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  Minutes - Planning Services Committee 
 26 August 2010 

PLANNING SERVICES COMMITTEE 
 

Minutes of the Planning Services Committee 
held in the Council Chambers, Fremantle City Council 

on 26 August 2010 at 6.00 pm. 
 
 

DECLARATION OF OPENING / ANNOUNCEMENT OF VISITORS 

 
The Presiding Member declared the meeting open at 6.00 pm. 
 

NYOONGAR ACKNOWLEDGEMENT STATEMENT 

 
"We acknowledge this land that we meet on today is part of the traditional lands of the 
Nyoongar people and that we respect their spiritual relationship with their country. We 
also acknowledge the Nyoongar people as the custodians of the greater 
Fremantle/Walyalup area and that their cultural and heritage beliefs are still important to 
the living Nyoongar people today." 
 

IN ATTENDANCE 

 
Cr Robert Fittock North Ward 
Cr Tim Grey-Smith City Ward (left 8.10pm) 
Cr Andrew Sullivan South Ward 
Cr John Dowson East Ward 
Cr Bill Massie Hilton Ward 
Cr Josh Wilson Beaconsfield Ward 
 
Cr Sam Wainwright Hilton Ward (non-committee member in attendance) 
 
Mr Philip St John Director Planning and Development Services 
Ms Natalie Martin Goode Manager Development Services 
Mr Paul Garbett Manager Planning Projects and Policy 
Mr Brett Cammell Strategic Planning Officer 
Ms Agneishka Kiera City Heritage Architect 
Mrs Tanya Toon-Poynton Minute Secretary 
 
There were approximately 3 members of the public and 0 members of the press in 
attendance. 
 

APOLOGIES 

 
Cr John Dowson 
 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

 
Mayor, Brad Pettitt 
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RESPONSE TO PREVIOUS PUBLIC QUESTIONS TAKEN ON NOTICE 

 
Nil 
 

PUBLIC QUESTION TIME 

 
Nil 
 

DEPUTATIONS / PRESENTATIONS 

The following member of the public spoke to item PSC1007-132: 
 
Jesse Williamson 
 

DISCLOSURES OF INTEREST BY MEMBERS 

 
Nil 
 

LATE ITEMS NOTED 

 
Nil 
 
 

TABLED DOCUMENTS 

Nil 
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DEFERRED ITEMS (COUNCIL DELEGATION) 

The following items are subject to clause 1.1 and 2.1 of the City of Fremantle 
Delegated Authority Register 
 
Cr T Grey-Smith vacated the chamber at 6.39 pm. 
Cr T Grey-Smith returned to the meeting at 6.40 pm. 
Cr T Grey-Smith vacated the chamber at 7.20 pm. 
Cr T Grey-Smith returned to the meeting at 7.21 pm. 
Cr R Fittock vacated the chamber at 6.42 pm. 
Cr R Fittock returned to the meeting at 6.44 pm. 
Cr T Grey-Smith left the meeting at 8.10 pm prior to consideration of the following 
item and did not return. 
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PSC1007-132 INITIAL ADOPTION OF LOCAL PLANNING POLICY - LPP3.7 
"HILTON GARDEN SUBURB PRECINCT" HERITAGE AREA LOCAL 
PLANNING POLICY   

 
DataWorks Reference: 117/007 
Disclosure of Interest: Nil 
Meeting Date: 26 August 2010 
Responsible Officer:  Manager Planning Policies and Projects 
Actioning Officer: Strategic Planning Officer 
Decision Making Level: Council 
Previous Item Number/s: PSC0708-244, N1002-1, PSC1004-78, PSC1006-125, 

PSC1007-132 
Attachment 1: Draft policy, LPP3.7 “Hilton Garden Suburb Precinct” 

Heritage Area Local Planning Policy  
Attachment 2: D.G.H3 Hilton Local Planning Area Policy  
Attachment 3:  PSC1007-132 – “Preliminary Discussion of Hilton Local 

Planning Area Policy” 
Attachment 4: “Protecting Our Suburb” Questionnaire 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

A report recommending a revision of the current local planning policy, D.G.H3 
Hilton Local Planning Policy, and providing draft development standards to form 
the basis of a revised policy was presented to the Planning Services Committee 
(PSC) on 21 April 2010, 30 June 2010 and 7 July 2010.  The Committee resolved to 
defer the item for further consideration at each of the meetings. 
 
A draft local planning policy, LPP3.7 “Hilton Garden Suburb Precinct” Heritage 
Area Local Planning Policy, has been prepared for Council’s further consideration 
in light of discussions of the PSC during the previous meetings.  The policy has 
been prepared in accordance with the Heritage Area provisions of Part 7 as well as 
the Local Planning Policy provisions of Part 2 of Local Planning Scheme No. 4.  
 
The draft policy addresses the following design elements: 
 
1. Streetscape; 
2. Building Height; 
3. Form and Proportion of New Dwellings; and 
4.  Conservation of Existing Dwellings – including upgrading extensions and 

additions. 
5. Infill Development 
6. Non-Residential Development 
7.  Subdivision 
 
The draft policy also introduces two phrases associated with the discretionary 
criteria of the policy, ‘prevailing streetscape’ and ‘viewed from the street’.  These 
phrases are intended to provide some guidance to what Council will consider 
where a discretionary decision is requested. 
 
It is recommended that Council adopt the policy for the purpose of advertising.  
 
It is also proposed that Council modify the “Hilton Garden Suburb Precinct” 
Heritage Area to exclude the Hilton Village commercial properties on the southern 
side of South Street from the Heritage Area.  The built form and land uses of these 
properties are not considered to be of any heritage significance in their own right 
and importantly are not considered to contribute to the Garden Suburb principles 
or the character of the residential area.   
 
BACKGROUND 

Previous Council Considerations 
 
A report titled, “Preliminary Discussion of Hilton Local Planning Area Policy”, was 
considered by the Planning Services Committee at meetings held on 21 April 2010 
(PSC1004-78), 30 June 2010 (PSC1006-125) and 7 July 2010 (PSC1007-132).  The 
Committee resolved to defer the item for further consideration at each of the meetings. 
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Background to Local Planning Policy D.G.H3 Hilton Local Area Planning Policy & Review 
of Local Planning Area Policies 
 
Please refer to Attachment 3 - PSC1007-132 – “Preliminary Discussion of Hilton Local 
Planning Area Policy”, for details relating to the background of the current local planning 
policy and the review of the policies. 
 
Hilton Village Development and Scheme Amendment No. 13 
 
The Hilton Village commercial development fronting South Street has long been used for 
retail and commercial activity, with built form reflecting these uses.  Scheme Amendment 
No. 13 was gazetted on 17 November 2009 which rezoned this area to Neighbourhood 
Centre and provided potential development standards and densities to reflect the 
commercial nature of the area.  This area was designated as sub area 7.3.1 of the Hilton 
Local Planning Area under Schedule 12 of LPS4.  Additionally a ‘buffer’ strip of 
residential properties on the southern side of the Neighbourhood Centre zone were 
zoned Residential with a density coding of R60. 
 

 
 
The southern portion of the Neighbourhood Centre zone of the Hilton Village commercial 
area and Residential R60 properties are located within the “Hilton Garden Suburb 
Precinct” Heritage Area. 
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CONSULTATION 
 
Community consultation has not commenced at this stage of the policy review.  
Community consultation will begin should Council resolve to adopt a revised local 
planning policy for the purpose of advertising or initiate a Scheme Amendment, in 
accordance with clause 2.4.1 of the Scheme and the Town Planning Regulations 1967.  
 
“Protecting Our Suburb” Questionnaire 
 
Even though formal community consultation will not commence until Council adopts the 
draft local planning policy for the purpose of advertising, it is considered appropriate to 
acknowledge the “Protecting Our Suburb” questionnaire organized by the Hilton Precinct 
Convener regarding the Hilton Local Planning Policy.  The questionnaire generated 75 
responses and asked respondents a number of questions relating to the characteristics 
of the Hilton suburb and sought their opinion on what characteristics should be controlled 
through a local planning policy.  The summarized analysis (4 pages) is included in this 
report as Attachment 4.  The full 75 responses are not attached due to the size of the 
document (162 pages), however it is understood that the responses have already been 
sent to the Elected Members of Council.  In any case the responses are available to 
Elected Members upon request. 
 
PLANNING COMMENT 

Modification of “Hilton Garden Suburb Precinct” Heritage Area 
 
As mentioned above, the Hilton Village commercial area on the south side of South, 
between Carrington Street and Lee Avenue, is currently located within the “Hilton Garden 
Suburb Precinct” Heritage Area.   The built form and land uses are well established and 
are unlikely to revert back to their original contribution to the garden suburb.  The built 
form and land uses are not considered to be of any heritage significance in their own 
right and importantly are not considered to contribute to the Garden Suburb principles or 
the character of the residential area.  Additionally Scheme Amendment No. 13 rezoned 
these properties to Neighbourhood Centre with development standards to encourage 
more intensive development or Residential with a density coding of R60. 
 
It is therefore proposed to modify the designated “Hilton Garden Suburb Precinct” 
Heritage Area to exclude the Hilton village commercial area (sub area 7.3.1) due to its 
incompatibility with the Heritage Area.  This modification will also facilitate an easier 
inclusion of another sub area into LPS4 for the Heritage Area, which in future will enable 
specific development standards to be included in the Scheme without conflicting with the 
Hilton Village commercial area. 
 
The modified “Hilton Garden Suburb Precinct” Heritage Area is demonstrated as follows: 
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Clause 7.2 of LPS4 outlines the process of designating a Heritage Area.  Clause 7.2.8 
requires the Council to undertake community consultation for modification of a Heritage 
Area the same as when designating a Heritage Area.  Should Council resolve to modify 
the Heritage Area as proposed, the community consultation process can occur 
concurrently with the consultation of the local planning policy. 
 
Revised Local Planning Policy 
 
The draft local planning policy has been prepared under the provisions of clause 7.2.2 of 
LPS4 which requires Council to adopt a local planning policy for a Heritage Area.  
 
The draft policy addresses the following design elements: 
 
1. Streetscape; 
2. Building Height; 
3. Form and Proportion of New Dwellings; and 
4.  Conservation of Existing Dwellings – including upgrading extensions and additions. 
5. Infill Development 
6. Non-Residential Development 
7. Subdivision Referrals to the Western Australian Planning Commission 
 
The provisions of the draft policy are detailed below with some discussion regarding the 
proposed provisions.  The policy also proposes to introduce the phrases “prevailing 
streetscape” and “viewed from the street”, which are used as part of the discretionary 
criteria of the policy.  These phrases are intended to place some clear limits and 
guidance for instances where Council is considering a variation to the policy 
requirements. 
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“Prevailing streetscape” is to be defined as: 
 

Means the characteristics (generally limited to the setback and orientation of 
buildings including garages and carports from the primary or secondary street, 
front walls and fencing, building height, building/roof form and proportion) of the 3 
properties, where appropriate, adjoining either side of the subject site, fronting the 
same street (refer to diagrams below).  

 
Greater weight will be given to the characteristics of the two immediately adjoining 
properties on either side of the subject site fronting the same street.   

 
In the case of corner lots, only the characteristics of the adjoining properties with 
the same primary street frontage shall be considered (Note: Primary street is 
determined under clause 1.1.1 of the policy). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
“Viewed from the street” is to be defined as:   
 
As indicated in the diagram and associated ‘notes’ below: 

STREET 

Subject 
site 

Subject Site 
3 adjoining 
Properties

S
T
R
E
E
T 

S
T
R
E
E
T 

3 adjoining 
Properties 
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Notes: 
 
1. Based on an assumed line of sight measured 1 metre off the property boundary at a 

perpendicular angle (view from sidewalk) with an ‘eye line’ height of 1.6 metres. 
2. Diagram is not to scale. 
 
1. Streetscape Requirements 
 
Draft policy provisions 
 
The Acceptable Development provisions of clauses 6.2.1 A1.1 – A1.2, 6.2.3 A3.1 – A3.5, 
6.2.5 A5 and 6.2.8 A8 of the Residential Design Codes are replaced with the following: 
 
1.1 Setback of buildings including Garages/Carports where under the main roof of the 

development  
 

1.1.1 For the purpose of determining the setback of buildings, the street 
designated as the primary or secondary street shall be determined by the 
Council, taking into consideration the prevailing streetscape, lot and house 
orientation and physical characteristics of the lot. 

 
1.1.2 Buildings shall be setback from the primary street a minimum distance of 7 

metres. 
 

1.1.3 Buildings shall be setback from the secondary street a minimum distance of 
3 metres. 

 
1.1.4 Garages and carports are to be setback in line with or behind the front wall 

of the dwelling. 
 
1.2 Setback of Garages/Carports/Outbuildings where not under the main roof of the 

development 
 

1.2.1 Garages, carports and outbuildings, except as in clause 1.2.2 below, are to 
be setback in line with or behind the front wall of the dwelling. 

 
1.2.2 Carports may be located in front of the dwelling where the development 

meets all of the following criteria: 
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i. The carport is open on all sides with no door; and 
ii. The carport is of simple and lightweight construction; and 
iii. The carport is located so as to maintain visibility of the dwelling from 

the street and surveillance from the dwelling to the street; and 
iv. The maximum width of the carport is to be 6 metres on a property 

with a frontage of 14 metres or greater or on a property with a 
frontage of less than 14 metres, the maximum width of a carport is to 
be 3 metres; and 

v. The carport complies with Design Element 6.3.1 – Buildings setback 
from the boundary, of the Residential Design Codes.  

 
Discretionary Criteria for Variations to Requirements of Clauses 1.1 and 1.2 above 

 
Council may, at its discretion, allow a lesser setback of the building from the 
primary or secondary street where it is satisfied that the development meets one 
of the following criteria: 
 
a) Where the proposed setback of the building is consistent with the setback 

of buildings within the prevailing streetscape; or 
 
b) Where due to the nature of the road and/or lot layout in the locality or the 

topography of the land, the proposed setback of the building does not result 
in a projecting element into an established streetscape vista; or 

 
c) Where the proposed setback of the building will facilitate the retention of a 

tree and/or vegetation deemed by the Council to be worthy of retention 
(Refer also to provisions of LPP2.10 Landscaping of Development and 
Existing Vegetation on Development Sites). 

 
1.3 Dwelling Orientation 
 

1.3.1 Dwellings shall be orientated parallel with the front boundary of the property 
addressing the primary street (Note: primary street determined by clause 
1.1.1 above). 

 
Council may, at its discretion, allow a variation to the dwelling orientation provision 
of clause 1.3.1 above where it is satisfied that the development meets one of the 
following criteria: 

 
a) The proposed dwelling orientation is consistent with the orientation of 

dwellings within the prevailing streetscape; or 
 
b) The proposed dwelling orientation is consistent with the traditional angular 

orientation of buildings, particularly in the case of corner lots where 
dwellings are typically set square to the splay of the lot; or 

 
c) The proposed development is specifically designed according to solar 

passive design principles to achieve a higher level of energy efficiency than 
would otherwise be achieved by complying with clause 1.3.1 above. 
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Discussion 
 
It is considered necessary for the Council to have the discretion to determine the primary 
or secondary street, particularly in an area such as Hilton due to the number of irregular 
shaped corner lots.  The proposed provision enables Council to consider the prevailing 
streetscape, orientation and physical characteristics of the lot when determining the 
primary or secondary street for the development. 
 
The required minimum primary street setback of 7m from DGH3 is to be retained in the 
draft policy. 
 
DGH3 currently does not provide a minimum secondary street setback, rather states that 
‘houses on facetted corners of blocks are to be set square to the splay.’ Whilst the 
positioning of the dwellings on corner lots facing both streets is a recognizable 
characteristic of the traditional built form of the precinct, this requirement is not 
considered to reflect contemporary housing design or the demands of today’s residents.  
The setting of the dwelling ‘square to the splay’ results in expansive open areas in front 
of the dwelling that afford little privacy to the residents of the dwelling, particularly should 
the rear area of the lot be subdivided to provide for an additional dwelling.  It is therefore 
proposed that, rather than requiring dwellings to be ‘set square to the splay’, dwellings 
can be orientated primarily to one street, with the setback from the secondary street 
being greater than normally required.  The minimum setback of the dwelling from the 
secondary street is proposed to be 3 metres (greater than the 1.5 metres required by the 
R-Codes).  
 
Garages and carports, built under the main roof of the dwelling, shall be setback in line 
with or behind the dwelling, consistent with the current DGH3 provisions. 
 
Garages, carports and outbuildings that are not under the main roof of the development 
shall be setback in line with or behind the front wall of the dwelling.  Please note that a 
detached garage would be considered an ‘outbuilding’ by definition, hence the inclusion 
of outbuildings in the streetscape policy requirements.  The proposed setting back of a 
garage, carport or outbuilding is consistent with the current DGH3 provisions. 
 
It is proposed that carports only may be permitted in front of the dwelling in certain 
circumstances, as described above.  Essentially the proposed requirements that need to 
be met for a carport to be located in front of the dwelling are based on a simple 
lightweight structure that presents a minimal impact on the streetscape whilst still 
providing clear views of the dwelling.  
 
Inevitably there will be occasions where proposed development fails to meet the above 
requirements of the policy.  It is therefore proposed to include discretionary criteria under 
which Council can assess the proposed variations from the policy requirements.  As 
discussed above, the term ‘prevailing streetscape’ has been defined in the draft policy, 
providing clear parameters of the streetscape characteristics that may be considered.  
The first discretionary criterion requires Council to be satisfied that the proposed setback 
of the buildings will be consistent with the prevailing streetscape.   
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The proposed discretionary criteria also provides Council with the discretion to vary the 
policy requirements where the lot exhibits specific characteristics that could provide for a 
variation without resulting in a protruding element and where the variation is necessary to 
facilitate the retention of significant tree or vegetation or, in the case of dwelling 
orientation, it can be demonstrated that the proposed orientation of a dwelling provides a 
higher level of energy efficiency that would be achieved by orientating the dwelling 
square to the primary street. 
 
Draft policy provisions 
 
1.4 Garage Doors 
 

1.4.1 Where the garage is setback in line with or less than 2 metres behind the 
front wall of the dwelling, the width of the garage door shall be no more 
than 3 metres as viewed from the street. 

 
1.4.2 Where the garage is setback 2 metres or more behind the front wall of the 

dwelling, the width of the garage door shall be no more than 40 percent of 
the width of the front of the dwelling as viewed from the street and the 
formed driveway shall be tapered to the street frontage boundary to a 
maximum width of 3.5 metres. 

 
Council may, at its discretion, vary the width of a garage door where the front 
setback area has existing landscaping or topography that alleviates the visual 
impact of the garage door on the streetscape.  

 
Discussion 
 
It is proposed that garage doors shall be limited to a maximum width of 3m where the 
door is setback in line with or behind the front wall of the dwelling.  This maximum width 
is equivalent to a single car garage door.  This provision is consistent with the current 
DGH3 provisions that permit a single width garage door at the side of the dwelling. 
 
It is proposed that a double garage door will be permitted subject to three criteria: 
 

- Garage door to comprise a maximum width of 40% of the width of the front of the 
dwelling, 

- Setback 2 metres or more behind the front wall of the dwelling, and 
- The driveway is tapered to a maximum width of 3.5m at the street frontage. 

 
Double garages at the side of dwellings are not permitted under the current DGH3 
provisions.  Garage doors can potentially dominate the appearance of a dwelling and 
result in a streetscape dominated by garage doors.  Whilst double garage doors are not 
associated with the traditional housing type of the Hilton area, double garages are 
provided in most ‘project’ homes offered today and arguably reflect the demands of the 
wider community.  The proposed policy standards are intended to cater for the modern 
demands of a double garage without allowing the garage door to become a dominant 
feature of the streetscape. 
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Discretionary criteria have again been included where the development does not satisfy 
the above requirements, based upon the visual impression of the garage door being 
alleviated by existing landscaping or topography. 
 
Should Council be of the view that double garages may be permitted in line with the 
dwelling (subject to a maximum width and tapered driveway), the following provisions 
have been drafted to enable this: 
 
1.4 Garage Doors 
 

1.4.1 The width of a garage door may comprise up to 40% of the width of the 
front of the dwelling as viewed from the street where: 
 
i. The facade of the dwelling is well activated with doors and windows 

providing clear surveillance and interaction between the street and 
the dwelling; and 

ii. The formed driveway is tapered to the street frontage boundary to a 
maximum width of 3.5 metres. 

 
Council may, at its discretion, vary the width of a garage door where the front 
setback area has existing landscaping or topography that alleviates the visual 
impact of the garage door on the streetscape.  

 
However it is the officer’s recommendation that the first set of provisions be included in 
the draft policy. 
 
Draft policy provisions 
  
1.5 Street Walls and Fences 
 

1.5.1 Street walls and fencing forward of the building line shall be a maximum 
height of 1.2 metres and shall be fully visually permeable above 300 
millimetres.  

 
1.5.2 For properties located on South Street, between Stock Road and 

Carrington Street, front fencing may be solid to a maximum height of 1.6 
metres and only in cases where the dwelling is setback less than 6 metres 
from the street. 

 
1.5.3 Solid masonry (brick) fencing shall be permitted for those properties 

backing onto Stock Road to a maximum height of 2.0 metres to provide for 
noise attenuation.  

 
Council may, at its discretion, vary the requirements of clauses 1.5.1 – 1.5.3 
where it is satisfied that the proposed street wall and/or fence is consistent with 
the street wall and/or fencing within the prevailing streetscape and the proposed 
street wall and/or fence maintains clear surveillance between the street and the 
dwelling. 
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Discussion 
 
The current requirements of DGH3 relating to street walls and fences have been 
modified to allow for solid fencing up to 300mm above ground level, with visually 
permeable fencing up to 1.2m above that.  The exception to these height and visual 
permeability requirements is for fencing along South Street, between Stock Road and 
Carrington Street (solid front fencing permitted up to 1.6m high where the dwelling is 
setback less than 6m from the street) and for rear fencing backing onto Stock Road 
(solid rear fencing up to 2.0m high). 
 
It is considered relevant to discuss the R-Codes definition of ‘visually permeable’ for 
Council’s benefit.  The R-Codes define ‘visually permeable’ as follows: 
 

In reference to a wall, gate, door or fence that the vertical surface has: 
 

 continuous vertical or horizontal gaps of at least 50 mm width occupying not less 
than one third of its face in aggregate of the entire surface or where narrower than 
50 mm, occupying at least one half of the face in aggregate, as viewed directly 
from the street; or 

 a surface offering equal or lesser obstruction to view. 
 
There are essentially two components to the first part of this definition.  Where gaps of 
50 mm or greater are proposed in the fencing material, the gaps must occupy at least 1/3 
of the total face of the fence.  The assumed logic behind this provision is that a gap of 50 
mm alone will allow a clear line of sight and therefore a fence with a 1/3 of the total 
surface with gaps greater than 50 mm is sufficient to provide a suitable level of visual 
permeability. 
 
Where gaps of less than 50 mm are proposed, then the gaps in the fence need to occupy 
½ of the total face of the fence.  It is assumed that gaps of less than 50 mm do not in 
themselves allow a clear line of sight and therefore a greater overall requirement of gaps 
(or openness) in the fence is required to achieve a suitable level of visual permeability. 
 
It should be noted that under both scenarios, solid pillars could be permitted with the 
fence still meeting the overall definition of visually permeable. 
 
The second part of the R-Codes’ definition is interpreted to allow different materials or 
designs that will offer an equivalent level of visual permeability as the first part of the 
definition.  An example may be for the fence to contain some frosted glass or ‘Perspex’ 
which would allow silhouettes of persons/objects to be seen whilst still provided a degree 
of separation and privacy. 
 
Discretionary criteria are proposed where a variation is sought to the above 
requirements.  The proposed fence/wall must be consistent with the prevailing 
streetscape and provide for passive surveillance of the dwelling and street.  
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2. Building Height Requirements 
 
Draft policy provisions 
 
The Acceptable Development provisions of clause 6.7.1 A1.1 of the Residential Design 
Codes are replaced with the following: 
 
2.1 Minimum External Wall Height 
 

2.1.1 The minimum external wall height shall be 3.2 metres for elevations of the 
development fronting the primary and/or secondary streets. 

 
Council may, at its discretion, allow a lesser external wall height than that 
prescribed in clause 2.1.1 above where it is satisfied that the proposed external 
wall height is consistent with the external wall height of development within the 
prevailing streetscape and the development meets one of the following criteria: 
 
a) The development incorporates design elements that give the development 

a greater, more traditional presence to the street such as gable ends 
greater than the minimum external wall height or a steeper roof pitch (within 
the maximum roof pitch requirement of 35 degrees); or 

 
b) The natural ground level of the site is higher than the street so the 

development maintains a greater, more traditional presence to the street. 
 
Discussion 
 
DGH3 currently requires the internal floor levels to be raised a minimum of 500mm 
above natural ground level, as well as providing a minimum external wall height of 2.7 
metres.  It is proposed to combine these current provisions to require a minimum 
external wall height of 3.2 metres fronting the primary and/or secondary streets, thus 
ensuring that new dwellings provide a streetscape presence similar to the traditional 
dwellings.  As the external wall height is measured from the natural ground level (i.e. 
prior to development), this minimum wall height requirement could also be met by 
providing 0.5m of fill with a 2.7m wall height above. 
 
It is considered reasonable to not require a minimum external wall height for wall 
elements that have no streetscape presence. 
 
Discretionary criteria have been included where a minimum external wall height is 
proposed, based upon the development still presenting to the street in a traditional 
manner. 
 
Draft policy provisions 
 
2.2 Maximum External Wall Height and Maximum Roof Ridge Height 
 

2.2.1 The maximum external wall height shall be 3.5 metres (equivalent to single 
storey and a loft). 
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2.2.2 The maximum roof ridge height shall be 6.5 metres. 
 

Council may, at its discretion, allow a greater external wall height and/or greater 
roof ridge height where it is satisfied that the development meets one of the 
following criteria: 
 
a) The development is on a rear survey strata lot, battleaxe lot or the 

equivalent and has minimal presentation to the streetscape and the 
development complies with the Acceptable Development provisions of the 
Residential Design Codes regarding: 

 
i. Design Element 6.3.1 – Buildings setback from the boundary; and 
ii. Design Element 6.4.1 – Open Space; and 
iii. Design Element 6.9.1 – Design for Climate. 

 
Or 

 
b) The development generally presents as a single storey dwelling when 

viewed from the street with the predominant bulk of the element exceeding 
the prescribed maximum building height located at the rear of the dwelling; 
or 

 
c) The proposed building height is consistent with the building height of 

development within the prevailing streetscape. 
 
Discussion 
 
The maximum external wall height and maximum roof ridge height requirements of 
DGH3 are proposed to be retained in the revised policy.  
 
Discretionary criteria are included where a variation to the maximum building height 
requirements is proposed.  It is considered a two storey development may be permissible 
where the development does not impact on the streetscape (rear survey strata, battleaxe 
lot or two storey additions to the rear of a single storey dwelling) or where a two storey 
development is consistent with the prevailing streetscape. 
 
3. Form and Proportion of New Dwellings 
 
Draft policy provisions 
 
3.1 Roof Form and Eaves of Dwellings 
 

3.1.1 Roofs shall be hipped or gabled with a minimum roof pitch of 27.5 degrees 
and a maximum roof pitch of 35 degrees. 

 
3.1.2 Roofs shall be simple in form incorporating no more than 2 roof elements 

facing the primary and/or secondary street. 
 

3.1.3 Eaves shall be a minimum width of 450mm. 
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Council may, at its discretion, vary the roof form and eaves requirements of 
clauses 3.1.1 – 3.1.3 where it is satisfied that the development meets one of the 
following criteria: 
 
a) The development is consistent with the roof forms and eaves of dwellings 

within the prevailing streetscape; or 
 
b) The proposed development is specifically designed according to solar 

passive design principles to achieve a higher level of energy efficiency than 
would otherwise be achieved by complying with clauses 3.1.1 to 3.1.3 
above. 

 
Discussion 
 
The roof form and eaves requirements of DGH3 are proposed to be retained in the draft 
policy.  Roof forms are considered to contribute significantly to the character of the area 
and therefore it is considered that provisions relating to this design element should be 
retained in the draft policy.  The current DGH3 provisions relating to roofs, requiring the 
roof ridge to run parallel to the front face of the building, has been reworded to require 
roofs to be ‘simple in form incorporating no more than 2 roof elements facing the primary 
and/or secondary street.’ 
 
Discretionary criteria are included in the draft policy where the roof form and eaves 
requirements are not met. 
 
Draft policy provisions 
 
3.2 Building Form and Proportion 
 

3.2.1 Wall angles of the front façade of the dwelling shall be 90 degrees. 
  
3.2.2 The front façade shall be articulated with a projecting front room, a porch or 

a verandah.  The projecting element shall extend a minimum distance of 
1200mm beyond the main face of the dwelling and to a maximum distance 
of 1500mm within the front setback area.  The projecting element shall be 
no more than 40 per cent of width of the front of the dwelling as viewed 
from the street. 

 
3.2.3 The front door shall face the street and be clearly visible from the street. 

 
3.2.4 All front rooms shall contain windows facing the street with a horizontal 

emphasis. 
 

3.2.5 The composition of the front facade shall have a horizontal emphasis.  The 
number of vertical elements should be kept to a minimum. 

 
Council may, at its discretion, vary the building form and proportion requirements 
of clauses 3.2.1 – 3.2.5 where it is satisfied that the development is consistent 
with the building form and proportion within the prevailing streetscape. 
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Discussion 
 
The above building form and proportion requirements of DGH3 are proposed to be 
included in the draft policy with more specific requirements placed on the dimensions of 
a projecting element.  As the projecting element can be located within the 7m front 
setback area, it is considered appropriate to limit the extent of the projection into the front 
setback area.  It is proposed to limit this projection to 1500mm into the front setback area 
and to limit the width of the projection to 40 per cent of the frontage of the dwelling. 
 
Discretionary criteria are included in the draft policy where a variation is sought, based 
upon the development demonstrating consistency with the building form and proportion 
within the prevailing streetscape. 
 
4. Conservation of Existing Dwellings not listed on the Heritage List – including 

upgrading, extensions and additions 
 
Draft policy provisions 
 
4.1 Upgrading of existing dwelling 
 

4.1.1 External alterations shall conserve the overall architectural style and the 
original external form of the dwelling but may include modern and/or 
contrasting materials. 

 
4.1.2 The original size and position of openings visible from the street shall be 

conserved. 
 

4.1.3 Replacement doors and windows, where necessary, shall use traditional 
materials and reflect the styles of original Hilton dwellings. 

 
4.1.4 The original size and position of verandahs and porches visible from the 

street shall be conserved. 
 

4.1.5 Front verandahs and porches are not to be enclosed. 
 

4.1.6 The original form of the roof of the dwelling shall be retained. 
 

Council may, at its discretion, vary the requirements of clauses 4.1.1 – 4.1.6 
where it is satisfied that the development meets one of the following criteria: 

 
a) The proposed development is specifically designed according to solar 

passive design principles to achieve a higher level of energy efficiency than 
would otherwise be achieved by complying with clauses 4.1.1 to 4.1.6 
above, or 

 
b) The original dwelling is not an original timber framed or brick dwelling 

constructed during the establishment of the Hilton Garden Suburb Precinct 
(dwellings constructed prior to 1965). 
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4.2 Extensions and Additions 

 
4.2.1 New extensions shall be located at the rear or side of the original dwelling. 
 
4.2.2 Upward extensions shall be designed to comply with Part 2 – Building 

Height of this policy.  
 

4.2.3 The external form of the front of the conserved dwelling is to be retained. 
 

Council may, at its discretion, vary the requirements of clauses 4.2.1 – 4.2.3 
where it is satisfied that the development meets one of the following criteria: 
 
a) The development retains the traditional single storey appearance of the 

original dwelling as viewed from the street. 
 
b) The original dwelling is not an original timber framed or brick dwelling 

constructed during the establishment of the Hilton Garden Suburb Precinct 
(dwellings constructed prior to 1965). 

 
Discussion 
 
The majority of current policy provisions of DGH3 relating to development on existing 
dwellings that are not listed on the Heritage List are proposed to be included in the draft 
policy.  These provisions are generally intended to preserve the traditional streetscape 
contribution of the original dwelling.  For properties on the Heritage List, a heritage 
assessment will be undertaken in accordance with local planning policy, LPP1.6 
Preparing Heritage Assessments, and development will be guided by this advice.   
 
It is proposed to omit the current policy provisions of DGH3 relating to rear additions and 
extensions to existing dwellings, except that the additions or extensions shall be at the 
rear of the property and not overwhelm the roof form of the original dwelling.  It is 
considered that development at the rear of the existing dwelling does not need to be as 
tightly controlled as required under the current DGH3 provisions, given the limited impact 
of rear additions on the streetscape. 
 
The following DGH3 provisions relating to conservation/additions/extensions or original 
houses are proposed to be omitted from the draft policy: 
 

- The external form of the … sides of the conserved house is to be retained. 
- Rear extensions roof types: Hipped or gabled roofs only in concrete or terracotta 

tiled or colourbond in traditional colours; 
- Rear extensions roof setting out: Roof pitch of the addition to match the roof pitch 

of the original house; 
- Rear extensions: External walls can be of flat or weatherboard profile fibrous 

cement sheeting, timber weatherboarding, exterior plywood or face brickwork; 
- Roof form: where the roof of the rear extension is kept separate from the retained 

original roof, the wall plate to ridge level height can be a maximum of 2.7 metres. 
 
Discretionary criteria are included in the proposed policy where the requirements relating 
to the upgrading/additions/extensions are not met.  

Page 21 



  Minutes - Planning Services Committee 
 26 August 2010 

 
5. Infill Development 
 
Draft policy provisions 
 
5.1 Where development is proposed on a site or lot that is either a battleaxe lot, rear 

survey strata lot or the equivalent and the proposed development has minimal 
presentation to the streetscape, only the Building Height provisions of clause 2 of 
this policy shall apply. 

 
Discussion 
 
The provisions relating to ‘infill’ development in the current DGH3 policy are proposed to 
be included in the draft policy.  It is proposed that development on rear sites or lots with 
minimal presentation to the streetscape, needs only to comply with the building height 
provisions of the policy.  The streetscape, form and proportion, conservation, upgrading, 
extensions and additions requirements of the policy will not apply to development on 
these lots, as such development has minimal presentation to the streetscape.  
 
6. Non-Residential Development 
 
Draft policy provisions 
 
6.1 Where development is proposed on a site or lot not zoned Residential and/or 

where the development is associated with a non-Residential use class, the 
development shall be compatible with the heritage significance of the “Hilton 
Garden Suburb Precinct” Heritage Area as well as the relevant requirements of 
the Local Planning Scheme No. 4. 

 
Discussion 
 
The current DGH3 policy has no provisions that relate to non-residential properties or 
zones within the precinct, such as the Neighbourhood Centre, PCYC and community 
halls on Paget Street and Foley Village on the corner of Collick Street and Winterfold 
Road.  As these properties are also within the “Hilton Garden Suburb Precinct” Heritage 
Area, it is considered appropriate to include some broad provisions in the draft policy that 
cater for development on these properties. 
 
7. Subdivision Referrals to the Western Australian Planning Commission 
 
Draft policy provisions 
 
7.1 The historic pattern of subdivision within the Hilton Garden Suburb Precinct is 

characterised by wide lot frontages which contribute significantly to the 
streetscape character and amenity of Hilton.  In order to preserve the traditional 
streetscape character and amenity of Hilton, applications referred to the City of 
Fremantle for comment for the subdivision of land within Hilton shall only be 
supported where the following criteria are met: 

 
7.1.1 The subdivision is in the form of battleaxe or survey strata (with or without 

common property) with one lot behind the other. 
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7.1.2 The proposed front lot shall have a minimum frontage of 16 metres. 

 
7.1.3 Access legs for battleaxe or survey strata subdivision shall provide 

reciprocal access to both the front and rear lots.  Where such an 
arrangement is proposed, Council shall recommended the following 
condition of subdivision to be applied: 

 
“The applicant is to make suitable arrangements to ensure reciprocal rights 
of access exist over adjoining battleaxe access legs 

  
Council may, at its discretion, vary the subdivision requirements above where it is 
satisfied that the proposed subdivision will be consistent with the form of 
subdivision within the prevailing streetscape.  

 
Discussion 
 
Whilst it is acknowledged that the Western Australian Planning Commission determines 
the subdivision of land, provisions have been included in the draft policy to guide the 
City’s referral comments.  The provisions are intended to require subdivision to be in a 
form that is sympathetic to the traditional lot characteristics of Hilton – wide frontages 
with minimal vehicle crossovers.  The proposed provisions are, in essence, the same as 
those currently provided in DGH3 with the exception of the DGH3 requirements to 
upgrade footpaths, fencing and crossovers.   
 
CONCLUSION 
 
The proposed draft local planning policy, LPP3.7 “Hilton Garden Suburb Precinct” 
Heritage Area Local Planning Policy, has been prepared based upon the cultural 
heritage significance of the Hilton Garden Suburb and in light of the discussions of the 
Planning Services Committee during the previous meetings.  The policy has been drafted 
to be consistent with the Scheme and current local planning policies and to suit the 
current approach to policy formulation, incorporating ‘acceptable development’ type 
requirements and clear discretionary criteria where variations to the acceptable 
development requirements are sought.   
 
It is also proposed to modify the “Hilton Garden Suburb Precinct” Heritage Area to 
exclude the Hilton Village commercial properties on the southern side of South Street.  
These properties have been developed and used in a manner that is not considered to 
contribute to the cultural heritage significance of the Hilton Garden Suburb and are 
therefore considered to have no relevance to the Heritage Area. 
 
The initial adoption of a local planning and the modification of a Heritage Area both 
require community consultation under the provisions of LPS4.  Should Council resolve to 
modify the Heritage Area as proposed and adopt the local planning policy, the 
community consultation process can occur concurrently.   Subsequently a report will be 
presented for Council’s consideration detailing the submissions received during the 
consultation period. 
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OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION 

That Council: 
 
A. Modification of “Hilton Garden Suburb Precinct” Heritage Area 
 

1. Resolve to initiate the modification to the boundary of the “Hilton Garden 
Suburb Precinct” Heritage Area. 

 
2. Advertise the modification to the “Hilton Garden Suburb Precinct” Heritage 

Area for public comment for a period of not less than 21 days in accordance 
with clause 7.2 of Local Planning Scheme No. 4 and subsequently report to 
Council the details of the received submissions.  

 
B. Adoption of draft local planning policy, LPP3.7 “Hilton Garden Suburb Precinct” 

Heritage Area 
 

1. Adopt the draft Local Planning Policy, as detailed in Attachment 1, for the 
purpose of advertising for public submissions. 

 
2. Advertise the draft Local Planning Policy for public comment for a period of not 

less than 28 days in accordance with clause 2.4 of Local Planning Scheme No. 
4. 

 
3. Require the preparation of a report summarising public submissions for 

consideration prior to final adoption of the draft Local Planning Policy. 
 
4. Note that local planning policy, D.G.H3 Hilton Local Area Planning Policy, will 

be revoked upon final adoption of the draft Local Planning Policy. 
 
COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 

 
Cr Andrew Sullivan MOVED to defer the item to the next appropriate Planning 
Services Committee meeting to allow officers to modify the recommendation. 
 
CARRIED: 4/0 
 
For Against  

Cr Robert Fittock 
Cr Josh Wilson 
Cr Bill Massie 
Cr Andrew Sullivan 

 

 
The above item is referred to the Ordinary Meeting of Council for determination in 
accordance with 1.1 or 2.1 of the City of Fremantle Delegated Authority Register 
which requires that at least 5 members of the committee vote in favour of the 
Committee Recommendation in order to exercise its delegation. 
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REPORTS BY OFFICERS (COMMITTEE DELEGATION) 

The following items are subject to clause 1.1 and 2.1 of the City of Fremantle 
Delegated Authority Register 
 
Nil. 
 
 

REPORTS BY OFFICERS (COUNCIL DECISION) 

Nil. 
 

CONFIDENTIAL MATTERS 

 
Nil. 
 

CLOSURE OF MEETING 

 
THE PRESIDING MEMBER DECLARED THE MEETING CLOSED AT 8.25 PM. 
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SUMMARY GUIDE TO CITIZEN PARTICIPATION AND CONSULTATION 

The Council adopted a Participation Policy in August 2001 to give effect to its 
commitment to involving citizens in its decision-making processes. 
 
The City values citizen participation and recognises the benefits that can flow to the 
quality of decision-making and the level of community satisfaction. 
 
Effective participation requires total clarity so that Elected Members, Council officers and 
citizens fully understand their respective rights and responsibilities as well as the limits of 
their involvement in relation to any decision to be made by the City. 
 

How consultative processes work at the City of Fremantle 

The City’s decision makers 1. The Council, comprised of Elected Members, 
makes policy, budgetary and key strategic 
decisions while the CEO, sometimes via on-
delegation to other City officers, makes 
operational decisions. 

Various participation opportunities 2. The City provides opportunities for participation 
in the decision-making process by citizens via its 
Advisory Committees and Task Forces, its 
Community Precinct System, and targeted 
consultation processes in relation to specific 
issues or decisions.  

Objective processes also used 3. The City also seeks to understand the needs and 
views of the community via scientific and 
objective processes such as its annual 
Community Survey.  

All decisions are made by Council or the CEO 4. These opportunities afforded to citizens to 
participate in the decision-making process do not 
include the capacity to make the decision. 
Decisions are ultimately always made by Council 
or the CEO (or his/her delegated nominee).  

Precinct focus is primarily local, but also city-
wide  

5. The Community Precinct System establishes 
units of geographic community of interest, but 
provides for input in relation to individual 
geographic areas as well as on city-wide issues. 

All input is of equal value 6. No source of advice or input is more valuable or 
given more weight by the decision-makers than 
any other. The relevance and rationality of the 
advice counts in influencing the views of 
decision-makers.  

Decisions will not necessarily reflect the 
majority view received 

7. Local Government in WA is a representative 
democracy. Elected Members and the CEO are 
charged under the Local Government Act with 
the responsibility to make decisions based on 
fact and the merits of the issue without fear or 
favour and are accountable for their actions and 
decisions under law. Elected Members are 
accountable to the people via periodic elections. 
As it is a representative democracy, decisions 
may not be made in favour of the majority view 
expressed via consultative processes.  
Decisions must also be made in accordance with 
any statute that applies or within the parameters 
of budgetary considerations. All consultations will 
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How consultative processes work at the City of Fremantle 

clearly outline from the outset any constraints or 
limitations associated with the issue. 

Decisions made for the overall good of 
Fremantle 

8. The Local Government Act requires decision-
makers to make decisions in the interests of “the 
good Government of the district”. This means 
that decision-makers must exercise their 
judgment about the best interests of Fremantle 
as a whole as well as about the interests of the 
immediately affected neighbourhood. This 
responsibility from time to time puts decision-
makers at odds with the expressed views of 
citizens from the local neighbourhood who may 
understandably take a narrower view of 
considerations at hand.  

Diversity of view on most issues 9. The City is wary of claiming to speak for the 
‘community’ and wary of those who claim to do 
so. The City recognises how difficult it is to 
understand what such a diverse community with 
such a variety of stakeholders thinks about an 
issue. The City recognises that, on most 
significant issues, diverse views exist that need 
to be respected and taken into account by the 
decision-makers. 

City officers must be impartial 10
.

City officers are charged with the responsibility of 
being objective, non-political and unbiased. It is 
the responsibility of the management of the City 
to ensure that this is the case. It is also 
recognised that City Officers can find themselves 
unfairly accused of bias or incompetence by 
protagonists on certain issues and in these cases 
it is the responsibility of the City’s management 
to defend those City officers. 

City officers must follow procedures 11
.

The City’s consultative processes must be clear, 
transparent, efficient and timely. City officers 
must ensure that policies and procedures are 
fully complied with so that citizens are not 
deprived of their rights to be heard.  

Consultation processes have cut-off dates 
that will be adhered to. 

12
.

As City officers have the responsibility to provide 
objective, professional advice to decision-
makers, they are entitled to an appropriate period 
of time and resource base to undertake the 
analysis required and to prepare reports. As a 
consequence, consultative processes need to 
have defined and rigorously observed cut-off 
dates, after which date officers will not include 
‘late’ input in their analysis. In such 
circumstances, the existence of ‘late’ input will be 
made known to decision-makers. In most cases 
where citizen input is involved, the Council is the 
decision-maker and this affords citizens the 
opportunity to make input after the cut-off date 
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How consultative processes work at the City of Fremantle 

via personal representations to individual Elected 
Members and via presentations to Committee 
and Council Meetings.  

Citizens need to check for any changes to 
decision making arrangements made 

13
.

The City will take initial responsibility, via 
‘Consultation Process notifications’, for making 
citizens aware of expected time-frames and 
decision making processes, including dates of 
Standing Committee and Council Meetings if 
relevant.  However, as these details can change, 
it is the citizens responsibility to check for any 
changes by visiting 
www.freofocus.com/projects/html/default.cfm
, checking the Port City Column in the Fremantle 
Herald or inquiring at the Service and Information 
Desk by phone or in-person.   

Citizens are entitled to know how their input 
has been assessed 

14
.

In reporting to decision-makers, City officers will 
in all cases produce a Schedule of Input received 
that summarises comment and recommends 
whether it should be taken on board, with 
reasons. 

Reasons for decisions must be transparent 15
.

Decision-makers must provide the reasons for 
their decisions. 

Decisions posted on  
www.freofocus.com/projects/html/default.cfm 

16
.

Decisions of the City need to be transparent and 
easily accessed. For reasons of cost, citizens 
making input on an issue will not be individually 
notified of the outcome, but can access the 
decision at 
www.freofocus.com/projects/html/default.cfm 
or at the City Library or Service and Information 
counter. 

 

http://www.freofocus.com/projects/html/default.cfm
http://www.freofocus.com/projects/html/default.cfm
http://www.freofocus.com/projects/html/default.cfm
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Issues that Council May Treat as Confidential 
 
 
Section 5.23 of the new Local Government Act 1995, Meetings generally open to the 
public, states: 
 
1. Subject to subsection (2), the following are to be open to members of the public - 

a) all council meetings; and 
 
b) all meetings of any committee to which a local government power or duty has 

been delegated. 
 

2. If a meeting is being held by a council or by a committee referred to in subsection 
(1) (b), the council or committee may close to members of the public the meeting, or 
part of the meeting, if the meeting or the part of the meeting deals with any of the 
following: 

 
a) a matter affecting an employee or employees; 
 
b) the personal affairs of any person; 
 
c) a contract entered into, or which may be entered into, by the local government 

and which relates to a matter to be discussed at the meeting; 
 
d) legal advice obtained, or which may be obtained, by the local government and 

which relates to a matter to be discussed at the meeting; 
 
e) a matter that if disclosed, would reveal – 

i) a trade secret; 
ii) information that has a commercial value to a person; or 
iii) information about the business, professional, commercial or financial 

affairs of a person. 
Where the trade secret or information is held by, or is about, a person other 
than the local government. 
 

f) a matter that if disclosed, could be reasonably expected to - 
i) impair the effectiveness of any lawful method or procedure for preventing, 

detecting, investigating or dealing with any contravention or possible 
contravention of the law; 

ii) endanger the security of the local government’s property; or 
iii) prejudice the maintenance or enforcement of a lawful measure for 

protecting public safety. 
 

g) information which is the subject of a direction given under section 23 (Ia) of the 
Parliamentary Commissioner Act 1971; and 

 
h) such other matters as may be prescribed. 
 

3. A decision to close a meeting or part of a meeting and the reason for the decision 
are to be recorded in the minutes of the meeting. 
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