20% to help account for current uncertainties. This amount 

may ultimately go up or down as part of preparation and approval of the DCP 4 ICS following 

gazettal of Amendment 102. 
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Issue 2: ATCO High Pressure in Anstey Road  

 

The upgrade of Anstey Road is included in DCP 4, but the relocation of the ATCO high pressure 

Gas Main in Anstey Road is excluded from the DCP. This was stated under Item 2a of the 

advertised Draft ICS that included a cost only for the “ATCO gas main low pressure” and also 

under Part 3.2.3 of the advertised Draft DCP 4 Report that stated that the scope for Anstey Road 

“Excludes the High Pressure Gas Main”.  

 

Developer / major landowner Cedar Woods are implementing a prefunding application 

including the upgrade of Anstey Road and provided the design and estimated costs that were 

provided to the City to inform the DCP ICS. The design and estimate was attached to the 

advertised draft DCP 4 Report. The high pressure gas main was excluded from the draft DCP as 

the City was advised during drafting of DCP 4 that the high pressure gas main could remain in 

situ based on investigations developers, through consultants, had undertaken.  

 

During advertising of the DCP 4, the design and planning for the Anstey Road upgrade was 

being progressed by major developers. During this period the City was advised that ATCO does 

require works to be undertaken on the high pressure gas main in order to mitigate risks that are 

required as a result of the proposed land use change to Urban / Residential, in particular the 

proposed primary school in the vicinity. The works are proposed to occur during the Anstey 

Road upgrade. Gas pipeline relocation options are currently being discussed with ATCO Gas. 

Currently, the estimated cost of the works could range up to circa $2 million.  

 

Comment 

 

When considering the inclusion of costs associated with risk mitigation requirements for a 

high pressure gas main within the Anstey Road reserve the City consulted with DPLH, 

particularly in relation to the provisions of draft DC Policy 4.3 (Planning for High Pressure 

Gas Mains) that states:  

 

“6.2.3 Developer Contribution Plans 

 

In the event that a structure plan identifies risk mitigation measures that would benefit more 

than one proponent, it may be appropriate for the relevant proponents to make arrangements 

to share the cost of implementing those risk mitigation measures. Doing so through a 

Developer Contribution Plan would not be consistent with the WAPC’s State Planning Policy 

3.6 – Development Contributions for Infrastructure, however, a private agreement may be 

appropriate.” 

 

The City sought advice from DPLH to determine if clause 6.2.3 of Draft DC Policy 4.3 

would apply for the Anstey Road example and if clause 6.2.3 of Draft DC Policy 4.3 was 

consistent with the Draft SPP 3.6 that was being advertised at the time.  
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DPLH responded by saying: 

 

“Draft DC 4.3 was advertised for public comment in 2017 and as such is ‘seriously 

entertained’. The draft policy outlined the WAPC position at that time (which may or may not 

be subject to change when the policy is finalised in due course).  

 

It should be noted that DC 4.3 when finalised will replace Planning Bulletin 87 High 

Pressure Gas Transmission Pipelines in the Perth Metropolitan Region (PB 87).  

 

PB 87 states:  

 

Where land use, subdivision or development is proposed within the setback distances and risk 

mitigation measures are required these should be documented in a risk management plan 

endorsed by the pipeline owner. The extent of those measures should be limited to the works 

required to provide the level of protection, which is necessary and reasonable for the purpose 

of the subdivision or development. They should not extend to upgrading or maintenance of 

the pipeline, which is the normal responsibility of the owner. 

 

The draft SPP 3.6 Infrastructure Contributions, that is currently being advertised until early 

September, does not appear to specifically alter the position outlined in clause 6.2.3 of draft 

DC 4.3. In other words, based on the draft DC 4.3, cost sharing of risk mitigation measures 

as a DCP item would not be consistent with WAPC policy.” 

 

DCP 4 has been drafted to be consistent with WAPC policy and having regard to the advice 

provided by DPLH, the City is currently unable to include the high pressure gas main costs in 

the DCP. If DPLH’s advice changes the City may reconsider the gas main costs being in the 

DCP. 

 

Recommendation  

 

The quantum of costs included in DCP 4 for the Anstey Road high pressure gas main does not 

prevent the scheme amendment progressing to final approval or require the amendment to be 

modified. It is instead a matter that can be addressed at final approval of the DCP 4 ICS that will 

occur following gazettal of the scheme amendment. Final consideration of the ICS will include a 

consultation period for the City to consider submissions that may be received on the final 

proposed costs to be included in the ICS for Anstey Road.  

 

The City can continue to liaise with Developers and DPLH to further consider the 

appropriateness of the Anstey Road high pressure gas main costs being included in the DCP 4 

ICS. At this stage the cost should not be included in the DCP 4 ICS.  

 

Proposed Modifications to Amendment Text  

 

Several modifications have been made to the proposed scheme text in order for the DCP to 

operate more efficiently and effectively. In effect, the minor modifications simply provide 

clearer descriptions on how the DCP operates. Refer to the attached Schedule of Modifications 

for detailed description and analysis of the modifications. 
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Proposed Modifications to Draft DCP Report and ICS 

 

Several modifications have been made to the Draft DCP Report and ICS in response to 

submissions received and changes made to the amendment text. However, at this stage the DCP 

report and ICS are in draft format and following gazettal of the scheme amendment they will be 

re-presented to Council for initiation of advertising and for final approval following a 

consultation period. It is still important to ensure the draft documents are as up to date as 

reasonably possible taking into consideration current information to inform interim contribution 

arrangements prior to gazettal of the amendment. 

 

The City plans to continue to work collaboratively with stakeholders to prioritise the resolution 

of key matters to further refine the DCP Report and ICS prior to them being considered for final 

approval. Resolving outstanding ICS matters is already advancing and can continue while the 

amendment is being considered by the WAPC. There is nothing currently preventing the 

amendment as proposed being forwarded to the WAPC for final approval. The ICS will also 

continue to be reviewed at least annually once the amendment has been gazetted.  

 

As stated under Clause 4.9 of the amendment, any stages of subdivision and/or development for 

which interim Cost Contribution payments have been made, in accordance with a Draft DCP 

and or under an Interim Contributions Agreement made between the Local Government and an 

Owner and prior to this Development Contribution Plan 4 coming into effect, will be required to 

pay any additional Cost Contribution that may be required or be refunded any additional Cost 

Contribution paid, as if those interim payments had been made under the final Development 

Contribution Plan 4 gazetted as part of the Scheme. 

 

Changes to the draft ICS are listed below. Changes to the DCP report are shown in the version 

attached to this report. 

 

a) The Contribution Cost Summary and Land Area Deductions and Land Area Summary by 

Precinct work sheets have been modified in response to changes made to Clause 4.4.2.1 of 

the amendment. 

b) In the Land Area Deductions and Land Area Summary by Precinct work sheet the “Non-

Residential Land Use” deduction has been renamed “Industrial Business Land” to better 

reflect the land to which it relates and it is now in accordance with the proposed Structure 

Plan terminology. 

c) The description for Item 3a has been modified in response to changes made to Clause 

4.3.7 of the amendment. 

d) Draft road widening areas for Anstey Road have been amended based on latest advice. It 

has changed from a total area of 3037m
2
 to 3038m

2
.  

e) Construction costs for Anstey Road have increased from $3,480,333.00 to $3,535,863.00 

based on the latest preliminary estimate. 
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f) The cost for 1B and 1C has reduced from $9,141,574.00 to $9,006,574.00 as resulted of 

the allocation for Loose Furniture and AV being modified in part to address a submission 

received. The City reviewed this allocation and noted that the quantity surveyor’s estimate 

included $175,000.00 for loose furniture and equipment and Audio visual and IT, but after 

further internal consultation the City found that it was acceptable to change the scope and 

cost for this allocation to Loose Furniture and Equipment with an allocation of 

$40,000.00. This amount is based on the Rossiter Pavilion completed in 2018 that 

included loose furniture such as table and chairs and kitchen equipment such as fridges. 

These items are considered a basic need directly connected to Anstey Keane facility where 

they will be required and used.  

g) The draft contribution to Keane Road has changed from $102,194.02 to $736,788.62 as 

described in the above Keane Road Upgrade Contribution section of this report. 

h) The total costs in Infrastructure Cost Summary worksheet have changed from $20,306,938 

to $20,915,764as a result of the changes listed above. Accordingly, the Base Rate has 

changed from $274,200.90 per hectare to $282,534.75 per hectare.  

 

Draft SPP 3.6 impact 

 

The Western Australian Planning Commission had recently been seeking public comment on 

the revised 2019 version of State Planning Policy 3.6 (SPP 3.6). DCP 4 was advertised prior 

to this occurring. The Chairman of the WAPC, when speaking at an industry forum, advised 

that new DCPs which have been substantially progressed under the current 2009 policy as is 

the case for DCP 4, will be assessed and accepted under the 2009 iteration of SPP 3.6. DCP 4 

is considered consistent with SPP 3.6.  

 

OPTIONS 

 

1. Council may adopt the amendment with or without modifications and request that the 

Hon Minister for Planning grant final approval to the amendment. 

 

2. 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 submissions received are considered to not warrant proceeding with the amendment or 

modifying the amendment in any significant or material way. 

 

Other issues raised in submissions regarding infrastructure costs and cost apportionment can be 

addressed once the DCP has been approved via the gazettal of the scheme amendment, as the 

City within 90 days should finalise and adopt the DCP Report ICS. The ICS will be reviewed 

during this period to ensure that all infrastructure costs within the DCP are as current and 

accurate as possible. It is recommended that Council resolve to adopt the amendment with 

modification in accordance with Option 1 above. 
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ATTACHMENTS 

1.⇩   Summary Table of Issues Raised - TPS No.4 - Amendment No.102 - DCP 4  

2.⇩   Schedule of Modifications - TPS No.4 - Amendment No.102 - DCP 4  

3.⇩   Existing Zoning Plan - SCA Map 3 - TPS No.4 - Amendment No.102 - DCP No.4  

4.⇩   Refer Separate Attachment - Draft DCP 4 Report  
5.  Confidential - Schedule of Submissions  - TPS No.4 - Amendment No.102 - DCP 4 - This 

matter is considered to be confidential under Section 5.23(2) (b) of the Local Government 

Act, as it deals with the matter relates to the personal affairs of a person 

 

6.  Confidential - Submitter Plan - TPS No.4 - Amendment No.102 - DCP 4 - This matter is 

considered to be confidential under Section 5.23(2) (b) of the Local Government Act, as it 

deals with the matter relates to the personal affairs of a person 

 

 

Committee Discussion 
 

Committee discussed several of proposed cost items in the DCP and acknowledged the DCP 

will be presented to Council for advertising consent after the scheme amendment is finalised. 

Committee did not support inclusion of the grant funding, given the uncertainty over its 

availability and the timing of the project and other City projects and WAPC SPP. Committee 

considered that the local road at the rear of the Armadale Road lots shouldn’t be included in 

the DCP, as this is a normal subdivisional requirement and Section 159 of the Planning and 

Development Act would be applicable. The EDDS provided advice that since the drafting of 

the report, additional discussions have occurred with the developers and that it is important 

that the DCP aim to facilitate development to progress, therefore the City supported the DCP 

being modified to include the upgrade of the gas main and the draft DCP being amended. 

Committee requested that the upgrade of the gas main be included in the scheme amendment 

as a specific Work as well, therefore a new Clause 4.3.9 was included in the scheme 

amendment and Clause 4.3.9 renumbered to Clause 4.3.10. Committee only supported a 

contribution towards the upgrade of Keane Road from the DCP based on a residential 

standard. 

 

The Chair acknowledged the substantial work the officers had undertaken in preparing the 

DCP arrangements and reporting on submissions/issues. 
 

RECOMMEND D62/10/19 

That Council: 

 

1. Resolved that the local government pursuant to section 75 of the Planning and 

Development Act 2005, amend the above Local Planning Scheme by: 

 

 A. Amending Special Control Map 3 as shown on the attached Proposed Zoning 

– Special Control Area Map 3 Plan and include the area as Development 

Contribution Area 4 and insert Development Contribution Plan No.4 into 

Schedule 9B of Town Planning Scheme No.4 as follows: 

 

No. 
Description of 

Land 
Contribution Arrangements 

4 Development 

Contribution Area 

(DCA) 4 - Anstey 

Keane Precinct 

4.1 - Relationship to other plans and other parts of the Scheme 

The development contribution plan generally conforms to the 

Southern River Forrestdale Brookdale Wungong District Structure 
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(Forrestdale) 

Urban 

Development Area 

as identified on 

Scheme Special 

Control Area Map 

3 

Plan, Approved Structure Plans for Development Contribution Area 4 

and the City of Armadale Community Infrastructure Plan, Local 

Planning Strategy, Corporate Business Plan and Strategic Community 

Plan.  

Where the provisions of Development Contribution Plan 4 are 

inconsistent with the provisions of Part 5A of the Scheme, then the 

provisions of Development Contribution Plan 4 in Schedule 9B 

prevail to the extent of any inconsistency. 

4.2 - Definitions  

Assessed Value means a land value obtained in accordance with the 

procedures described in clauses 4.4.5 to 4.4.6 of Development 

Contribution Plan 4. 

Developable Area is defined as a total area of land minus land area 

deductions as detailed in the Development Contribution Plan 4 

Infrastructure Cost Schedule. The Existing House Land deduction as 

noted in the DCP can be adjusted at the discretion of the City at the 

time when a Cost Contribution becomes due for a lot affected by such 

an Existing House Land deduction. Such an adjustment may be 

determined as necessary where an Existing House Land lot is 

subdivided or developed beyond the potential assumed in the Land 

Area Deductions summary. Such an adjustment will then be 

incorporated into the next review of the Development Contribution 

Plan 4 Infrastructure Cost Schedule. 

Development Contribution Plan Report means a report appurtenant 

to the Scheme and Development Contribution Plan 4, and containing 

information and instructions on the operation of Development 

Contribution Plan 4, as periodically reviewed in accordance with 

Development Contribution Plan 4. 

Infrastructure Cost Schedule means a schedule appurtenant to the 

Scheme and Development Contribution Plan 4, and containing the 

estimated cost of Infrastructure and Administration of Development 

Contribution Plan 4, contribution cost, land area deductions and land 

area summary, as periodically reviewed in accordance with 

Development Contribution Plan 4.  

4.3 - Infrastructure and Administrative Items to be funded 

4.3.1 Infrastructure Item 1a - Public Open Space and Sporting and 

Community Facilities - Senior Size Playing Field – Public Open 

Space Land Acquisition: 

Full costs to acquire land for a minimum of 4.9ha of Public Open 

Space at a location approved by the City within Development 

Contribution Area 4. 

4.3.2 Infrastructure Item 1b - Public Open Space and Sporting and 

Community Facilities - Senior Size Playing Field – Construction: 

Full costs to construct a minimum of 4.9ha of public open space, 

including a senior sized multi use playing field area, to the 

specifications and dimensions approved by the City and at a location 

approved by the City within Development Contribution Area 4 minus 
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contributions from other sources if and when they become available. 

4.3.3 Infrastructure Item 1c - Public Open Space and Sporting and 

Community Facilities - Sporting and Community Buildings and 

Structures – Construction: 

Full costs to construct sporting and community buildings and 

structures at the public open space included under Infrastructure 

Items 1a and 1b minus contributions from other sources if and when 

they become available. 

4.3.4 Infrastructure Item 2a – Movement Network – Anstey Road 

Widening and Construction  

Full cost to upgrade Anstey Road, including road widening land, 

from Armadale Road to the Primary School as detailed in the 

Development Contribution Plan Report and Infrastructure Cost 

Schedule.  

4.3.5 Infrastructure Item 2b – Movement Network – Keane Road 

Construction 

Contribution towards the upgrade Keane Road as detailed in the 

Development Contribution Plan Report and Infrastructure Cost 

Schedule.  

4.3.6 Infrastructure Item 2c – Movement Network – Shared Path 

Network 

Fixed maximum contribution towards a shared path network within 

the Anstey Keane Urban Precinct as detailed in the Development 

Contribution Plan Report and Infrastructure Cost Schedule.  

4.3.7 Infrastructure Item 3a – Baileys Branch Drain Surrounds – 

Betterment of the Baileys Branch Drain Immediate Surrounds  

Partial contribution only towards improvements to the Baileys Branch 

Drain immediate surrounds that deliver a multiple use corridor as 

detailed in the Development Contribution Plan Report and 

Infrastructure Cost Schedule.  

4.3.8 Infrastructure Item 4a – Utilities – Pump Station Land 

Contribution towards the acquisition of land for a sewer pump station 

as detailed on the approved structure plan.  

4.3.9 ATCO Main Gas Pipeline: 

Contribution towards the upgrade of the ATCO Gas Pipeline in 

Anstey Road as it pertains to the Anstey Keane Precinct (Forrestdale). 

4.3.10 Administration Costs: 

Full costs associated with preparing and administering Development 

Contribution Plan 4.                      

4.4 - Method for Calculating Contributions and Assessed Values 

4.4.1 Approach 

Contributions for infrastructure items will be calculated on a 
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Developable Area basis.  

4.4.2 Cost Contribution Calculation 

The contribution to be made by each Owner to the implementation of 

the Infrastructure and Administration Costs shall be a Cost 

Contribution, based on a per hectare basis calculated by the Local 

Government as follows:  

4.4.2.1 Infrastructure Items per hectare calculation  

a) Calculation for entire Development Contribution Area Base 

Rate 

Infrastructure Items per hectare Base Rate (E) calculated as follows at 

each review of the Infrastructure Cost Schedule and to remain 

applicable from the approval of one review to approval of the next: 

Cost of infrastructure items where the costs are to be shared across 

the entire Development Contribution Area 4 as detailed in the 

Infrastructure Cost Schedule (A) + (plus) Administrative Costs (B) 

minus Base Rate contributions collected (C) / (divide) total 

Developable Area remaining (ha) for Development Contribution Area 

4 (D).  

A + B – C / D = E 

b) Calculation for Additional Rate for applicable areas within 

Development Contribution Area 4 

Infrastructure Items per hectare Additional Rate (I) calculated as 

follows at each review of the Infrastructure Cost Schedule and to 

remain applicable from the approval of one review to approval of the 

next:  

Cost of infrastructure items where the costs are to be shared across 

part of Development Contribution Area 4 as detailed in the 

Infrastructure Cost Schedule (F) minus Additional Rate contributions 

collected (G) / (divide) total Developable Area remaining (ha) for the 

part of Development Contribution Area 4 over which the costs are to 

be shared (H).  

F – G / H = I  

4.4.2.2 Cost Contribution Due  

a) The Cost Contribution due by owners shall be based on the 

Developable Area of an owners land parcel and calculated as 

follows: 

i. Cost Contribution due by owners that is applicable to 

all Developable Area within Development 

Contribution Area 4: 

Developable Area (ha) of an owners land parcel x 

(multiply) Infrastructure items per hectare Base Rate. 

ii. Additional Cost Contribution due by owners that is 

applicable to Developable Area within Development 

Contribution Area 4 where an Additional Rate also 

applies as specified in the Infrastructure Cost 
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Schedule calculated as follows:  

Developable Area (ha) of an owners land parcel 

where an additional Cost Contribution applies x 

(multiply) Infrastructure items per hectare Additional 

Rate. 

4.4.3 Valuations 

The provisions of Clauses 5A.9.2 to 5A.9.6 of the scheme do not 

apply to Development Contribution Plan 4. The following variations 

apply to the acquisition of land for Infrastructure Works, calculation 

of costs and valuation of land within Development Contribution Area 

4.  

4.4.4 Compulsory Acquisition 

Where land has been compulsorily acquired and a lawful claim for 

compensation has been served on the Council, the Council may claim 

compensation for betterment under Section 184 of the Planning and 

Development Act 2005 and the value attributed to the betterment of 

the land the subject of the claim shall be set off against any 

compensation otherwise payable to the claimant under the Land 

Administration Act 1997 or any re-enactment of its provisions related 

to compulsory acquisition and compensation. 

4.4.5 Assessed Value 

a) The Council may at any time ascertain the value of any land 

in Development Contribution Plan 4 for the purpose of 

estimating Infrastructure costs, payments and cost 

contributions.  

b) If it is necessary, for any purpose to ascertain the value of any 

land, such value should be determined by two licensed 

valuers appointed from time to time by the local government 

herein referred to as “the Valuation Panel”. The members of 

the Valuation Panel may confer as to value, and if they are 

unable to arrive at a consensus value, they shall confer with 

the Chief Executive Officer of the local government (“CEO”) 

or the officer to whom the CEO delegates that function from 

time to time. If the valuers with the officer cannot arrive at a 

consensus value then the officer shall select a value which 

represents the median value between the two values 

nominated by the valuers on the Valuation Panel and will be 

advertised under the next following paragraph (c) (“the 

Assessed Value”).  

The Valuation Panel may determine more than one Assessed 

Value in the Development Contribution Plan area, where the 

local government or the Panel identifies that there are 

significant differences in land values within Development 

Contribution Area 4.  

c) As soon as possible after the Assessed Value or Assessed 

Values have been ascertained it should be advertised for a 

period of not less than 28 days to allow for submissions to be 

made in regard to the proposed Assessed Value or Assessed 

Values. Assessed Values may be advertised concurrently as 
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part of a Development Contribution Plan 4 review carried out 

in accordance with Clause 4.8.1 of Development 

Contribution Plan 4.  

An owner who lodges an objection under this clause shall 

submit with the objection supporting evidence from a 

suitably qualified person in the specific field being objected 

to.  

d) The local government shall as soon as possible consider all 

submissions made on an Assessed Value and may refer any 

submission to the Valuation Panel for comment, but where a 

submission is accompanied by expert valuation advice based 

on the valuation principles contained in Development 

Contribution Plan 4, it should be referred by the local 

government to the Valuation Panel for comment.  

Having considered the submissions and any comment from 

the Valuation Panel, the local government shall fix upon the 

Assessed Value or Assessed Values to be applied under 

Development Contribution Plan 4 and Infrastructure Cost 

Schedule until the next Assessed Value or Assessed Values 

has been determined.  

e) It is intended that any Assessed Value or Assessed Values 

should apply for no more than 13 months but while an 

Assessed Value remains current it shall stand as the value of 

land within Development Contribution Plan 4 and 

Infrastructure Cost Schedule for all purposes under 

Development Contribution Plan 4 and Part 5A of the scheme 

and the Infrastructure Cost Schedule.  

f) Where land is ceded or acquired for a Infrastructure Work, 

otherwise than by compulsory taking, for the purpose of 

determining the amount to be paid to the owner from whom 

the land is acquired, the value of the land shall be calculated 

according to the same Assessed Value as was applied to the 

Cost Contribution paid or payable by that owner on the 

clearance by the local government of the subdivision of land 

in the same deposited plan as contains the land acquired.  

4.4.6 Valuation Principles 

In ascertaining the Assessed Value or Assessed Values under 

Development Contribution Plan 4, all land shall be valued in its broad 

acre form as depicted on 1 January 2019, ignoring any services or 

infrastructure provided in-accordance with the provisions of the 

relevant Local Structure Plan and applying the following principles: 

i. regard is to be had to the land classifications and zonings 

existing at the date of valuation; 

ii. the date of valuation is to be the date on which the local 

government nominates; 

iii. ignoring any improvements or works on the land; 

iv. the land should be valued without regard to the Infrastructure 

work and the purpose for which the land is acquired shall not 
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be taken into consideration; 

v. in selecting relevant sales evidence, regard should be had first 

to values derived from land in the same area, and if there is 

not adequate evidence, from nearby or similar land in the 

area, in priority to any other sales evidence; and 

vi. the method of valuation shall otherwise be in accordance with 

normal fair market valuation principles. 

4.4.7 Variance and Solatium 

a) When calculating or reviewing Contribution Costs and the 

Infrastructure Cost Schedule, the local government will have 

regard to the value of the land required for Infrastructure and 

include an amount of 10% over and above the Assessed 

Value of such land, to ensure that the local government has or 

will receive sufficient funds in Development Contribution 

Plan 4 account to acquire land for Infrastructure to meet its 

obligations for appropriate payment to such owners, and 

ensure the Infrastructure can be completed in a manner that 

minimises the need for external borrowing. The local 

government may also apply a further amount above the 

Assessed Value to recognize any compulsory taking of land, 

compensations and/or acquisition of structures.  

b) Where land is acquired in the circumstances contemplated in 

subclause 4.4.5 (f) of Development Contribution Plan 4, the 

Council shall pay to the owner an additional amount not more 

than 10% of the amount calculated under that Clause.  

4.4.8 Acquisition Prior to Gazettal 

Where land required for Infrastructure is ceded to the Crown or 

acquired by the local government prior to the Minister granting final 

approval and publication of the Development Contribution Plan 4 

Amendment in the Government Gazette, the appointment of the 

Valuation Panel by the local government under of Development 

Contribution Plan 4 or adoption of the Infrastructure Cost Schedule 

by the Council, the land shall be valued in-accordance with the 

clauses 4.4.3 to 4.4.7 of Development Contribution Plan 4 by the 

Valuation Panel and the date of valuation shall be the date the land 

for the Infrastructure Work is acquired by the local government or the 

local government issues its clearance to the deposited plan that 

contains the Infrastructure land, whichever is the earlier. 

4.4.9 Provision of Land for Infrastructure Works 

Where the Infrastructure Cost Schedule includes a land component 

for a Infrastructure on the relevant lot for which a Cost Contribution 

is due, an Owner shall cede to the Crown or transfer to the local 

government the required Infrastructure land at the first stage of 

subdivision and/or development for that particular landholding or by 

prior agreement at an alternative date agreed by the local government. 

The value of the land will be determined in accordance with 

Development Contribution Plan 4 and Owners will be paid once the 

land is ceded to the Crown or transferred to the local government and 

is already included in Development Contribution Plan 4 and sufficient 

funds have been collected in the Development Contribution Plan 4 



DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 62 8 OCTOBER 2019 

COMMITTEE – Scheme Amendments COUNCIL MEETING 14 OCT 2019 

 

 

account and / or having regard to the timing and priority of 

infrastructure works. 

4.5 - Period of Operation 

4.5.1 

Development Contribution Plan 4 is proposed to operate for a period 

of 12 years from the date of gazettal of the town planning scheme 

amendment that introduces Development Contribution Plan 4 into the 

Scheme, by which time development within Development 

Contribution Area is expected to be largely complete. The proposed 

timeframe aims to account for uncertainty regarding the staging and 

completion of development across the entire area. 

The City may in the future consider extending the period of 

operation, through an amendment to the Scheme, in the event that 

growth does not occur as rapidly as expected, or if new growth areas 

occur. The City may also terminate the Development Contribution 

Plan 4 earlier, through an amendment to the Scheme, if growth occurs 

quicker than expected and all contributions have been settled.  

All land within the Development Contribution Area is subject to the 

requirements of the Development Contribution Plan 4 until the plan 

expires or revoked.  

4.6 - Excess in Contributions 

4.6.1 

Clause 5A.8.2 of the scheme does not apply to Development 

Contribution Plan 4. If there is an excess in the total of Cost 

Contributions when all Cost Contributions have been made or 

accounted for in the Development Contribution Area, the local 

government is to refund the excess funds to the contributing owners 

and or use all or some of the excess funds for improvements to 

infrastructure included in Development Contribution Plan 4 and 

subject to agreement from the majority of the contributing Owners. 

If, however, it is not reasonably practicable to identify Owners and 

their entitled amount of refund and consult with Owners, any excess 

in funds shall be applied to the provision of additional improvements 

to Infrastructure included in Development Contribution Plan 4.  

The local government should make information publically available 

regarding any spend of excess funds. 

4.7 - Timing and priority 

4.7.1 

The Local Government will use its best endeavours to provide 

Infrastructure, including the acquisition of land for infrastructure, as 

soon as possible taking into considering the Local Government’s 

Corporate Business Plan, the rate of development in Development 

Contribution Area 4 and funds collected in Development 

Contribution Plan 4. 

4.8 - Review and Prefunding Process 
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4.8.1 Review  

Development Contribution Plan 4 will be reviewed at least every 5 

years from the date of gazettal or when considered appropriate having 

regard to the rate of development in the area since the last review and 

the degree of development potential still existing. 

The estimated Infrastructure Costs, Assessed Values and 

Infrastructure Cost Schedule will be reviewed and updated at least 

annually. The Review will reflect changes in material prices, design 

costs, design requirements, specifications, labour requirements, 

Assessed Values and other expenditure associated with Development 

Contribution Plan 4 and actual and forecast future development 

patterns in the area. In some instances the costs will be indexed based 

on the Local Government Cost Index (LGCI) or another appropriate 

index and they may be reviewed and certified by a suitably qualified 

person. The local government's priority and timing for infrastructure 

will also be reviewed at least annually.  

Reviews of Development Contribution Plan 4 or Infrastructure Cost 

Schedule, including Assessed Values shall be undertaken in 

accordance with the provisions contained within the Development 

Contribution Plan 4 Report and applicable Local Government Local 

Planning Policy. In the absence of an applicable Local Government 

Local Planning Policy the provisions contained in the Development 

Contribution Plan 4 Report shall solely apply. 

4.8.2 Prefunding of Infrastructure 

An owner of land within the Development Contribution Area may, 

with the prior written approval of the local government, undertake 

implementation of any Infrastructure referred to in Clause 4.3 of 

Development Contribution Plan 4.  

Where an owner wishes to undertake implementation of 

Infrastructure works, with the exception of land required for a 

Infrastructure work, the owner shall, before commencing to carry out 

such works, first lodge a prefunding agreement application for the 

Infrastructure works with the Local Government, which reserves the 

right to review and approve with or without conditions or refuse the 

prefunding agreement application, and to permit or prevent the owner 

from carrying out the works until such time as the owner’s prefunding 

agreement application has been approved. The local government will 

endeavour to respond to an owner’s prefunding application within 

sixty (60) days.  

An Owner who undertakes the implementation of any Infrastructure 

words should lodge a first and final claim for credit or reimbursement 

that includes relevant records within one year of completing the 

agreed works, unless agreed otherwise by the local government. If a 

claim for credit or reimbursement is not lodged within one year, the 

local government may determine that the time period for claiming 

credit or reimbursement has expired and it is no longer liable for 

payment of the prefunded works or land. 

Prefunding and claim applications made by Owners shall be treated in 

accordance with the provisions contained within the Development 

Contribution Plan 4 Report and applicable Local Government Local 
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Planning Policy. In the absence of an applicable Local Government 

Local Planning Policy the provisions contained in the Development 

Contribution Plan 4 Report shall solely apply. 

4.9 Prior Cost Contribution Payments 

Any stages of subdivision and/or development for which interim Cost 

Contribution payments have been made, in accordance with a Draft 

DCP and or under an Interim Contributions Agreement made between 

the Local Government and an Owner and prior to this Development 

Contribution Plan 4 coming into effect, will be required to pay any 

additional Cost Contribution that may be required or be refunded any 

additional Cost Contribution paid, as if those interim payments had 

been made under the final Development Contribution Plan 4 gazetted 

as part of the Scheme. 

 

B. Amend Clause 5A.9.1 (a) of by changing the word “Plan” to “Plans” and adding 

“and No.4” after “No.3” where they occur. 

 

2. Determines the Amendment is complex under the provisions of the Planning 

and Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015 for the 

following reason(s): 

 

 It is an amendment to identify a development contribution area and 

prepare a development contribution plan. 

 

 3.  Authorise the Mayor and Chief Executive Officer to execute the Amendment 

documents 

 

 4. Forward the amendment documentation to the Western Australian Planning 

Commission for its consideration and requests the Hon Minister for 

Transport and Planning grant final approval to the amendment. 

 

 5. Endorse the comments made in this report and the Schedule of Submissions 

regarding the submissions received on this scheme amendment and to be 

forwarded to the Western Australian Planning Commission.  

 

6. Advise the submitters of its decision. 

 

7. Adopt the attached draft Development Contribution Plan 4 Report and 

Infrastructure Cost Schedule to form the basis for interim contribution 

arrangements with owners, subject to DCP 4 being modified to include the 

High Pressure Gas Main. 

 

Moved Cr D M Shaw 

MOTION CARRIED  (7/0) 
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2.1 - DESIGN WA - PROPOSED SPP 7.2 - PRECINCT DESIGN   
    
 

WARD 

 

: ALL In Brief: 

The Western Australian Planning 

Commission (WAPC) is seeking public 

comment on its new State Planning Policy 

7.2 – Precinct Design Guidelines (SPP 7.2) 

which forms part of the State 

Government’s Design WA Framework.  

Recommend that the City make a 

submission on the draft SPP 7.2 to the 

WAPC taking into consideration the 

comments in this report and the 

attachments.  

FILE No. 

 

: M/574/19 
 

DATE 

 

: 25 Sept 2019 

REF 

 

: SF  

RESPONSIBLE 

MANAGER 

 

: EDDS 

 

 

Tabled Items 

Nil.  

 

Decision Type 
 

☐ Legislative  The decision relates to general local government legislative functions 

such as adopting/changing local laws, town planning schemes, rates 

exemptions, City policies and delegations etc.  

☒ Executive  The decision relates to the direction setting and oversight role of 

Council. 

☐ Quasi-judicial  The decision directly affects a person’s rights or interests and requires 

Councillors at the time of making the decision to adhere to the principles 

of natural justice.  

 

Officer Interest Declaration 

Nil.  

 

Strategic Implications 

1.2.2 Provide opportunities to improve health outcomes for everyone.  

2.2.1 Deliver attractive and functional streetscapes, open spaces, City buildings and 

facilities.  

2.5.1 Implement and administer the City’s Town Planning Scheme and Local Planning 

Strategy to deliver quality development outcomes. 

  

Legislation Implications 

 Planning and Development Act 2005 

 Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015 

 Metropolitan Region Scheme  

 City of Armadale Town Planning Scheme No.4 

 

Council Policy/Local Law Implications 

N/A  
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Budget/Financial Implications 

The draft Statement of Planning Policy 7.2 and ‘Design WA’ documents are likely to have 

budgetary implications, in terms of staffing, revenue and expenditure, which will need to be 

carefully considered as the policy is implemented.  

 

Consultation 

Consultation was undertaken across Business Directorates in the City.  

 

BACKGROUND 

 

In 2014 the Western Australian Planning Commission (WAPC) and the then, Department of 

Planning (DoP) published Planning Makes it Happen – Phase 2 Blueprint for Planning 

Reform with initiatives and actions recommended to improve design and development across 

WA. 

 

In October 2016, the WAPC released a draft form of State Planning Policy 7 – Design of the 

Built Environment which provides the overarching framework for all design related State 

Planning Policies, and sets out to address design quality of the built environment across all 

planning and development types to deliver economic, environmental, social and cultural 

benefits. The policy sets out principles and processes which will allow good design to be 

created and leave a positive legacy for future generations. 

 

The WAPC has also released a draft of State Planning Policy 1 – State Planning Framework 

which is the overarching State Planning Policy which identifies the hierarchy and status of 

relevant policies and strategies of the WAPC. 

 

Statement of Planning Policy 1 and Statement of Planning Policy 7 are the overarching 

documents which give a more generalised view of how the objectives of ‘Design WA’ will be 

achieved. The WAPC proposes five different documents/policies which form the ‘Design 

WA’ suite of documents which will be implemented through several stages: 

 

 Apartment Design; 

 Precinct Design; 

 Neighbourhood Design (revised Liveable Neighbourhoods);  

 State Planning Policy 4.2 Activity Centres for Perth and Peel; and  

 Medium Density; 

 

The first part of ‘Design WA’ was implemented in May 2019 and pertains to ‘Apartment 

Design’. This occurred following a period of stakeholder and public consultation. The City 

has made a submission on the first part of ‘Design WA’ which was presented to Council at its 

meeting in December 2016 (D56/12/16).  

 

DETAILS OF PROPOSAL 

 

State Planning Policy 7.2: Precinct Design  

The documents can be found at the WAPC website, with the following link:  

https://www.dplh.wa.gov.au/getmedia/6c94ab72-f4ba-4896-9a0f-85f32d9f9669/SPP_7-

2_Precinct_Design 

https://www.dplh.wa.gov.au/getmedia/6c94ab72-f4ba-4896-9a0f-85f32d9f9669/SPP_7-2_Precinct_Design
https://www.dplh.wa.gov.au/getmedia/6c94ab72-f4ba-4896-9a0f-85f32d9f9669/SPP_7-2_Precinct_Design
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The document is the lead policy guide for the preparation and evaluation of planning 

proposals for areas that require high level ‘Precinct Planning’ due to their complexity and 

particular planning importance. The areas that are intended to be influenced by ‘Precinct 

Planning’ include complex areas such as Activity Centres as defined in State Planning Policy 

4.2, Station Precincts, Urban Corridors, Residential Infill (scheme amendment) and other 

areas that are determined by the WAPC to be of significance. Standard Precinct Plans are also 

recommended for Neighbourhood and Local Centres, Residential Infill (non-scheme 

amendment) and heritage.  

 

In addition the policy makes provision for the following: 

 

 The need for higher order strategic planning documents such as frameworks, region 

schemes and sub-regional structure plans to include high level consideration for 

precincts. 

 The consideration for precincts in local planning documents such as Local Planning 

Strategies, Local Housing Strategies and Local Commercial Strategies and Structure 

Plans.  

 Consistency between subdivision and development with the Precinct Plan.  

 Exemptions – where an endorsed Activity Centre Plan, Local Development Plan and 

subdivision and development that pre-date the Precinct Plan.  

 Provision for the Precinct Plan to be subject to a Design Review to improve design 

quality.  

 

State Planning Policy 7.2: Precinct Design Guidelines 

The document can be found at the WAPC website, with the following link:  

https://www.dplh.wa.gov.au/getmedia/5f1cdcdc-e393-4f2e-847d-6f020be2d192/GD-DWA-

Draft-Precinct-Design-Guidelines 

 

The Guidelines form the main supporting document to the State Planning Policy and ensures 

appropriate land use planning and design outcomes in relation to Precincts across the State, 

are met within the Precincts and outlines the process for Precinct Planning preparation. The 

Guidelines are structured around a total of seven Design Elements (listed below) with each 

design element supported by an explanatory Intent along with Objectives and Considerations 

with Intent explaining the intended outcome and why it is important; Objectives state the aim 

and purpose to achieve the desired outcome; and Considerations identify how the Objectives 

may be achieved through appropriate design responses.  

 

 Urban Ecology 

 Urban Structure 

 Movement 

 Built Form 

 Land Use 

 Public Realm 

 Services and Utilities  

https://www.dplh.wa.gov.au/getmedia/5f1cdcdc-e393-4f2e-847d-6f020be2d192/GD-DWA-Draft-Precinct-Design-Guidelines
https://www.dplh.wa.gov.au/getmedia/5f1cdcdc-e393-4f2e-847d-6f020be2d192/GD-DWA-Draft-Precinct-Design-Guidelines
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The Objectives document in the Design Guidelines should be achieved through the flexible 

application of the Considerations. The application of the Consideration is to depend on the 

complexity and scale of the Precinct, with proponents being required to demonstrate and 

justify how and where individual Objectives and Consideration apply to the Precinct which 

are defined in the document (i.e. Activity Centre Precinct, Station Precinct etc). The Design 

Guidelines also establishes the framework for Precinct Design to undergo a design review 

which is encouraged at the Concept Development Stage and Design Development Stage.  

 

To support the operation of the Guidelines, the document also outlines the responsible 

authorities for preparing Complex and Standard Precincts, guidance on how to determine a 

boundary of a Precinct, how to establish Precinct ‘Vision’ and ‘Principles’ and a suggested 

Stakeholder engagement process with a focus on feasibility and community benefit.  

 

Precinct Design Planning Framework Discussion Paper  

The documents can be found at the WAPC website, with the following link: 

https://www.dplh.wa.gov.au/getmedia/f8e83a1b-6e3f-4bc2-8fd5-f6d234e12e3b/DWA-

Precinct-Design-Planning-Framework-Discussion-Paper 

 

The Precinct Design Planning Framework Discussion Paper outlines the case for Precinct 

Plans to be included as part of the overall Planning Framework and also provides the policy 

guidance for Precinct Plans and related instruments. This includes determining the 

circumstances when Precinct Plans may be prepared or are required; the roles and 

responsibilities and procedures for assessment and determination of Precinct Plans; the 

mechanism for giving Precinct Plans effect in the Planning System, and the amendments to 

other existing State Planning documents that may be required to facilitate the implementation 

of Precinct Design. These factors are covered under the following main headings: 

 

 Place of Precinct Design in the Planning System; 

 Determining Authority; 

 Triggers; 

 Assessment Procedures; 

 Status of Precinct Plans; and  

 Changes to other Documents.  

 

ANALYSIS 

 

The City has undertaken a review of the SPP 7.2 suite of documents with comments provided 

below:  

 

State Planning Policy 7.2 – Precinct Design  

Section  Purpose  City’s Comments  

1.  

Application of 

the Policy 

The Policy applies across Western 

Australia and is to be read in 

conjunction with the supporting 

precinct Design Guidelines and State 

Planning Policy 4.2 Activity Centres. 

Precinct Plans are required in the 

following areas: 

 Activity Centres 

The application of Precinct Plans in 

most areas listed may have some merit, 

however there are concerns at the level 

of scope allowed for the application of 

Precinct Plans for Urban Corridor and 

Infill areas. The City understands that a 

future Design WA policy release will 

address medium density housing which 

is associated with infill development for 

example. There are concerns that the 

https://www.dplh.wa.gov.au/getmedia/f8e83a1b-6e3f-4bc2-8fd5-f6d234e12e3b/DWA-Precinct-Design-Planning-Framework-Discussion-Paper
https://www.dplh.wa.gov.au/getmedia/f8e83a1b-6e3f-4bc2-8fd5-f6d234e12e3b/DWA-Precinct-Design-Planning-Framework-Discussion-Paper
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State Planning Policy 7.2 – Precinct Design  

Section  Purpose  City’s Comments  

 Station Precincts 

 Urban Corridors 

 Residential Infill 

 Heritage Precinct 

Precinct areas should be defined in the 

Local Planning Strategy or Town 

Planning Scheme.  

  

implementation of Precinct Plans and 

changes to Medium Density housing 

design will cause overlap and 

complicate planning in these areas.  

The application of Precinct Plans to 

Station Precincts, Urban Corridors, 

residential Infill and Heritage Precinct 

adds an additional layer of planning to 

the process of considering changes / 

planning in these types of areas. This 

will have significant resource 

implications for Local Government who 

will be required in most instances to 

prepare these plans concurrent with 

scheme amendments.  

The City agrees that Precinct Plans 

should be identified in the Local 

Planning Strategy of a Local 

Government.  

 

State Planning Policy 7.2 – Precinct Design Guidelines  

Section  Purpose  City’s Comments  

1.  

Introduction  

The Policy document is to guide the 

implementation of SPP 7.2. In 

preparing Precinct Plans the proponent 

is required to address the 7 Design 

Elements identified in the Policy 

Document. The Guidelines are to be 

used as a Performance – Based 

approach. The key mechanisms for the 

policy are outlined below: 

 Each Precinct Plan will need to 

address 7 Design Elements – 

Urban Ecology, Urban Structure, 

Movement, Built Form, Land Use, 

Public Realm and Service and 

Utilities. 

 Performance Based approach is 

measured against 10 Principles – 

Context and Character, Landscape 

quality, Built Form and Scale, 

Functionality and Build Quality, 

Sustainability, Amenity, Legibility, 

Safety, Community and Aesthetics.  

 Guidelines to apply to subdivision 

and development over land 

identified in a Precinct.  

 Precinct Plans can be developed 

within Neighbourhood Plans 

(Structure Plan) with the Precinct 

Plan focusing on land use, built 

form and urban structure and 

The Structure and intent of the Precinct 

Design Guide appears sound. There does 

appear to be some overlap between the 

intent and function of Structure Plans 

and Precinct Plans. This is likely to 

occur when there is an Activity Centre 

proposed within a Structure Plan area. 

Currently an Activity Centre Structure 

Plan is required in accordance with SPP 

4.2 – Activity Centres for Strategic and 

District Centres. Under the proposed 

Policy Guidelines it will now be a 

‘Precinct Plan’.  

It is noted that Precinct Plans are now 

required for Neighbourhood and Local 

Centres, Residential Infill (no scheme 

amendment and Heritage areas (all 

Standard Precinct Plans). This is an 

additional requirement to the current 

Planning Framework and will add 

additional layer of work to the Planning 

Framework when these areas could 

ordinarily be planned through a Town 

Planning Scheme, Structure Plan, Local 

Development Plan or Local Planning 

Policy. The new SPP 7.2 needs to be 

clear if the Precinct Plan intends to 

replace LDPs and Local Planning 

Policies say in the instance of a Heritage 
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State Planning Policy 7.2 – Precinct Design Guidelines  

Section  Purpose  City’s Comments  

Structure Plans addressing land use 

and urban structure.  

 The Design Elements are 

structured by way of Intent, 

Objectives and Considerations. 

Each Design Element provides a 

list of suggested outputs.  

 There are 4 different types of 

Complex Precincts – Activity 

Centre, Station, Urban Corridor 

and Infill. Neighbourhood and 

Local Centres, residential Infill (no 

amendment) and Heritage are 

considered Standard Precincts.  

 Design Review of Precinct Plans is 

encouraged through two phases – 

Concept Stage and Design 

Development Stage.  

Precinct or Residential Infill Precinct.  

It is unclear why a Standard Precinct 

Plan would be required for a 

Neighbourhood Centre or Local Centre 

when planning for these areas could be 

managed through the Town Planning 

Scheme.  

The draft SPP 7.2 does not distinguish 

between what constitutes a ‘Complex 

Precinct Plan’ and ‘Standard Precinct 

Plan’. This needs to be clearly defined 

so expectations in terms of level of 

planning can be properly understood. 

Currently the Policy only distinguishes 

that the WAPC is the approval authority 

for ‘Complex Precinct Plans’ and the 

Local Authority for ‘Standard Precinct 

Plans’.  

2.  

Prepare  

The Policy outlines the approach to 

preparing a Precinct Plan which 

includes the following:  

 Identifying the type of Precinct 

Plan (Complex or Standard) 

 Guidance for identifying the 

Precinct Boundary 

 Project Team members – suggested 

disciplines  

 Undertaking a Context analysis – 

Physical, Community and 

Governance analysis 

 The Context analysis is to be 

summarised into ‘key influences’ 

which can be tested with key 

stakeholders. 

 Guidance on developing a 

‘Precinct Vision and Principles’ 

 Guidance on Stakeholder and 

Community Engagement and 

encouragement that it occurs early 

in the Precinct planning phase 

(including types of engagement 

methods). 

 Feasibility including Development 

contributions, impact mitigation 

payment, inclusionary 

zoning/provisions and value 

capture.  

 Use of Community Benefit as 

incentives for additional building 

standards in a Precinct Plan  

As mentioned previously, there is no 

guidance provided on what constitutes 

as ‘Complex’ or Standard’ Precinct 

Plan. This needs to be defined.  

The breadth of disciplines required to 

prepare a Precinct Plan (i.e. Project 

Manager, Urban Planner, Architect, 

Urban Designer, Community 

Engagement Consultant, Landscape 

Architect, Heritage Architect, Transport 

Consultant, Civil Engineer, Economists, 

Property Economics, Noise Consultant 

and Community Development) would 

suggest that Precinct Plans are 

comprehensive documents requiring 

many disciplines which are beyond the 

reach of Local Government ‘staff’ 

resourcing. This would imply that 

Precinct Plans are resource intensive 

documents and would impact resource 

management/requirements by Local 

Government.  

The feasibility options provided in the 

Policy should reference specific 

examples and Planning Policy for 

guidance. For example ‘Developer 

Contributions’ should have reference to 

SPP 3.6 Developer Contributions as to 

how and when such mechanisms should 

be implemented. Also there is little 

guidance or use of ‘Value Capture’ as a 

method of feasibility. Further guidance 

on this approach is required if it is 
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State Planning Policy 7.2 – Precinct Design Guidelines  

Section  Purpose  City’s Comments  

seriously to be considered an option for 

consideration.  

3.  

Design  
This section of the Policy articulates 

the 7 Design Elements identified. They 

are: 

 Urban Ecology 

 Urban Structure  

 Movement 

 Built Form 

 Land Use  

 Public Realm 

 Service and Utilities  

Each Design Element includes an 

‘intent’ section describing the purpose 

of the element. The element is then 

divided into a series of ‘Objectives’ 

with each objective supported by 

‘Considerations’. At the end of each 

element is a heading titled ‘Precinct 

Plan Outputs’ which details a list of 

documents / requirements that need to 

be completed to satisfy that the 

element has properly been 

investigated.  

 

The following specific comments are 

made in relation to the 7 Design 

Elements: 

 Element 1, Consideration 1.4.1 

encourages precinct wide energy 

distribution and storage which is 

difficult and yet unproven. 

Clarification is required on how this 

objective could be achieved.  

 Element 1, Consideration C1.4.2 

considers setting precinct wide 

targets for carbon emission reduction. 

Clarification is required on how this 

could be achieved and who will be 

undertaking the audit process.  

 Element 2, Consideration C2.4.3 

considers how long term strategic 

sites can be protected from 

underdevelopment. Clarification is 

required on how this is to be 

achieved, especially when it could be 

imposing unfair restrictions on 

private property.  

 Element 3. Consideration C3.1.3 

considers prioritising streets 

according to modal hierarchy. 

Clarification is required on changing 

typical cross section provided in 

liveable neighbourhoods to affect this 

shift in thinking. 

 Element 3, Consideration C3.4.4 

considers designing car parking for 

its adaptability over time to 

accommodate potential future change 

of use. Clarification is required on 

how this could be achieved.  

 Element 4, Consideration C4.1.4 

considers proportions and forms that 

are sympathetic to the existing built 

form character. This objective 

appears to contradict the objective 

particularly if a place is transitioning 

from low density land use to medium 

to high density land use.  

 Element 4, Consideration C4.2.3 

considers identifying buildings for 

retention, heritage or other. Aside 

from Heritage Buildings, it’s should 

be left to the market to decide which 
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State Planning Policy 7.2 – Precinct Design Guidelines  

Section  Purpose  City’s Comments  

other buildings are worthy of 

retention. Clarification is required on 

how Local Government can enforce 

the retention of buildings outside of 

normal planning controls.  

 Element 5, Consideration C5.2.7 

suggests that land uses and their 

impacts are to be compatible with 

streetscape type and character. This 

may be difficult to achieve in areas 

where a transition of land use and 

built form is taking place. 

 Element 6, Consideration C6.1.3 

requests that proponents demonstrate 

how public space improves 

community health and wellbeing. 

Clarification is required on what 

information would be needed to 

demonstrate that this consideration 

has been achieved.  

At the end of each element is an 

exhaustive list of outputs required to 

satisfy the investigation of each element. 

Accumulatively, the combination of 

outputs highlights a significant level of 

work required to prepare a Precinct Plan. 

The Policy does not discern between 

‘Complex’ and ‘Standard’ Precinct Plan 

accordingly it is assumed that the 

outputs are required for all Precinct 

Plans. There should be guidance 

provided by the Policy on this matter so 

that the more complex a Precinct Plan, 

the more information is required. It 

should be noted that the outputs 

combined will have a significant impact 

on Local Government resourcing both 

internal to the organisation and external.  

The existence of no less than 104 

different design considerations and the 

absence of ‘deemed to comply’ criteria 

will make the preparation of Precinct 

Plans by the proponent (including Local 

Government) and the assessment of 

Precinct Plans onerous and difficult. The 

criteria used for the preparation and 

assessment of Precinct Plans should be 

significantly reduced to simplify the task 

and process for assessment.  

4.  
Implementation  

This section explores how Precinct 

Plan implementation could be 

achieved and includes examples such 

The Policy outlines that an 

‘Implementation’ section should be 

established in the Precinct Plan which 
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State Planning Policy 7.2 – Precinct Design Guidelines  

Section  Purpose  City’s Comments  

as: 

 Linkages to vision 

 Funding 

 Precinct Coordination 

 Partnerships 

 Case Studies 

 Catalyst projects  

 Monitoring and Review  

 Other / Future Reporting  

guides its implementation. It’s important 

that the section be expanded to be 

explicit on roles and responsibilities for 

implementation. Some implementation 

requirements such as ‘Monitoring and 

Review’ can be onerous and this needs 

to be further considered so resourcing 

can be properly accounted for.  

 

Precinct Design – Planning Framework and Discussion Paper  

Section  Purpose  City’s Comments  
3.1  

Place of 

Precinct 

Design in the 

Planning 

System  

Precinct Planning has been introduced to 

better equip the planning framework to 

deal with complex challenges associated 

with planning for consolidated growth in 

existing areas. This is achieved as 

follows: 

 Incorporation of Precinct Design 

where considering infill development 

and for more substantial greenfield 

settings; 

 Establishment of Complex and 

Standard Precinct Plans (former 

approved by the WAPC the latter 

approved by the LG); and  

 Replacement of Activity Centre 

Structure Plans with Precinct Plans.  

  

 The introduction of Precinct Plans 

adds an additional layer to the 

Planning Framework, being 

required (either Complex or 

Standard) in infill scenarios (i.e. 

increase in density or for 

neighbourhood and local centres) 

or in greenfield areas where a 

Structure Plan is required for 

Neighbourhood design that 

includes a Centre, because of the 

latter a Precinct Plan (Complex or 

Standard) will be required also.  

 The Precinct Design Framework 

doesn’t particularly articulate well 

the circumstances where infill 

development would warrant a 

Precinct Plan. It appears that any 

infill proposal previously covered 

by a scheme amendment to 

increase the density of land in a 

designated area will now need to be 

preceded by a Precinct Plan. 

 Significant work is required to 

prepare Precinct Plans and this 

burden will largely fall on Local 

Government for implementation 

particularly where infill 

development is proposed through a 

Local Planning Strategy. It is 

questionable that Precinct Plans are 

required for all infill development 

when other Design WA policy 

framework (i.e. SPP 7.3 – 

Apartments) provides for improved 

built form design.  

 Greater definition is required for 

the differences between a 

‘Complex Precinct Plan’ and 
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Precinct Design – Planning Framework and Discussion Paper  

Section  Purpose  City’s Comments  
‘Standard Precinct Plan’. The 

definition needs to include defining 

the required information for each 

type of Precinct Plan (currently 

same information is required for 

‘Complex and ‘Standard’ Precinct 

Plans).  

3.2 

Determining 

Authority  

All Complex Precinct Plans are to be 

determined by the Western Australian 

Planning Commission. All Standard 

Precinct Plans are to be determined by 

Local Government.  

 The WAPC has struggled to 

determine Scheme Amendments, 

Structure Plans and other 

applications in a timely manner. It 

is unclear how the WAPC and 

Department for Planning, Lands 

and Heritage will be able to process 

these Precinct Plans in a timely 

manner.  

3.3  

Triggers  
The need for a Precinct Plan should be 

identified in the highest order Strategic 

Planning documents such as in Perth and 

Peel @3.5 million and Sub-Regional 

Planning Frameworks (Activity Centres, 

Urban Corridors and Station Precincts), 

in State Planning Policy 4.2 -Activity 

Centres for Perth and Peel (in Activity 

Centres) and Other Strategic documents 

such as District Planning Strategies and 

Local Planning Strategies and Structure 

Plans (i.e. new Activity Centres in 

Greenfields, Urban Corridors, infill 

areas, Heritage areas).  

The Policy document identifies the need 

for Precinct Plans to be identified in 

Town Planning Schemes through a 

Special Control Area, supported by 

‘Centre’ zone or equivalent or a new 

Precinct Zone with supporting text in the 

Scheme document.  

The Policy also outlines the possibility 

for the WAPC to request that a Precinct 

Plan be prepared similar to existing 

regulations which enables the WAPC to 

require Structure Plan and Activity 

Centre Plans where it is considered 

necessary.  

 The City agrees with the need to 

identify the use of Precinct Plans 

within key Strategic Planning 

documents to ensure a consistent 

and legible approach.  

 The identification of Precinct Plans 

within the scheme appears to be 

consistent with similar approaches 

to identifying Structure Plan areas 

in the scheme. This approach could 

be replicated with little difficulty.  

 The WAPC’s ability to request the 

preparation of a Precinct Plan for 

an area is not dissimilar to the 

approach it can use for Structure 

Plans and Activity Centre Structure 

Plans. There may be a case where 

the WAPC requires/requests a 

Precinct Plan and the Local 

Government does not consider it 

necessary or support it.  

3.4 

Assessment 

Procedures  

Proposal is to align the advertising 

period of the Precinct Plan with that of a 

scheme amendment (42 days).  

A different approach is being proposed 

for the amendment of Precinct Plans and 

 An advertising period of 42 days 

would seem appropriate given the 

complexity involved in preparing a 

Precinct Plan and the ability for 

Scheme Amendments to be 

initiated at the same time as 
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Precinct Design – Planning Framework and Discussion Paper  

Section  Purpose  City’s Comments  
Structure Plans based on complexity and 

risk. The WAPC is seeking comment 

from LG on the possible criteria that 

could be used to differentiate the type of 

amendments.  

The WAPC propose to modify the 

assessment timeframes for structure 

plans and Precinct Plans which currently 

stand at 60 days for Local Government 

and 120 days for the WAPC. This is 

proposed to change to 75 days and 105 

days respectively.  

Precinct Plans.  

 The preparation of a criteria based 

on level of impact, complexity, size 

and scale and degree of changes for 

amendments are all criteria that 

would be supported by the City.  

 The City supports the proposed 

change in assessment timeframes 

that would allow Local 

Government greater timeframe to 

assess Structure Plans and Precinct 

Plans without increasing the overall 

timeframe for assessment under the 

Regulations, given the number of 

documents and matters the 

Statement for Planning Policy now 

proposes to include in Precinct 

Plans.  

3.5  

Status of 

Precinct Plans  

The current approach of giving Structure 

Plans ‘due regard’ is proposed to be 

retained with ‘Urban Development 

zone’ used as the underlying zoning 

until development is progressed and the 

zoning normalised. 

For Precinct Plans it is envisaged that 

the underlying zoning for the Precinct 

Plan will accord with the land use 

intention for the Precinct Plan with 

Scheme provisions and the Precinct Plan 

supporting subdivision and 

development.  

The Policy proposes two possible 

scheme amendment options (A and B) 

with the former requiring a Standard 

Amendment approach concurrently with 

the Precinct Plan, the second option 

treating the amendment as ‘basic’ and 

therefore no advertising required. The 

Precinct Plan is therefore prepared first, 

advertised and the considered 

concurrently with the Scheme 

Amendment.  

The Policy proposes to allow scheme 

provisions which include reference to 

Building height, Plot ratio, setbacks, 

land use permissibility, building facades, 

heritage and design review to be 

included in the scheme for the 

designated Precinct Plan area.  

 The approach to differentiating the 

underlying zoning of both Structure 

Plans and Precinct Plans is 

supported.  

 The approach to managing scheme 

amendments as either ‘Standard’ or 

‘Basic’ is supported. Preference for 

scheme amendments to be treated 

as ‘Basic’ and therefore Option B 

is preferred.  

 The inclusion of scheme provisions 

to support a Precinct Plan is 

supported. The notion that these 

provisions cannot be varied is 

supported to provide certainty to 

the Industry.  
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Precinct Design – Planning Framework and Discussion Paper  

Section  Purpose  City’s Comments  

3.6  

Changes to 

Other 

documents  

The Policy framework acknowledges 

that there will be a number of changes 

required to the Planning and 

Development Regulations 2009, SPP 4.2 

– Activity Centres for Perth and Peel, 

SPP7.0 – Design of the Built 

Environment, SPP 7.3 – Residential 

Design Codes Volume 1 and 2, Liveable 

Neighbourhoods, Structure Plan 

Framework, Local Development Plan 

Framework and Development Control 

Policy 1.6 – Planning to support Transit 

Use and Development. 

 The City acknowledges the 

changes required to the various 

documents. There should also be 

relevant changes to the Model 

Scheme Text to recognise Precinct 

Plans and changes to the Planning 

and Development Act 2005 and 

Planning and Development 

Regulations 2015 to recognise 

Precinct Plans, assessment 

timeframes etc.  

 

COMMENT 

 

The draft State Planning Policy 7.2 – Precinct Design intends to improve the process of 

design within the Planning Framework, in particular for areas associated with Activity 

Centres, Train Stations, Urban Corridors and Urban Infill areas. Traditionally planning in 

these areas have either been undertaken through the preparation of an Activity Centre 

Structure Plan (for selected Activity Centres) or through relevant land use and zoning via a 

Town Planning Scheme after these areas have been identified through Strategic Planning 

documents such as Local Housing Strategies and Local Planning Strategies. The introduction 

of a Precinct Plan for Activity Centres (Replaces Structure Plans), Train Stations, Urban 

Corridors and Urban Infill areas represents an additional layer of planning required as in most 

cases Precinct Plans will still require the preparation of scheme amendments to ensure their 

implementation with the Local Town Planning Scheme. 

 

With the expectation that Precinct Plans are expected to be identified in Local Planning 

Strategies, it is clear that the onus on preparing Precinct Plans will fall largely on Local 

Government. This will inevitably create significant implications on resourcing both in 

preparing the Precinct Plan and through its implementation. The resourcing implications for 

Precinct Plans as a new layer of planning within a Local Authority boundary is exacerbated 

by the effort required to prepare a Precinct Plan which requires the consideration of no less 

than 104 points for consideration across the 7 Design Elements. With the absence of ‘deemed 

to comply’ provisions in the Design Guide, all considerations are open for evaluation based 

on design, making the task of preparing and assessing a Precinct Plan significant and onerous 

on the relevant proponents. Consideration needs to be given to simplifying the design points 

for consideration so as not to convolute the preparation and assessment process.  

 

Of added concern is the imposition of Precinct Plans as an additional layer of planning at a 

time when State Government is running a parallel process of Planning reform which is aimed 

at the reduction of ‘red tape’ and simplification of the Planning process for the community. It 

would appear that the advent of Precinct Plans contradicts this approach by adding additional 

layers of planning.  
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Whilst in principle the introduction of a design led Precinct Plan approach as an important 

part of the Planning Framework has some merit in that it will improve the awareness and 

consideration of design in local planning, it does present with significant challenges both in 

time and resourcing, particularly for Local Government. In addition to the principles behind 

the preparation of actual Precinct Plans, there is an expectation that there will be significant 

community and stakeholder engagement and monitoring and review which will add further 

time and resourcing requirements which have not been properly defined in the Policy 

documentation.  
 

The City understands that the advent of Precinct Plans has come from the State Government’s 

initiative to establish Precinct Plans around Train Stations impacted by the State 

Government’s Metronet project which is associated with both existing and proposed train 

stations. Whilst there is some merit in the preparation of Precinct Plans for Train Stations, 

given their complexity and Transit Orientated Development benefits, the argument in favour 

of Precinct Plans in traditional ‘infill’ and ‘Urban Corridor locations, is less compelling.  
 

Traditionally planning for ‘infill’ and ‘urban corridor’ locations is captured through a Local 

Planning Strategy and implemented through zoning changes in the Town Planning Scheme 

and preparation of relevant Local Planning Policies. In these circumstances, redevelopment is 

usually promoted through land use and density change which can easily be accommodated 

through existing Town Planning Schemes. Whilst design plays a less prominent role in this 

process, the City is aware that the next tranche of Design WA changes is proposing to make 

changes to the medium density code of the Residential Design Codes which will impact the 

design of new development in infill and urban corridor locations and this is supported by the 

release of State Planning Policy 7.2 which covers improvement in apartment design. The 

introduction of Precinct Plans for ‘infill’ and ‘Urban Corridors’ will create unnecessary 

overlap in the planning framework and consideration should be given as to whether this 

additional layer of planning is required.  
 

In summary the main concerns for the City are:  

 Precinct Plans are an additional layer of Planning, and their preparation will fall mostly 

on Local Government. This appears to be contrary to the State Government’s Planning 

reform’ agenda which is seeking to reduce ‘red tape’ and simplify the planning process.  

 Local Government’s will require additional resources or prioritisation of resources in 

terms of ‘officer’s and ‘budget’ to prepare Precinct Plans.  

 Timeframes for the preparation of Precinct Plans will be significant when you consider 

the information required to support a Precinct Plan, the level of consultation needed for 

specialist consultants and approvals process.  

 Precinct Plans in ‘Infill’ and ‘Urban Corridors’ is a duplication of work effort as further 

iterations of the Design WA framework will tackle ‘Medium Density’ design common 

in ‘Infill’ and ‘Urban Corridors’.  

  

OPTIONS 
 

Council could: 
 

1. Make a submission to the Western Australian Planning Commission on Stage 2 of the 

‘Design WA’ suite of documents relating to SPP 7.2 – Precinct design, generally in 

accordance with this report; or  

2. Not make a submission to the Western Australian Planning Commission on Stage 2 of 

the ‘Design WA’ suite of documents relating to SPP 7.2 – Precinct design. 
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CONCLUSION 

 

The City supports in principle the WAPC’s efforts to encourage a greater focus on design at a 

neighbourhood scale in the Planning Framework through the establishment of Precinct Plans. 

However, it remains important for the City and local government generally to promote its 

position and address its interests through the consultation process. 

 

The comments outlined in this report are considered critical and central to the key issues 

which the City has identified as requiring further meaningful action by the WAPC. The 

submission to the WAPC will recommend that amendments to the draft State Planning Policy 

and Precinct Design Guidelines are undertaken accordingly to optimise the improvement of 

design within the Planning Framework whilst minimising the overall expansion of the 

Planning Framework for both the industry and Local Government.  

 

Having regard to the above, Option 1 is recommended. The City’s submission will be drafted 

to reflect the issues and comments made in this report. 
 

ATTACHMENTS 

1.⇩   Response to Precinct Design Planning Framework - Discussion Paper Questions  
 

Committee Discussion 
 

Committee supported the recommendation regarding the submission to the WAPC and 

commended the officer for the report.   

 

RECOMMEND D63/10/19 

 

That Council: 

 

1. Make a submission to the Western Australian Planning Commission on Stage 2 of 

the ‘Design WA’ suite of documents relating to SPP 7.2 – Precinct Design, 

generally in accordance with this report.  

 

2. Provide a copy of the City’s submission to the Western Australian Local 

Government Association to assist in its preparation of WALGA’s submission.  

 

3. Should the WAPC’s SPP 7.2 – Precinct Design be adopted with the requirement 

for additional Precinct Plans to be prepared by the City, then list the additional 

costs for consideration as part of the 2020/21 Budget and Long Term Financial 

Plan review. 

 

Moved Cr C M Wielinga 

MOTION CARRIED  (7/0) 
 



DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 79 8 OCTOBER 2019 

COMMITTEE - Strategic Planning COUNCIL MEETING 14 OCT 2019 

 

 

 
 



DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 80 8 OCTOBER 2019 

COMMITTEE - Strategic Planning COUNCIL MEETING 14 OCT 2019 

 

 

 

 

2.2 - HILBERT (DISTRICT CENTRE) ACTIVITY CENTRE STRUCTURE PLAN  
    
 

WARD 

 

: RANFORD In Brief: 

The Wungong Urban Water Project is a 

significant Greenfield project which 

proposes the creation of up to 13,560 

dwellings and a population of 

approximately 42,000 people. The project 

is currently administered through the 

Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority 

(MRA).  

The Hilbert (District Centre) Activity 

Centre Structure Plan is the largest Activity 

Centre in the Wungong project area and is 

one of three ‘District’ level Centres within 

the City of Armadale. Planning for the 

Hilbert District Centre commenced two 

years ago and the City and MRA has been 

working closely with the owners 

(Stockland and Department for 

Communities) to prepare the plan for 

formal consideration.  

On the 6
th
 August 2019 the MRA referred 

to the City a copy of the Hilbert Activity 

Centre Structure Plan and supporting 

technical documents for comment. The City 

has until the 31
st
 October 2019 to provide 

comment.  

Recommend that the Council support the 

comments raised by the City in relation to 

the Hilbert Activity Centre Structure Plan 

and forward a submission to the MRA in 

alignment with this report.  

FILE No. 

 

: M/615/19 
 

DATE 

 

: 25 Sept 2019 

REF 

 

: SF/TvdL  

RESPONSIBLE 

MANAGER 

 

: EDDS 

 

 

Tabled Items 

Nil.  

 

Decision Type 
 

☐ Legislative The decision relates to general local government legislative functions such as 

adopting/changing local laws, town planning schemes, rates exemptions, City 

policies and delegations etc.  

☐ Executive The decision relates to the direction setting and oversight role of Council. 

☒ Quasi-judicial The decision directly affects a person’s rights or interests and requires 

Councillors at the time of making the decision to adhere to the principles of 

natural justice.  
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Officer Interest Declaration 

Nil.  

 

Strategic Implications 

2.2.3 Revitalise existing neighbourhoods whilst retaining the character of places.  

2.5.1 Implement and administer the City’s Town Planning Scheme and Local Planning 

Strategy to deliver quality development outcomes. 

3.2.2 Broadly promote Armadale as a place of business and investment.  

 

Legislation Implications 

Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority Act 2011  

Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority Regulations 2011 

Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority’s Armadale Redevelopment Scheme 2 

Planning and Development Act 2005  

Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015 

Metropolitan Region Scheme  

State Planning Policy 3.6 – Development Contributions for Infrastructure 

City of Armadale Town Planning Scheme No.4 

 

Council Policy/Local Law Implications 

Normalisation will likely create the need to amend the City’s Town Planning Scheme No.4 

(TPS No.4). There may be a requirement to amend/expand the City’s Local Planning Policies 

as a result of normalisation. 

 

Budget/Financial Implications 

Normalisation of Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority (MRA) areas creates a requirement 

for additional resources, a portion of which have already been funded and put in place. 

 

Consultation 

Consultation has occurred between the MRA, the City, Stockland and the Department for 

Communities since 2017. This has involved a number of workshops and presentations.  

 

In accordance with the Armadale Redevelopment Authority Scheme 2 (ARS2), formal 

consultation of the Activity Centre Structure Plan took place over 42 days, with submissions 

closing on the 17
th

 September 2019. The City has secured an extension of time on its 

submission to the end of October 2019 so that it can present its assessment and 

recommendation to Council at its October 2019 meeting.  

 

BACKGROUND 

 

The Hilbert (District Centre) Activity Centre Structure Plan area is located within Precinct 15 

(Cell F) of the Wungong Urban Water Project area. The Activity Centre is approximately 

21.86 hectares in area and is bordered by Forrest Road to the north, existing parklands 

(Shipwreck Park) and residential development to the east, Neerigen Brook to the south and 

Wungong River to the west. The project area is part of the Stockland and Department of 

Communities Joint Venture land holdings and forms the largest Activity Centre within the 

Wungong Project area. This District Centre is one of three in the City of Armadale that 

include Kelmscott and Harrisdale District Centres.  
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Wungong Planning History 

In 2001 the Southern River, Forrestdale, Brookdale and Wungong District Structure Plan 

identified Wungong as potential urban zoned land. The primary purpose of that Western 

Australia Planning Commission (WAPC) document was to provide a broad framework for 

land use and development including major community facilities, conservation areas, Bush 

Forever sites, open space, and potential areas for development. It also identified a number of 

constraints to development of the area which would need to be addressed, which included a 

high water table, important conservation/environmental sites and land fragmentation. 

 

The Armadale Redevelopment Authority (ARA) assumed planning control over a number of 

precincts within the City during the early 2000’s, on a staged basis. In 2005, the ARA’s 

mandate was expanded to include the entire Wungong project area, coinciding with the 

gazettal of the Brookdale Redevelopment Scheme. Council supported the ARA’s 

involvement in Wungong as a means of facilitating the development of an area requiring 

complex investigations and solutions. In October 2004 Council had (generally) supported an 

ARA proposal to introduce an interim redevelopment scheme over the area. 

 

The establishment of the MRA in 2012 resulted in the MRA assuming planning control of the 

majority of ARA projects including Wungong Urban Water. The objective for the area, as 

expressed in the Wungong Urban Water Redevelopment Scheme 2006 was to, “…address 

the identified environmental and heritage issues, whilst providing for primarily residential 

land use at a variety of densities and a diversity of housing types.” 

 
At its meeting of 27 May 2019 Council considered an MRA proposal to normalise its Wungong 

Urban Water precinct back to the City’s planning control. It resolved at that meeting (D29/5/19) 

to support the proposal subject to conditions including: 

 

“c)  Amendment of the approved MRA structure plans to replace Place Codes with consistent 

TPS No.4 Zonings and R-Codings. 

 

District Centre Planning History 

Similar to other development areas, Wungong has a hierarchy of Activity Centres which 

include a District Centre in Cell F and a series of neighbourhood and local centres. The 

District Centre is the most significant of the Activity Centres and is to include a retail and 

commercial hinterland that includes the Wungong Project area and southern portions of 

Seville Grove and western portions of Armadale and Brookdale.  

 

Planning for the Hilbert District Centre Activity Centre Structure Plan commenced in 2017 

with a series of visioning workshops organised by Stockland on behalf of the Stockland and 

Department of Communities Joint Venture which included representatives from the City and 

MRA. The City initially expressed concerns over the urban design of the draft Structure Plan 

which lacked the presence of a ‘Main Street’ with the original plan opting for a more ‘box’ 

centre configuration or shopping centre rather than a Town Centre configuration. Other 

concerns included insufficient retail and commercial floor space for the Centre which 

proposed 10,000sqm of floor space instead of the 17,000sqm of floor space recommended by 

the Wungong Urban Water Master Plan (Master Plan). The first iteration of the District 

Centre did not propose an appropriate level of housing diversity.  
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Following a two year period of negotiation which included a number of workshops and 

presentations, the proponent agreed to modify the design of the Town Centre to establish a 

‘Main Street’ linked to the newly developed Shipwreck Park and expand the retail floor space 

following presentation of population forecasts and retail catchment areas by the City. Further 

consideration was also given to the need for housing product in the District Centre to provide 

diversity and an alternative to the Single Housing which is being delivered in the majority of 

areas in the Wungong project.  

 

The formal lodgment of the Hilbert Activity Centre Structure Plan in August 2019, coincides 

with a period where the City and the MRA are progressing the normalisation of Wungong to 

the City’s planning control and management. As highlighted in the abovementioned condition 

of normalisation, it will be important that the Structure Plan as much as possible reflects the 

City’s Planning Framework.  

 

MRA Planning Framework 

The MRA’s Armadale Redevelopment Scheme 2 (ARS2) establishes ‘Place Codes’, rather 

than zonings, to guide land use within the Wungong Project Area. There is a ‘Town Activity 

Centre’ Place Code in ARS2, and it is apparent from both the Master Plan and draft 

Wungong Urban Water Project Area Design Guidelines that the intention was that the ‘Town 

Activity Centre’ Place Code should be applied to this District Centre. The permissibility of 

land uses within the District Centre would then have been determined by cross-referencing 

the proposed use with the ‘Town Activity Centre’ Place Code in the ARS2’s Table 6.2 –Land 

Use Table.  

 

DETAILS OF PROPOSAL 

 

The Hilbert Activity Centre Structure Plan has the following main features:  

 

Document Structure – Parts 1 and 2 

The Hilbert Activity Centre Structure Plan comprises two main parts, the first; Part One – 

Implementation is the operative part of the Structure Plan which outlines the land use plan, 

zoning, movement network, identification of staging and subdivision and development 

requirements including target public open space, retail floor space, dwelling yields and 

community infrastructure. This section also references the requirement for Development 

Contributions to be paid upon subdivision/development in this area and identifies 

requirements for Local Development Plans to be prepared prior to development of selected 

sites.  

 

In accordance with the WAPC’s Guidelines for the preparation of Structure Plans, Part One 

of the Structure Plan should identify all building controls and standards such as setbacks and 

building heights, however this is identified in Part Two of the document and will need to be 

brought into Part One. This matter is discussed in more detail later in this report.  

 

Part Two – Explanatory Section outlines the Planning background and intent, including local 

and regional context, land ownership, development controls and relationship with the key 

Wungong Strategic Planning documents such as the Wungong Urban Water Masterplan. The 

section also documents the key elements of the Structure Plan in detail, sourcing information 

from the relevant Technical Reports prepared for the Structure Plan.  
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These include:  

 

 Bushfire Management Plan; 

 Environmental Assessment Report; 

 Aboriginal Heritage – Section 18 Mitigation Report; 

 Landscape and Irrigation Management Strategy; 

 Landscape Strategy; 

 Transport Impact Assessment; 

 Retail Sustainability Assessment; 

 Engineering Service Report; and  

 Local Water Management Strategy (Technical Note).  

  

Urban Design  

The layout of the Hilbert Activity Centre Structure is divided into two distinct precincts, the 

first consists of retail, commercial and mixed use development comprising north-east of the 

Structure Plan boundary. At the centre of this Precinct is the establishment of a ‘Main Street’ 

which links directly to the newly created Shipwreck Park and Weatherly Way. The second 

precinct is positioned to the south-west of the structure plan boundary and is defined by a 

central ‘Green Street’ that connects directly to the ‘Main Street’, with residential 

development flanking either side of the ‘Green Street’. Weatherly Road and a new north-

south entry road dividing the ‘Main Street’ and ‘Green Street’ connects the District Centre 

with Forrest Road, which is one of the main distributor roads for the Wungong project area.  

 

In the retail, commercial and mixed use precinct, development is oriented towards the ‘Main 

Street’ and Weatherly Way, with secondary streets such as the new ‘Entry’ Road from 

Forrest Road and Brighstone Avenue sleeved with mixed use development (ground floor 

retail and apartment first floor). A number of ‘Pad’ sites for a service station and fast food 

outlets are proposed along the Forrest Road frontage of the retail, commercial and mixed use 

precinct.  

 

A number of landmark sites are identified in this precinct, located at either end of the ‘Main 

Street’ and ‘Pad’ sites along the Forrest Road elevation and immediately adjacent to the 

urban plaza connecting ‘Main Street’ with Shipwreck Park. The intent of the retail, 

commercial and mixed use precinct is to establish a pedestrian priority environment with 

vehicle parking behind development along ‘Main Street’ and Weatherly Way. The precinct is 

identified as accommodating up to 16,900sqm of retail floor space which aligns with the 

expected floor space as set by the Wungong Masterplan.  

 

The intent of the residential precinct is to provide for housing that is ‘missing’ from the 

broader Wungong project area. This includes a combination of Maisonette (small two-storey 

apartment development), two storey townhouse (various sizes) and micro lot development to 

encourage housing diversity and greater residential density. The District Centre aims to 

achieve a total of 575 dwellings with a population at just over a 1000 people which will help 

support the commercial viability of the Centre. Much of the information detailing how 

housing diversity will be delivered in the project is missing from the Activity Centre 

Structure Plan document. This matter is discussed in more detail later in this report.  
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The District Centre will be supported by a number of public open spaces of various sizes and 

types. There will be 4 small public open space areas located on the fringes of the Centre 

boundary which collectively account for 4934sqm. In addition there are Urban Plazas located 

adjacent to Shipwreck Park and also along the ‘Main Street’ which will provide opportunities 

for alfresco dinning. Whilst the Centre itself appears to contain limited public open space, it 

is important to consider that the District Centre is supported by Shipwreck Park immediately 

to the east and public open space, Neerigen Brook and Wungong River foreshore 

immediately to the south and west. The District Centre is designed to ensure easy access to 

these areas.  

 

Land Use 

Instead of utilising the existing ‘Town Activity Centre’ Place Code, which is inconsistent 

with the City’s TPS No.4 the Activity Centre Structure Plan proposes to establish three new 

land use designations. These are: 

 

 Town Centre Core; 

 Mixed Use Frame; and 

 River Living. 

 

The above criteria are contrary to the Armadale Redevelopment Scheme No.2 (ARS2). 

Notwithstanding this non-compliance the City is seeking the alignment of the Structure Plan 

with the City’s Town Planning Framework and this is discussed later in the report under the 

heading of ‘Normalisation’.  

 

Community Facilities 

The MRA’s current Wungong Developer Contribution Plan (DCP) provides funding toward 

the creation of a 5000sqm allotment within the Centre footprint, to provide community 

infrastructure that will support the area. This includes the establishment of a District Library 

and Community Building. The City is working closely with Stocklands and the Department 

of Communities to confirm the location of the facilities and to develop concepts to support 

costings and their implementation.  

 

The DCP which is currently under review and the City is liaising with the MRA and land 

developers to advocate appropriate funding in the DCP exists for the required community 

infrastructure.  

 

COMMENT 

 

Purpose of Hilbert Structure Plan  

The purpose of the Hilbert Activity Centre Structure Plan is to provide a framework for the 

coordinated provisions and development of future land uses, subdivision and development of 

the District Centre within the broader framework of the Cell F Structure Plan and Wungong 

Urban Water Masterplan. 
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The Activity Centre Structure Plan intends to provide a retail, commercial and entertainment 

hub for the entire Wungong Urban Water Project Area, being the only District Centre within 

Wungong and servicing the majority of residents there. The Activity Centre promotes 

pedestrian movement and interaction through main street centre design with linkages to 

nearby high density residential development. The Activity Centre is intended to also provide 

alternative housing options than those available throughout the rest of the Wungong Urban 

Water Project Area. 

 

Pre-Lodgement Consultation 

A number of issues were raised early on by the City during pre-lodgment consultation in 

relation to the design and function of the retail, commercial and mixed use precinct which 

original focused on a ‘box’ centre design typical of shopping centres as opposed to creating a 

central Town Centre. After significant consideration the plan was modified to create a Town 

Centre which focuses on a ‘Main Street’ design supported by a mixture of land use and 

residential built form typologies. The intent is to create a pedestrian focused Town Centre 

rather than a car dominated Shopping Centre. This concept resulted in the creation of a ‘Main 

Street’ through the heart of the retail, commercial and mixed use precinct and the creation of 

a ‘Green Street’ through the heart of the residential precinct.  

 

The draft Hilbert Activity Centre Structure Plan largely reflects the urban form and 

movement network developed over the pre-lodgment consultation period.  

 

ANALYSIS 

 

Following a detailed cross Directorate review of the Activity Centre Structure Plan and 

supporting technical documents, the following comments are provided which will form the 

basis of the City’s submission to the MRA:  

 

Structure Plan Part One – Implementation  

The intent of Part One - Implementation of the Structure Plan is to identify the core land use, 

zoning and subdivision and development controls required to guide future subdivision and 

development applications. This standard is set by the WAPC’s Guidelines for the preparation 

of Structure Plans and in the case of the Hilbert Activity Centre Structure Plan, State 

Planning Policy 4.2 – Activity Centres Perth and Peel. Absent in Part One of the Structure 

Plan is any subdivision and development controls (i.e. Building Heights, Setbacks, land use). 

Instead, these are found within Part Two – Explanatory Section, and need to be brought 

forward to Part One of the document. This is necessary to ensure the Structure Plan conforms 

in terms of its structure with the relevant State Planning guidelines and with the City’s 

general planning framework.  

 

The three land use designations of Town Centre Core, Mixed Use Frame and River Living do 

not align with any of the Wungong Place Codes as specified under ARS2 or the City’s TPS 

No.4 zones. There is also the issue that the general Structure Plan framework does not align 

with the City’s Town Planning Framework. This is discussed in more detail in the next 

section.  
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Normalisation 

With the impending normalisation of the Wungong project area back to the City, it is 

important to consider the Activity Centre Structure Plan in the context of the City’s planning 

framework, particularly given the area will be normalized to the City only a few months after 

the Structure Plan is adopted.  

 

Under the Planning and Development Act 2005, a Structure Plan is not permitted to conflict 

with the applicable scheme. As part of normalisation, the MRA approved structure plans, 

including the Hilbert Activity Centre Structure Plan, will be transitioned to the City. Thus, 

approval of the new land use designations and land use categories proposed by the Activity 

Centre Structure Plan will result in non-compliance with the state and local planning 

framework established under the Planning and Development Act 2005. The City is not 

supportive of operating an Activity Centre Structure Plan that includes land use designations 

and a land use permissibility method that is inconsistent with TPS No.4. 

 

The Wungong Place Codes are also inconsistent with the City’s TPS No.4 and thus the City 

would ultimately like to see the Activity Centre Structure Plan move away from ‘Place 

Codes’ to a standard Local Government land use approach. It is suggested that the three land 

use designations which reference various land use categories under ARS2 (i.e. Category 5 for 

River Living Precinct) include reference to an equivalent TPS No.4 zone, or apply TPS No.4 

zones that align with the intent of the proposed Town Centre Core, Mixed Use Frame and 

River Living precincts. For example the ‘Town Centre Core’ could align with the ‘District 

Centre’ zone under TPS No.4. The Activity Centre Structure Plan should include an 

additional plan in Part 1 similar to the current Plan 2 but with a ‘District Centre’ zoning and 

‘Parks and Recreation’ reservation for any public open space. The plan should include a note 

explaining that the zones and reservations depicted on the plan should apply to the Activity 

Centre Structure Plan post-normalisation. 

 

If the approach to land use permissibility and designation as proposed by the Activity Centre 

Structure Plan, and reference to the Wungong Place Codes is to remain, the Activity Centre 

Structure Plan should include provisions which exclude ‘grouped dwelling’ as a use from 

Category 5. ‘Grouped dwellings’ is not a building typology that is promoted in the Activity 

Centre. Also land uses such as Service Stations should only specifically be considered on 

‘pad sites’.  

 

Development Controls  

The Hilbert Activity Centre Structure Plan identifies a number of building controls to guide 

development and this includes setbacks, building heights, land use and a number of basic 

design principles to assist with interpretation. As it currently stands the building controls are 

lacking any built form design standard and only include basic requirements to guide built 

form development. Of particular concern is the proposal to allow flexible building heights 

(minimum one storey) throughout the structure plan area. This is contrary to the vision of the 

District Centre that has been proposed to the City during the pre-lodgement consultation 

period which focused more on a minimum of two storey development particularly along 

‘Main Street’ and ‘Mixed Use areas and within the residential precinct to support housing 

diversity. The City notes that the proposal to allow minimum one storey development runs 

contrary to the MRA’s Design Guidelines for Wungong as it relates to Activity Centres such 

as the Hilbert District Centre.  
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It is important that the Activity Centre Structure Plan be updated to reflect a minimum 

building height of 2 storeys in both the retail, commercial and mixed use precinct and in the 

residential precinct. This will ensure the correct land use diversity, built form design and 

housing diversity is achieved for the project area. For buildings such as supermarkets which 

traditionally are single storey in height, the City suggests that provisions be included in the 

structure plan that allow for the single storey development with the exterior design to 

resemble a two storey building. This could be achieved by including suitable landmark design 

features or facades where appropriate.  
 

In addition to building height, the Structure Plan should include detailed provisions for 

minimum built form standards to ensure a ‘good’ standard of design is achieved. Elements 

such as defining ‘active frontages’, requesting awnings for shade and maintaining diversity in 

use of building materials will all assist in maintaining a minimum level of design quality and 

avoid development that is ‘basic’ such as tilt up panel materials. The City notes that the 

MRA’s Design Guidelines for Wungong include some elements of design, however this is 

insufficient for the purposes of the Hilbert District Centre and accordingly standards should 

be included in the structure plan document.  
 

It should be noted that the City is intending to establish a Design Review Panel to assist the 

City in assessing the quality of built form design. The Design Review Panel will be in place 

to consider development applications for the Hilbert District Centre (post normalisation) and 

the introduction of suitable design criteria will assist the evaluation and assessment process.  
 

Environment 

The Activity Centre Structure Plan is directly adjacent to both the Wungong River and 

Neerigen Brook. The agreed approach to treatment and management of both the Neerigen 

Brook and Wungong River foreshore reserves has been previously established through the 

2011 Foreshore Management Plan (prepared and endorsed by the MRA for the Wungong 

Urban Water Project Area), and the approved Cell F Structure Plan. This includes a mixture 

of revegetation, weed control, landscaping and creation of pedestrian access linkages. Given 

the agreed requirements of these approved plans, and to encourage a strong link between the 

District Centre and the foreshores, improvements to these foreshores should be undertaken as 

part of development of the District Centre.  
 

Access / Movement Network  

The District Centre is positioned adjacent to Forrest Road which provides the principle access 

route to the Centre via two main points, the first is a left in and left out intersection at Forrest 

Road and Weatherley Way and the second will be at the establishment of a new four way 

signalised intersection at the midpoint of the District Centre and Forrest Road. A signalised 

intersection is seen as crucial to control vehicle speeds and travel behaviours along Forrest 

Road in proximity to the District Centre and to also allow for pedestrian priority movement to 

and from the future residential areas to the north and the District Centre.  
 

The approval of signalised intersections rests with Main Roads WA who has recently 

preferred the implementation of roundabouts in place of signalised lights. The City maintains 

that the establishment of signalised lights at the four way intersection of the new Entry Road 

and Forrest Road is critical to influencing traffic movement and facilitating north-south 

pedestrian movement and should be retained as a fixture for the movement network. The City 

encourages early discussion with Main Roads WA to gain approval of the proposed lights as 

part of the detailed design process for the upgrade of Forrest Road.  
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In relation to north-east component of the retail, commercial and mixed use precinct it is 

noted that there is proposed access directly from Forrest Road for the ‘Pad’ sites located 

adjacent to Forrest Road. Whilst the City in principle supports the location of the ‘Pad’ sites 

and their individual access from Forrest Road, the City would not be supportive for a general 

left in and left out access into the broader centre from Forrest Road. The City would prefer to 

see vehicle access to the retail, commercial and mixed use precinct come from the new Entry 

Road to the south, Weatherly Way from the north and ‘Main Street’ from the south-east. This 

would encourage vehicle movement in these locations contributing to the activation of ‘Main 

Street’ which the Transport Impact assessment currently identifies as only 1800 to 3800 

vehicle movement per day. This is well below the 10,000 to 18,000 vehicle movements 

encouraged by the State Governments Planning Policy - Liveable Neighbourhoods for ‘Main 

Street’ to ensure the ‘Main Street’ contributes effectively to the functionality and viability of 

a centre.  

 

While the movement network depicted on the Activity Centre Structure Plan throughout the 

River Living precinct is acceptable, the more detailed network as illustrated in Figure 24: 

Illustrative Masterplan is cause for concern due to the many laneways proposed. The 

Illustrative Masterplan presents a confusing and unsafe network of laneways that is at odds 

with Liveable Neighbourhoods provisions regarding laneways, and is also problematic from a 

serviceability point of view. Laneways with curves and corners such as ‘H’ intersection 

laneways are prohibited under Liveable Neighbourhoods due to the issues these present in 

terms of vehicle site lines and turning safety and passive surveillance for pedestrian. 

Laneways with curves and corners also present waste collection issues as waste trucks have 

difficulty navigating tight corners in narrow laneways, and are unable to see if there are cars 

parked in a laneway before entering, often resulting in the need to reverse out of the laneway, 

presenting risk of damage to both City and private property. Therefore, the laneway network 

as depicted in the Illustrative Masterplan is unacceptable and not supported by the City. 

 

Furthermore, the Illustrative Masterplan also illustrates direct access to the Town Centre Core 

parking area from Forrest Road. This access dilutes the viability of the centre by allowing a 

proportion of shoppers to access the anchor tenant and other, high-turnover tenancies without 

accessing or interacting with Main Street. This threatens the viability and functionality of the 

Main Street and the smaller uses that flank Main Street. Access arrangements should ‘force’ 

interaction with the many uses in the District Centre, and thus the Forrest Road access should 

be removed and access instead encouraged via Weatherly Way, Entry Road and Main Street. 

 

The Activity Centre Structure Plan proposes a number of roundabouts within the District 

Centre and should address the issue of how pedestrian access and manoeuvrability can be 

maintained throughout the District Centre despite roundabouts somewhat compromising 

pedestrian access. The Activity Centre Structure Plan should also consider which 

intersections shall accommodate bus movements and larger service vehicles. Both issues need 

to be jointly considered to reduce conflicts and promote pedestrian access. 

 

Main Street Cross Section  

The Hilbert Structure Plan identifies a number of ‘typical’ cross sections for streets within the 

centre boundary which collectively define the street hierarchy. These cross sections are 

identified in the Explanatory section of the Structure Plan document and come from the 

Landscape Strategy.  
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The City is concerned with the cross section design of ‘Main Street’ which is identified in the 

Structure Plan as a modest 18m wide cross section catering for only 3.9m wide verge (either 

side), 2.1m car parking (either side) and 6m wide carriageway. For a successful ‘Main Street’ 

it is important that there is sufficient space to accommodate landscaping, walking and 

alfresco dinning opportunities in the verge and also to create a narrow medium to 

accommodate tree planting. The City would like to see the cross section for the ‘Main Street’ 

to be expanded from 18m to 20.5m wide to accommodate a 4.4m wide verge (either side), 

2.1m car parking (either side), 6m wide carriageway divided by a minimum 1.5m wide 

central tree planting strip. The City feels that this would create a distinct street design for the 

‘Main Street’ and will provide sufficient tree cover and pedestrian walkway to encourage 

pedestrian priority and alfresco dinning opportunities.  

 

The ‘Main Street’ cross section should be updated in the Structure Plan document and 

Landscape Strategy and should be supported by a detailed concept of the ‘Main Street’ to 

indicate how the street will function and relate to built form. This is discussed further in the 

next point below.  

 

Landscape Plan  

The Hilbert Structure Plan is accompanied with a Landscape Strategy, which outlines a street 

hierarchy with three distinct landscape characters – Urban Character, Native Character and 

Wetland Character. In addition that strategy provides streetscape cross sections for each of 

the various streets within the District Centre boundary and also a generic public open space 

concept. Absent in the Landscape Strategy and the Structure Plan document is a detailed 

concept of the ‘Green Street’ and ‘Main Street’ both of which are central to the street 

hierarchy of the project area. Detailed consideration to public open space design is also 

absent in the strategy.  

 

Given the distinct design intent associated with the ‘Green Street’, which promotes a 

fluctuating reserve width and heavy tree planting and verge car parking (to slow traffic and 

prioritise pedestrian movement), the City feels that a detailed concept of this street needs to 

be prepared and included in the Landscape Strategy and the Explanatory section of the 

Structure Plan document. This will be critical for setting the vision for this unique street and 

will ensure that it aligns as intended with the ‘Main Street’. The landscape category for the 

‘Green Street’ should also be changed from ‘Wetland Character’ to ‘Native Character’ so that 

it better aligns with the ‘Main Street’ Landscape Character.  

 

Acknowledging the significance of the ‘Main Street’ to the street hierarchy and its direct 

alignment to ‘Green Street’, the City feels that a detailed concept of the ‘Main Street’ should 

also be prepared and included in the Landscape Strategy and Explanatory section of the 

Structure Plan. This will allow greater articulation of the key design elements needed to 

support a successful ‘Main Street’ and also ensure that it connects to ‘Green Street’ in a 

seamless manner. The detailed concept of “Main Street’ should also address how public 

space will relate to the street and also how Built form is intending to respond to ‘Main 

Street’. Both elements are critical to understanding a successful built form and public space 

interface.  
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With there being several public open space and ‘urban plaza’s’ proposed within the Structure 

Plan boundary, it is important that detailed concepts for these spaces being developed and 

included in the Landscape Strategy and Explanatory section of the Structure Plan document. 

These spaces are considered important to providing for the amenity of the project area and 

careful consideration to their design is required.  

 

Residential Development 

The Activity Centre Structure Plan identifies a dwelling target of 575 dwellings across the 

District Structure Plan boundary, the majority of which is likely to be delivered in the 

residential precinct of the centre boundary. The City early on in the pre-lodgement 

consultation process raised the need to achieve dwelling and population diversity in the 

District Centre to differentiate with the building typology and household mix that is currently 

prevailing in the broader Wungong development area (predominately small and large family 

households). 

 

The City called for the need for different building typologies such as Maisonette (small scale 

two storey apartments), two storey town house products (various lot sizes) and micro-lot 

product to be considered as preferred built form within the Structure Plan boundary. This 

missing ‘middle’ density is sought for the District Centre to compensate for the lack of 

housing diversity in the Wungong project area. It is also sought to support a higher 

population target in close proximity to the District Centre to support the viability of local 

business and ‘Main Street’. Despite initial resistance, Stocklands and the Department for 

Communities prepared and presented to the City and MRA a diverse range of built form 

typologies to be considered for the Structure Plan which supported the City’s aspirations.  

 

Upon review of the draft Activity Centre Structure Plan, it is noted that there is very little 

mentioned in the document in relation to residential housing in the Structure Plan area and no 

identification of built form typologies presented to the City and MRA during the pre-

lodgement consultation process. This is concerning particularly given that residential 

development makes up half the building footprint within the District Centre and requires 

close examination and attention to ensure dwelling targets and housing diversity requirements 

can be met.  

 

It is important that in the final Hilbert Structure Plan a more expansive section is included in 

Part One of the Structure Plan highlighting the diverse housing product sought for the 

development and that further detail included in Part Two – Explanatory Section of the 

document that clearly defines the building typologies for consideration and its contribution to 

dwelling and population diversity for the Structure Plan and broader Wungong project area.  

 

In summary the main matters to raise in the City’s submission to the MRA are:  

 

 Modification of Part 1 to include all development controls.  

 Non-compliance of Structure Plan with Place Codes with the Armadale Redevelopment 

Scheme No.2. 

 Alignment of Structure Plan framework with the City’s Town Planning Scheme No.4.  

 Modification to development controls (i.e. Height) and inclusion of addition built form 

standards. 

 Seek development of the adjoining Neerigen Brook and Wungong River foreshore as 

part of the District Centre.  
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 Restrict ‘general’ access to the Centre so it is only from Weatherly Way, ‘Main Street’ 

and the new Entry Road and promote the establishment of a signalised intersection at 

the junction of Forrest Road and the new Entry Road.  

 Modify the cross section for ‘Main Street from 18m wide to 20.5m wide.  

 Introduced concept plans for ‘Main Street’, ‘Green Street’ and the public open space 

included in the District Centre.  

 Introduce preferred residential built form typologies to encourage housing diversity in 

the District Centre.  
 

 

OPTIONS 
 

That Council:  
 

1. Supports the Hilbert Activity Centre Structure Plan subject to modifications identified 

in this report and the City making submission to the Metropolitan Redevelopment 

Authority in line with comments in this report.  

 

2. Not support the Hilbert Activity Centre Structure Plan and the City making submission 

to the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority in accordance with this position.  
 

 

CONCLUSION 
 

The Hilbert District Centre is the largest proposed Activity Centre in the Wungong Urban 

Water project area and is intended to be the key community and economic focal point for the 

Wungong project area and immediate surroundings. The Activity Centre Structure Plan 

prepared by the Stockland and Department for Communities Joint venture articulates the 

vision for the activity centre and outlines the key urban framework and subdivision and 

development controls to guide future development.  
 

The draft Activity Centre Plan has a favourable urban structure that proposes a ‘Main Street’ 

and ‘Green Street’ as its central spine which is supported. There is however a number of key 

changes to the document are required to ensure the planning framework established by the 

Activity Centre Structure Plan and MRA Design Guidelines combine to achieve the vision of 

the District Centre and community aspirations for the centre.  
 

It is recommended that Council support Option No.1.  
 

 

ATTACHMENTS 

1.⇩   Refer Separate Attachment - Hilbert Town Activity Centre Structure Plan Report  
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Committee Discussion 
 

Councillors discussed the temporary drain located across the site of the future Town Centre 

and officers confirmed its temporary status. The need to consider the mandatory two storey 

built form requirement/applicability to the development of the pad sites along Forrest Road. 

The possibility of these sites being developed with part two storey facades was discussed as 

practical outcomes. The importance of encouraging housing diversity in the Town Centre 

was also discussed and the need to include appropriate two storey building typologies in the 

structure plan as examples of desired built form. The importance of having the zones 

identified in the Structure Plan changed to reflect the City’s planning framework was 

considered important for normalisation. Councillors also identified on page 53 and 54 of the 

Hilbert Structure Plan under the ‘Mixed Use Frame’ that dining and entertainment type 

functions were encouraged in this zone. Committee identified that dining and entertainment 

type uses are better located in the Town Centres ‘Main Street’. Committee resolved to modify 

the City’s submission to include a request that the dinning and entertaining type functions be 

taken out of the Mixed Use Frame and included in the Town Centre Core where the ‘Main 

Street’ is located.  
 

 

RECOMMEND D64/10/19 

 

That Council: 

1. Endorse the comments made in this report and the Summary of Modifications 

attached to this report for inclusion in a submission to the MRA in response to 

advertising of the Hilbert Activity Centre Structure Plan subject to the 

modifications listed in the attached Summary of Modifications. 

2. Forward this report and recommendation to the Metropolitan Redevelopment 

Authority and the applicant. 

 

Moved Cr Sargeson 

MOTION CARRIED  (7/0) 
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4.1 - RESPONSE TO PETITION RECEIVED REGARDING FENCING - 60 RAEBURN 

RD, ROLEYSTONE 
    
 

WARD 

 

: HILLS In Brief: 

A petition containing 39 signatures was 

tabled at Council’s meeting on the 26 August 

2019 supporting proposed fencing at 60 

Raeburn Road, Roleystone. 

The City received an application for 60 

Raeburn Road, Roleystone to vary its 

Fencing Local Law 2011 on 4
th
 February 

2019. 

After considering the proposal, the City 

refused the application on the 28
th
 February 

2019. 

In accordance with Part 9 of the Local 

Government Act 1995, the applicant lodged 

an objection to the refusal on 27
th
 March 

2019. 

Pursuant to Section 9.6(4)(a) of the Local 

Government Act 1995 (WA), Council 

resolved to dismiss the objection at the 

Ordinary Council Meeting held on 26
th
  

August 2019. 

It is recommended that Council note the 

petition. 

FILE No. 

 

: M/610/19 
 

DATE 

 

: 25 Sept 2019 

REF 

 

: BH  

RESPONSIBLE 

MANAGER 

 

: EDDS 

 

 

Tabled Items 

Nil 

 

Decision Type 
 

☐ Legislative The decision relates to general local government legislative functions such as 

adopting/changing local laws, town planning schemes, rates exemptions, City 

policies and delegations etc.  

☐ Executive The decision relates to the direction setting and oversight role of Council. 

☒ Quasi-judicial The decision directly affects a person’s rights or interests and requires 

Councillors at the time of making the decision to adhere to the principles of 

natural justice.  

 

Officer Interest Declaration 

Nil 

 

Strategic Implications 

Nil 

 

Legislation Implications 

Nil 
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Council Policy/Local Law Implications 

Fencing Local Law 2011 

 

Budget/Financial Implications 

Nil 

 

Consultation 

Upon receiving the request to reconsider the City’s decision to refuse the proposed fencing 

the City advertised the proposal to surrounding neighbours for 14 days, concluding on the 

16
th

 May 2019. No submissions were received during the public consultation period. 

 

BACKGROUND 

 

A petition containing 39 signatures was tabled at Council’s meeting on the 26 August 2019 

supporting proposed fencing at 60 Raeburn Road, Roleystone. The City received an 

application to vary its Fencing Local Law 2011 on 4
th

 February 2019. In accordance with Part 

9 of the Local Government Act 1995, the applicant lodged an objection to the refusal on 27
th

 

March 2019. Pursuant to Section 9.6(4)(a) of the Local Government Act 1995 (WA), Council 

resolved to dismiss the objection at the Ordinary Council Meeting held on 26 August 2019. 
 

DETAILS OF PROPOSAL 

 

The petition contains 39 signatures in support of an application to vary the City of Armadale 

Local Fencing Law 2011 for 60 Raeburn Road, Roleystone. 

 

COMMENT 

 

The Council received an application to vary its Fencing Local Law 2011 on 4
th

 February 

2019. The proposal was for a 1.8m high colorbond fence along the north, east and western lot 

boundaries and a 1.8m high limestone and pier with semi permeable in-fill panels above 1.2 

metres along the southern lot boundary (front elevation) and a portion of Indica Court, in lieu 

of the required post and rail/wire construction. After considering the proposal, the City 

refused the application on 28
th

 February 2019. In accordance with Part 9 of the Local 

Government Act 1995, the applicant lodged an objection to the refusal on 27
th

 March 2019. 

Pursuant to Section 9.6(4)(a) of the Local Government Act 1995 (WA), Council resolved to 

dismiss the objection at its meeting on 26
th

 August 2019. The matters of 60 Raeburn Road, 

Roleystone pertaining to proposed fencing have been dealt with and determined by the City 

through the above process. The applicant has a right of review to the State Administrative 

Tribunal, however a review has not been lodged to date. 

 

OPTIONS 

 

The following options can be considered by Council: 

 

1. Note the petition.  

2. Reconsider the fencing request if a review is lodged to the State Administrative 

Tribunal. 
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CONCLUSION 

 

The Council acknowledges the petition submitted by the applicant in support of fencing 

variation for 60 Raeburn Road, Roleystone. The Council on 26
th

 August 2019 resolved to 

dismiss the objection dated 27th March 2019 to the refusal of an application to vary fencing 

to the City of Armadale Fencing Local law 2001 for 60 Raeburn Road, Roleystone. It is 

recommended that Council should adopt Option 1. 

 
 

ATTACHMENTS 

There are no attachments for this report. 
 

RECOMMEND D65/10/19 

 

That Council: 

 

1. Note the petition. 

 

2. Advise the organiser of the petition of Council’s decision.  
 

Moved Cr Sargeson 

MOTION CARRIED  (7/0) 
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COUNCILLORS’ ITEMS 

 

.5.1 30 Observation Circle, Bedfordale (Cr Laurie Sargeson) 

Cr Sargeson requested that the matter concerning the pooling of water at 30 

Observation Circle, Bedfordale be investigated by the City 

.5.2 2020 WA Heritage Awards (Cr Henry Zelones) 

 Cr Zelones requested that the Armadale District Hall be nominated for the 2020 WA 

Heritage Awards.  

The EDDS advised that the City’s Project Director has been liaising with the architects 

regarding the lodgment of an entry in the Heritage Awards. 

RECOMMEND D66/10/19 

 

That the Councillor items regarding: 

 

- pooling of water at 30 Observation Circle, Bedfordale; and 

- 2020 WA Heritage Awards 

 

be referred to the appropriate Directorate for action / or report back to Committee. 
 

Moved Cr D M Shaw 

MOTION CARRIED  (7/0) 
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6.1 - WAPC UPDATE - ARMADALE STRATEGIC METROPOLITAN CITY CENTRE 

STRUCTURE PLAN  
    
 

At its meeting in August 2018, Council resolved to support the Armadale Strategic 

Metropolitan City Centre Structure Plan (ASMCCSP) and referred the document and 

supporting technical reports to the Western Australian Planning Commission (WAPC) for 

final approval. The ASMCCSP is an important strategic planning document that guides the 

future planning and development of the Armadale City Centre and also serves as an advocacy 

document for the City to seek State Government support to underground the Armadale Train 

Station and create a Town Centre as part of Metronet’s Armadale to Byford passenger rail 

extension project.  

 

The WAPC has completed its assessment of the ASMCCSP and on the 10
th

 September 2019 

issued its advice to the City. The following is a summary of the key outcomes:  

 Acknowledge the direction taken by the City on submitting the ASMCCSP and 

requests the Department for Planning, Lands and Heritage (DPLH) to work with the 

City to address various planning and transport issues pertaining to the Armadale 

Strategic Metropolitan Centre;  

 Support the City’s approach to amend its Town Planning Scheme to facilitate the 

ASMCCSP and provide complementary zoning provisions;  

 Due to ongoing investigation by Metronet to consider options to extend the Armadale 

to Byford passenger rail line, identify the rail corridor in the Structure Plan area as 

‘subject to further investigation’;  

 Exclude the portions of the ASMCCSP that are subject to the Metropolitan 

Redevelopment Authority (i.e. City West of Rail and Rail Precincts);   

 Incorporate into the ASMCCSP the design elements of the Activity Centre Design 

Guidelines; and  

 Make a number of amendments to the ASMCCSP including removing the need for 

Local Development Plans for landmark sites, further analysis on the traffic impacts 

associated with the Armadale to Byford line extension and inclusion of a BAL 

assessment for a property located within a Bushfire Prone area.   

 

The City is currently in the process of preparing a Town Planning Scheme Amendment to 

align the ASMCCSP with the City’s Town Planning Scheme No.4 and is liaising with the 

DPLH on the content of the amendment. This is likely to be presented to Council for 

initiation early in 2020.  

 

The City acknowledges the WAPC’s position in relation to the City’s preferred proposal to 

underground the Armadale Train Station principally that the area is subject to further review 

by the State Government’s Metronet team and an agreed outcome for the extension of the 

Armadale to Byford Line has yet to be determined. The City’s position to include its 

preferred approach to underground the Armadale Train Station is one of strategic planning 

importance but also from a position of advocacy to demonstrate the benefits of the proposal 

and seek State Government support towards the City’s preferred position. The City will 

continue to liaise with Metronet and the Minister for Transport and Planning to advocate for 

undergrounding of the Armadale Train station as the preferred solution for the Armadale to 

Byford passenger rail line extension.  
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In respect to excluding the portions of the ASMCCSP under the MRA’s Planning 

jurisdiction, including design elements of the Activity Centre Design Guidelines into the 

ASMCCSP, and further changes to the document associated with LDP, traffic and Bushfire 

assessment, these changes are being progressed through the City’s consultant Hassells and 

will be ready before the end of the year.  

 

It should be noted that the MRA are proposing to normalise its planning role in the West of 

Rail and Railway Precincts which is on track to occur mid-2020. The City will continue to 

work with the MRA on progressing normalisation in a timely manner.  

 

 

6.2 PRESENTATION – DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 

 

The EDDS provided a brief update on the main projects and issues for the next few months 

for Development Services, these included - 

 

• Armadale Strategic Regional Centre Activity Centre Structure Plan and Advocacy for 

Railway Line. 

- Shortlisting of Options.  

- Structure Plan Recommendations - presentation to a Councillor Workshop in 

November. 

• Normalisation of MRA Planning Frameworks.  

• Review of FBP East DCP for normalisation. 

• Review of West of Rail DCP. 

• Establishment of Design Review Panel for consideration by Council. 

• Local Heritage Survey - report on submissions to Council in November 2019. 

• Introduce Planning Policy Forum Discussions to provide for Councillors input earlier 

in the Policy review and development processes. 

• Improving processes for abandoned houses. 

 

Wungong Developer Contribution Plan (DCP) - Haynes, Hilbert, Wungong, Brookdale  

• Advertising period extended to 15/11/19 

• Rebuild DCP 

• Community Infrastructure 

• Reduce overall DCP. 

• Prioritisation of Projects in the DCP. 
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Cr Shaw acknowledged that this was the last meeting prior to Council elections and thanked 

the Committee and officers for their assistance and cooperation during her time as the Chair 

of the Development Services Committee. 

 

The Executive Director Development Services thanked the Committee for their support in 

considering the heavy workload of the Committee for the year and Councillor’s positive 

contributions and advice. The EDDS wished the Councillors well in the forthcoming election 

and the Mayor in retirement.  

 

The Mayor also thanked the Committee and officers for their support and wished the 

Councillors standing for election all the very best. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

MEETING DECLARED CLOSED AT 9.36 PM 
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