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1. Introduction 
 

The City of Fremantle has undertaken a planning process with the aim of producing an urban design strategy for Kings 

Square in Central Fremantle.   

 

Kings Square is the geographical and civic heart of Fremantle and the aim of the strategy is to revitalize the square and 

surrounding sites as an important social and commercial hub in the heart of the city.  

 

The City of Fremantle currently have an Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) in place with Sirona Capital (owner of 

the Myer Site) which has led  to the current investigations into whether a joint development and place making project 

may be viable between the two parties in relation to the City’s and Sirona’s properties in King Square.  

 

The City also recognises that there is a necessity and desirability of additional development, and place making and 

activation of the Square, all of which require investigation.  This focus is driven by the practical need to make a number 

of decisions about the future of the City’s Administration and Queensgate buildings, and the achievement of a number of 

objectives from the City’s Strategic Plan relating to economic development, activation of the Square and development of 

city owned sites.  

 

The development of the Kings Square Kings Square Urban Design Strategy was informed by a range of research and 

planning, investigating a number of social and economic factors that influence the sustainability of the city centre. 

 

This report focuses on information provided to community and stakeholders and feedback received during the 

community engagement process, which commenced on 31 March and was completed on 5 May 2012.  
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2. Methodology 
 

The community engagement methodology for the Kings Square Urban Design Strategy c was designed by the City of 

Fremantle and implemented by Creating Communities Australia (CCA) and Urban Designers CODA.  

 

The aims of the City of Fremantle’s engagement process were to provide community members with opportunities to: 

 Receive information regarding the Kings Square Urban Design Strategy 

 Provide input and feedback to inform the planning of the urban design  

 Ask questions and clarify any information relating to the development of the Urban Design Strategy 

 Review and recommend the most appropriate design strategy options to Council. 

 

A six-step process was used for this consultation: 

1. Visioning Workshop: A four hour workshop, was held on 30 March 2012 in the Fremantle Town Hall with 

stakeholders selected by the City of Fremantle from across local community groups, businesses and landowners. 

Presentations from the City of Fremantle, CODA and Creating Communities were provided to inspire participants in 

providing input into conceptualising the design strategy. These presentations drew on international and local 

precedents as well as previous plans and proposals. Participants were involved in interactive activities that sought 

feedback to determine the high-order aspirations and objectives of the Urban Design Strategy. Participants were 

also engaged in a walking tour at the commencement of the session, to gain a clear impression of the 

characteristics of the area being studied.  

 

An analysis of the positive and negative aspects of the existing study area was undertaken with the group, as well 

as the identification of any opportunities or barriers to its revitalisation.  

 

Following this workshop a vision and a set of design principles for the project were developed, utilising the feedback 

provided by the workshop participants. 

 
2. Design Options Workshop: A workshop was held on 14 April 2012 at the City of Fremantle Reception Room. The 

project team worked with Councillors and local land owners (from Kings Square and surrounding areas) to 

collaboratively develop a number of strategies for the project area. The strategies aimed to give physical and 

statutory form to the agreed vision for the Square.  

 
3. Open day and Walking Tour: A four hour open day was held on 28 April 2012 in Council Offices, where the 

general public could view the draft strategy concepts and ask questions on a one-to-one basis with the consultants 

and council officers.  The open day was complimented with a walking tour that explained the strategies in context. 

The open day and walking tour were advertised in the local media an open to all community members to attend. 

 

4. Community Workshop: An interactive three hour workshop was conducted on 1 May 2012 in the City of Fremantle 

Reception Room to ascertain the community’s perspective on each of the proposed design strategy options. The 

session included group discussion and feedback as well as the use of Interactive keypad technology, called Turning 

Point, to efficiently generate individual response data. This method was well received given it provided instant 

reporting of results and enabled participants to share their views anonymously.  The workshop was advertised in the 

local media and open to all community members to attend. 

 

5. Citizens’ Jury: The Citizens Jury was held on 5 May 2012 in the City of Fremantle Reception Room.  A variety of 

individuals and organisations provided witness presentations on the proposed design strategy options to a jury of 

community members, who were selected to represent the demographic profile of the City of Fremantle. The jurors 

were asked to consider all of the information and presentations provided to them and then to review and provide 

feedback on the proposed design strategy options.  

 
6. Councillors’ Workshop: A four hour workshop where elected members were presented with community feedback 

on each strategy and given the opportunity to amend the strategies in response. (Not included in this report – yet to 

occur) 
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3. Overview of Findings 
 

During the community consultation process there were two design options presented, these options are: 

 Option A - ‘Re-finding Fremantle’s street pattern’  

o The High Street diagonal breaks into the south triangle forming a civic open space.  

 Option B - ‘ Opening the Square’  

o The geometry of the outer edge of buildings defines the inner edge of Kings Square. 

 

Each design strategy stated below consists of both these design options (See images in following pages).  

 

3.1. General Findings 
Findings from the community consultation on the proposed King Square Urban Design Strategy indicate: 

 Unanimous support for the need for the revitalisation of Kings Square and surrounding areas throughout the 

consultation process (100% agreement that the area needs revitalisation). 

 There was a difference in the support of the overall designs of Option A - ‘Re-finding Fremantle’s street pattern’ 

and Option B - ‘Opening the Square’ from the community workshop, when compared to the findings of the 

Citizens Jury. The differences include: 

o 67% of the attendees at the community workshop preferred Option B ‘Opening the Square’. (when 

directly asked which of the two main options were preferred) 

o There was 58% support from the Citizens Jury  for Option A - ‘Re-finding Fremantle’s street pattern’ 

designs compared to 30% support for Option B - ‘ Opening the Square’ designs, with 12% undecided 

(This result was derived from combining response feedback from across all strategy areas for each 

option). 

 

However, participants in both the Citizens Jury and community workshop did indicate that Option A -‘Re-finding 

Fremantle’s street pattern’ provided a more structured and defined design in the use of space, than option B. 

 

3.1. Strategy Findings 
 

Findings from the community consultation in relation to the seven strategies (with two options for each strategy) for the 

King Square Urban Design are summarised in this section. 

 

Table 1 below provides an overview of the Design Preferences indicated by participants of the Community Workshop 

and Citizens Jury. 

 

 
Table 1 – Summary of Design Preferences – Community Workshop and Citizens Jury 

Design Strategy 
Community Workshop 

Design Preference 

Citizens Jury 

Design Preference 
Consensus 

1 – Moving Around the Square A B No consensus 

2 – Parking around the Square A B No consensus 

3 – Shared Streets around the Square A A A 

4 – Buildings in Square B A No consensus 

5 and 6 – Landscaping (ground surfaces and trees) A A A 

7 – Activity in the Square A A A 

 

A summary of feedback in relation to each strategy, provided by participants in the Community Workshop and Citizens 

Jury, is provided below.  
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Design Strategy 1 Findings  – Moving Around the Square 

 During the community workshop there was greater support for design A than Design B. Just under half of the 

attendees (47%) support (7%), strongly support (7%) or very strongly support (33%) Design A, compared to just 

under a third of attendees (31%) supporting (6%), strongly supporting (6%) or very strongly supporting (19%) 

Design B. 

 During the Citizens Jury the result was the opposite of the Community Workshop with 47% of participants 

supporting Design B, with 35% supporting Design A and 18% undecided.  

 Both groups felt that the traffic movement was a negative aspect of Design A  

o Whilst participants at the community workshop indicated that traffic movement was also a negative in 

Design B, Citizen Jury participants found the reduction of traffic in Design B to be a positive.   

 Both groups felt that access was a positive in option A. 

 

  
 
Design Strategy 2 Findings – Parking around the Square 

 During the community workshop there was greater support for Design A than Design B, with the majority of 

attendees (65%) support (18%), strongly support (18%) or very strongly support (29%) Design A, compared to 

only approximately a quarter of attendees (26%) supporting (13%) or very strongly supporting (13%) Design B.  

 During the Citizens Jury the result was again different to the community workshop, with 71% supporting Design 

B and only 29% supporting Design A.  

 However, both groups felt that Design A was good for businesses 
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Design Strategy 3 Findings – Shared Streets around the Square 

 During the community workshop there was greater support for Design A than Design B. The majority of 

attendees (77%) support (6%), strongly support (24%) or very strongly support (47%) Design A compared to 

only (18%) of attendees supporting 12%) or very strongly supporting(6%) Design B. 

 During the Citizens Jury the result was similar to the community workshop in providing a high level of support 

(100% of participants) for Design A. 

  

 
 

 

Design Strategy 4 Findings – Buildings in Square 

 During the community workshop there was more support for Design B than Design A. Just over half of 

attendees (57%) support (14%), strongly support (7%) or very strongly support (36%) Design B compared to 

42% supporting (14%), strongly supporting (14%) or very strongly supporting (14%) Design A. 

 During the Citizens Jury the results again were different to the results of the community workshop with 59% of 

participants supporting Design A with 35% supporting Design B and 6% undecided.  

 Participants found that the definition and activation of Design A was a positive in both the community workshop 

and citizens jury. 

 Both groups also agreed that Design B maximises the provision of open space. 

  

 
 
 



 

 Creating Communities Australia Pty Ltd Page 10 

 
Design Strategy 5 and 6 Findings – Landscaping (ground surfaces and trees) 

 During the community workshop there was more support for Design A than design B. Just over half of 

attendees (53%) support (15%), strongly support (23%) or very strongly support (15%) the landscaping in 

Design A compared to 38% supporting (23%) or strongly supporting (15%) the Design B. 

 During the Citizens Jury the results were similar to the community workshop with 53% of participants supporting 

Design A for landscaping ground surfaces and with 11% supporting Design B and 35% undecided; while 53% of 

participants supporting Design A for landscaping trees and with 29% supporting Design B and 18% undecided 

 Both groups believed that Design A provided more structure and definition than Design B. 
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Design Strategy 7 Findings – Activity in the Square 

 During the community workshop there was more support for Design A than Design B. The majority of attendees 

(61%) support (7%), strongly support (7%) or very strongly support (47%) the activity in the Square in Design A 

compared to only 27% supporting (7%), strongly supporting (7%) or very strongly supporting (13%) the activity 

Design B. 

 The support for Design A was also evident in the Citizens Jury with 77% of participant’s also supporting Design 

A, with 18% supporting design B and 6% undecided. 

 Both groups believed that Design A provided more structure and definition to promote activity in the Square. 

  

 
 

 

Other key findings 

Other key findings that were elicited from the community workshop and citizens jury include: 

 

 There was a need for: 

o Legibility, connection and access 

o Enhanced built form use 

o Creating an appealing destination 

o Maintaining the Fremantle heritage and culture and vibe 

o Reflecting Fremantle’s character and spirit 

o Community activation / place making 

o Both commercial and civic functions 

 There is an opportunity to enhance Kings Square specific amenity 

 Safety, traffic, activation and open spaces were all key positives when considering design Option A. 

 When considering design Option B the key positives were: 

o Definition 

o Maximisation of open space 

 Better definition of movement patterns is a key with large support for retaining the movement of cars around the 

square.  

 Parking for the Church is a key consideration 

 Vehicle dominance was not favoured. 
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4. Recommendations 
 
 

4.1. Urban Design Strategy 
 

Recommendations relating to the Urban Design Strategy are: 

 
Recommendation 1. Adopting Design Strategy Options 

There was strong support for the implementation of the Design Strategy Option A in the following areas and these should 

be adopted in the final design strategy: 

- Shared Streets around the Square 

- Landscaping (ground surfaces and trees) 

- Activity in the Square 

 

The results for the following design strategies were not conclusive, when comparing feedback from the community 

workshop and the citizen’s jury.  

- Moving Around the Square 

- Parking around the Square 

- Buildings in Square 

 

Recommendation 2:   Revitalising the Square – Communicating the Final Urban Design Strategy 

Findings from the community engagement process indicate unanimous support for the revitalisation of Kings Square and 

the surrounding areas. Therefore the final Urban Design Strategy should be communicated to all stakeholders and 

community members involved in the process and promoted to the broader community. This communication should 

include the rationale for how the final design strategy was arrived at, ensuring the findings are clearly articulated, 

describing how community feedback and input influenced the planning. 

 

Recommendation 3:  Clearly describe the difference between an urban design planning strategy and an urban 

design plan. 

Throughout the engagement process there was evidence of confusion amongst community members and stakeholders 

as to what exactly would be delivered in regards to urban design outcomes from this process. The confusion seemed to 

stem mostly from a lack of clarity on the difference between an urban design planning strategy and an urban design plan. 

Therefore when communicating the outcomes of this process, it needs to be made clear as to what has been developed 

(Urban Design Strategy) and how this will be used to develop future urban plans. 

 

 
4.2. Development of Community Engagement Processes 

 

Elements of the community engagement process were trialled for the first time by the City of Fremantle in line with its 

commitment to development and implement contemporary community consultation processes. The following 

recommendations are made to assist in the development of future engagement processes: 

 

Recommendation 4:  Invest in pre-planning the engagement process to best match the design process. 

Ensure there is sufficient time to develop, plan and implement community engagement processes to enable a depth of 

public comment and the development of methodology that best matches the needs of the design process.  This could 

include utilising the City’s Community Engagement Officer or specialist community engagement to develop the 

engagement processes prior to advertising for consultants and/or to the public. 

 

Recommendation 5:  Allocate sufficient time and resources if undertaking a citizens’ jury process 

A citizens’ jury typically runs for a period of four to five days. While it seems appropriate to conduct the process in less 

time than this, four hours proved to be insufficient. While the jury process was successful, it is still advisable in future for 

the jury to be involved throughout the development process, rather than just at the conclusion. This will enable the jury to 

be better informed and not to feel pressured to provide feedback in such a short timeframe.   
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5. Community Engagement – Detailed Findings  
 

This section provides a summary of the results from each aspect of the City of Fremantle Kings Square Urban Design 

Strategy Visioning community engagement process. 

 

5.1. Vision Workshop and Walking Tour 
 

The City of Fremantle Kings Square Urban Design Strategy Visioning Workshop was held on Saturday 31 March 2012 

from 9:00am – 1:00pm at the Fremantle town Hall, William Street, Fremantle.   

 

 21 people attended the visioning workshop (not including facilitators, but including five Councillors). 

 Participants were invited by the City of Fremantle and there were representatives from local community 

organisations, businesses and local landowners. 

 The workshop was facilitated by Creating Communities and CODA. 

 Project Leader - Geoffrey London provided the background context to the project and provided an oral review at 

the conclusion to summarise the key feedback received from the participants. 

 A walking tour was facilitated by City of Fremantle, with participants divided into two groups, with one group led 

by Mayor Brad Pettitt and the other led by Councillor Andrew Sullivan. 

 All participants engaged in a range of interactive sessions and provided input and feedback related to the 

positives, issues, concerns, opportunities and barriers of the revitalisation of Kings Square and surrounding 

areas. 

 Three people also completed a general feedback and/or suggestions sheet, with their feedback provided 

directly to Council officers to follow up. 

 

A copy of the Agenda is provided in Appendix A  

A full list of the general feedback and/or suggestions are provided in Appendix B 

A copy of Geoffrey London’s (Project Leader’s) notes are provided in Appendix G 

 

5.1.1. Urban Design Objective Feedback 

The following are a summary of the most common themed areas that were identified by workshop participants to inform 

the project design objectives and to guide the Urban Design Strategy for the Kings Square precinct. 

 

Full details of feedback are provided in Appendices C, D and E 

 

Social Objectives: Key feedback areas 

 Legibility and Connection 

 Distinctiveness, Diversity and Integration 

 Amenity Provision 

 Effective Governance and Management 

 Development Scale 

 

Economic Objectives: Key feedback areas 

 Shared Spaces  

 Diversification 

 Built Form Use 

 Quality/Value 

 Fostering Investment / Business Activity 

 Connection 

 Governance and Management 

 Residential Development 

 Creating an Appealing Destination  
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Heritage, Cultural and Environmental Objectives: Key feedback areas 

 Complementary Built Form  

 Maintaining Cultural / Social Heritage 

 Balancing Heritage and Development 

 Supporting Sustainability  

 Reflecting Fremantle’s Character and Spirit 

 

Urban Landscape, Streetscape and Scale Objectives: Key feedback areas 

 Legibility and Access 

 Distinctiveness, Diversity and Integration 

 Public Amenity Provision 

 Governance and Management 

 Development Scale 

 

5.1.2. Walking Tour Questions and Issues 

The following are a summary of the most common issues raised and discussed during the walking tour of the Kings 

Square precinct and surrounding areas. 

 

All details of feedback are provided in Appendix F. 

 

Comments  

The most common issues raised were: 

 Kings Square:  

o Activation  

o Building usage  

o Movement  

o Trees  

o Wi-Fi  

o Intuitive legibility 

 Queen Street: 

o Business activation  

 

Questions Raised by Participants 

 How important is it that traffic flows down William Street? 

 Is there the prospect of sinking the parking? 

 What sort of trees will be used? 

 When was the theatre demolished? – key site 

o Answer: 1960’s  70’s 

 How do you service the area for parking? 

o Answer: Queens gate 

 Could traffic be one way? 

 Can we interconnect traffic? 

 What is happening with Henderson units? - Could Department of Housing units be refurbished for short term 

accommodation? 

 Could Myer come forward? 

 Are trees heritage listed?  

 Did High Street connect up previously? 

o Answer: Yes, originally 

 Could there be another Department store there?  

 Buses; where would they go?  

 How do you make it open longer hours? (Woodsons Arcade) 

 Why are there railings around the grassed area and trees? 

 How do we provide shade? (critical)  

 How do we create a link with town heart? 

 Is South Terrace part of this study? 
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 Will they be replaced? (trees) 

 

 

5.1.3. Urban Design Analysis Results 

The following are the most common responses regarding positives, negatives, opportunities and barriers that were 

identified by participants when reviewing the current Kings Square urban layout. 

 

Full details of feedback are provided in Appendices H - K 

   
Positive Aspects of the Area 

The most common feedback was: 

 Urban Features 

o Trees/Shade 

o Civic Interface/ Strong civic quality / scale / Town Hall 

o Church 

 Community Engagement / Connection 

 

Negative Aspects of the Area 

The most common feedback was: 

 Poor Access/Legibility 

 Poor Urban Design 

 Poor Transport Links 

 Lack of Activation 

 Unattractive Aesthetics  

 State of the Town Hall 

 Management of the Area 

 

Opportunities to Develop the Area 

The most common feedback was: 

 Enhance Kings Square Specific Amenity  

 Improve Amenity - Outside Kings Square  

 Improve Access and Legibility 

 

Barriers to Developing the Area 

The most common feedback was: 

 Lack of Investment  

 Legislative Process 

 Poor Traffic/Transport Connectivity 

 Lack of Impetus  

 Legibility and Connection 
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5.2. Design Options Workshop 
 

The City of Fremantle Kings Square Urban Design Strategy Design Options Workshop was held on Saturday 14 April 

2012 from 9:00am – 12:00pm at the City of Fremantle Reception Room, Fremantle.   

 Invitations were provided by the City of Fremantle to local landowners and Councillors to attend the workshop. 

 5 landowners attended the design options workshop with a number of councillors and City of Fremantle staff 

attending also. 

 The workshop was facilitated by Creating Communities and CODA. 

 All participants engaged in every aspect of the workshop and provided a range of input and feedback to inform 

the development of the design strategy. 

 

A copy of the key items discussed are provided in appendix L  

 

 

5.2.1. Workshop Findings Summary  

 

Participants were asked to discuss and make comment on the draft vision and proposed principles for Kings Square 

urban development. Below are the common comments and feedback provided.  

 

A copy of the vision and proposed principles can be found on appendix M. 

 

The most common feedback was: 

 This project provides an opportunity to revitalise the area (e.g. to ‘start a new’, ‘open the canvas right up’, ‘plan 

for 30 years ahead’, ‘develop a long-term vision’). 

 The approaches to, and the understanding of the Square currently was lacking, with limited legibility. 

 Uses in the Square need to be civic and public-focused in nature, with any commercial activity seen to be 

serving the public interest – i.e. some food and beverage but no retail. 

 The Square offering the opportunity for a diversity of uses and that it has a degree of flexibility of use. 

 

There was a high degree of consensus on the key issues being discussed, with the following providing an overview of 

the key session findings: 

 

Framing  

 Amendment 49 was seen as the means to guide to the development of buildings that define the outer perimeter 

of the Square bound by Queen, Adelaide, William and Newman Streets.  Inner framing of a lower order was 

also guided by Amendment 49 for buildings on the triangular site and carefully considered tree locations and/or 

shade structures that could assist with the lower scale, inner framing of the space or spaces of the Square. 

 The horizontal space of the footpaths and roads running up to the outer edge were also seen as critical to both 

the framing of the Square and its connection to the edges. 

 There was support for the design of one space in the Square that is a defined open space, while other parts of 

the Square could accommodate a diversity of uses. 

 The Square should be capable of being understood as a pleasant and safe place for office workers at lunch 

time, used in the way Central Park is in Perth. 

 

Movement 

 It was thought that better definition of movement patterns would enable better legibility for the Square. 

 There was broad support for retaining the movement of cars around the Square. 

 There was a view expressed that, if there is an aim to reduce the volume of cars, the Square could not become 

a through route. 

 Way finding is critical if cars are to be present. 

 Parking along the edges of the Square was considered problematic but it was conceded that some well-located 

short-term parking was important but that it should not be in impenetrable continuous strips. 

 A parking station under Kings Square was proposed. 

 There was a view that Newman Court should, at the least, look like a road, with edges and finishes to match the 

other roads containing the Square. 

 There was a general willingness to consider the return of cars to Newman Court. 
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 A newly defined and enhanced link from William Street, through the Fremantle Malls to South Terrace and on to 

Collie Street, could be understood as a continuation of Newman Court. 

 

Buildings 

 The issue of the triangular site remained open-ended.  There was general support for edge definition to 

Newman Court but a lack of clarity about the extent of building along this edge. 

 There was a view expressed that additions are needed to the Town Hall to enable more flexible uses. 

 There was a view expressed that buildings, rather than being seen as removing space from the Square, could 

actually help create and define spaces for a diversity of use. 

 There was a view expressed that well-considered building form could assist with way finding, legibility and view 

lines. 

 There was discussion about a hotel contributing to the activation of the Square through a well-considered edge 

location. 

 

 

5.2.2. General Discussions 

 

The most commonly mentioned key points identified from participants when reviewing the Urban Design principles were: 

 Development and use of public open space 

 Sunlight in winter, shade in summer 

 Lighting 

 Operational needs of church (potential conflict) 

 Time of day 

 Uses 

 

A detailed list of these key points is available in appendix N   

 

5.2.3. Table Discussions – Most Common Findings 

 

The following are the key themed response areas that were identified from participants when reviewing the Urban Design 

Principles. 

  

 Public Space / Amenity 

o Enhance footpath widths  

o More amenities 

o Enhance the train station and pedestrian access 

o Provision of trees 

o Provide quality of space 

o More viable 

o Lighting 

o Encourage spending more time in the Square 

 More pockets of activity 

 

 Tourist Destination 

o  Unique to Fremantle 

 

 Visual Links to the Landmarks 

o Visual links to the Round House 

o Visual links to the Prison 

o Frustration on loss of visibility 

 

 Perimeter 

o Need Short Term Parking 

 

 Pedestrian Connections 

o Very important 

o Key aspect 

o Pedestrian accessibility 
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o Vision corridors 

o Arcades 

 Look 

 Visibility 

o Protect pedestrian access 

o Queen street an issue  

 

 Vehicle legibility 

o Not heavy vehicle use 

o Flow of traffic improved  

o Dedicated bus route 

 

 Connections 

o Outer links 

o Few through routes 

o Newman court opens to Collie Street could be strong 

o High Street one way 

 Open this up 

 

 Parking 

o A model less focused on cars (shopping centre model) vs High Street model 

o 3 levels of parking 

 Short, medium, long  

o A place to park 

 More multilevel  

 Street parking 

o Getting to a car park is an issue, way finding  

 Henderson Street Car park 

 Improve movement in and out 

o Perimeter 

 Need short term parking 

o Legibility to find parking 

o Quality - long term  

 

 Traffic/Movement 

o Shared use 

 Vehicle traffic 

 Pedestrian traffic 

o Buses  

 Use South Terrace 

o Flow 

 Vehicular  

 Road networks essential  

o South Terrace up for grabs 

o Through Paddy Troy Mall 

o Connections through Johnston Super Site 

o Arcade connections are there but not utilized 

o Impact of shops to Visual links to the Square, do they support it?  

o No car parking on Square 

o Service access 

o Church access 

o Open to High Street Mall 

 

 Buildings 

o Build out triangle 

o Remove and put buildings on Spicer Street 

 Opportunity for contracting City for 85 years in 1926 

o Church dilemma 

 Engaging own planner 

 85 years lease up soon 
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 Most people drive 

 Tourists 7 days open 

 Funerals 

 Weddings 

 Not happy with mixed use / activation 

 Want Newman court open and “drumming workshop” etc, on corner of Newman Court and 

William Street 

 Retain Church land for parklands etc 

 More facilities required 

 Toilets 

 Concerts 

 Boundaries to be identified 

 Church and civic dichotomy to demarcation 

 Sanctuary 

 Huge congregation 

 Links with Flying Angel Club 

 70 funerals, weddings per year 

 Soft edge curbing  

 Dedicated parking 

 North quadrant to contain 

 Church as “center”  

 Festivals 

 Fetes 

 Toilets (on civic side) 

 Cafe (on civic side) 

 Building gate adjacent to Town Hall 

o Church 

 Helen Hewitt, 85 years lease for review for public use 1926 6p pa  

o Use other POS for other events and sell all land – not diversity 

o Open up High Street and people visibility Space, would move back into Square that is the key (E.g. 

Napoleon Street shared space)  

 

 Reason to Stay 

o Commercial 

o Civic 

o Church 
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5.3. Open Day and Walking Tour  
 

An Open Day and Walking Tour were held on Saturday 28 April 2012, from 11:00am – 3:00pm and was facilitated by the 

City of Fremantle and CODA. The Open Day was held in the City Administration Offices (entry corridor off Kings 

Square). The event was advertised in the local media by the City of Fremantle and open to all community members to 

attend. 

 

A display of the Concept Design Strategy options was provided on panels, with City staff and consultants from CODA on 

hand to provide information and to answer questions. 

 

The aim of the Open Day and Walking tour was to inform community members about the project and for them to provide 

feedback on various design strategy options proposed.  

 

Creating Communities provided the City of Fremantle with a survey that contained 18 questions that were based on the 

design principles that were developed to inform the Square Urban Design Strategy.  No surveys were completed by 

those who attended.  

 

A specific attendance number was not gathered by the City nor CODA, however it was estimated that 20 people 

attended the open day and walking tour 

 

A copy of the advertisement in the Fremantle Gazette (24 April 2012) is provided in appendix O 

A copy of the website advertisement text is provided in appendix P 

A copy of the invitation to open day is provided in appendix Q 

A copy of the RSVP slip is provided in appendix R  

A copy of the survey is provided in appendix S. 

 

 

5.4. Independent Facilitated Community Workshop 
 

Creating Communities Australia organised and facilitated a community workshop on Tuesday 1 May 2012 from 5:30pm – 

8:30pm at the City of Fremantle Reception Room.   

 

The workshop was advertised to the community via the local media. 

 

Key aspects of the workshop include: 

 17 community members attended the workshop with a number of councillors and City of Fremantle staff also 

attending. 

 The workshop was facilitated by Creating Communities, with presentations from CODA and Geoffrey London 

(Project Leader). 

 All participants engaged in a variety of group and individual feedback sessions that provided the opportunity to 

provide a range of input and feedback on seven key strategic design options developed by CODA. Interactive 

keypad technology, called Turning Point, was used during this session to efficiently generate data. This method 

was well received given it provided instant reporting of results and enabled participants to share their views 

anonymously.  

 4 participants also completed a general feedback and/or suggestions sheet This feedback was provided directly 

to CODA and the City of Fremantle following the workshop. 

 

A copy of the advertisement in the Fremantle Gazette (24 April 2012) is provided in appendix T 

A copy of the invitation to the community workshop is provided in appendix U 

A copy of the presentation including the agenda can be found in Appendix V 

A copy of general feedback and/or suggestions can be found in appendix Z    
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5.4.1. Key strategic Direction Feedback 

 

Following presentations on the proposed design strategy options by CODA, participants were involved in workshop 

group discussion sessions which were facilitated by Creating Communities staff.  

 

The feedback sought from participants focussed on the identification of the positive and negative aspects of each design 

strategy option.  Each group was asked to discuss and record the positives negatives and any comments relating to 

each of the seven key strategies on an A3 sheet of paper. The feedback sheets were then passed around to each group 

to ensure all groups had the opportunity to provide feedback on each of the seven design strategy options. 

 

The following are the key themed response areas that were identified from participants when reviewing the seven key 

design strategy options. (Note: Each of the seven design strategy areas had two alternative options presented that 

represent the polar opposite of each other, in order to determine community preference). 

 

The seven key design strategy areas that were presented (with two options for each) were: 

 

1. Moving Around Kings Square   

2. Parking around Kings Square   

3. Shared streets around the Square   

4. Buildings in the Square 

5. Landscaping: Ground Surface  

6. Landscaping: Trees 

7. Activity in the Square 

 
The most common feedback (themed) from the group responses is summarised below. 
 
The full table of the key strategic direction feedback can be found in appendix W 

 
 

5.4.1.1. Design Strategy Area 1 - Moving Around Kings Square   
 
Design 1A – Vehicle movement around the square on all sides, re-opening Newman Court to traffic  
 
The most common themed positives (+) identified by participants were: 

 Parking 

 Traffic movement 

 Access  

 Safety  

 Way finding 

 
The most common themed negatives (-) identified by participants were: 

 Safety  

 Traffic movement  

 Feel/ sense of community 

 
Design 1B – Vehicle flow is unaltered. Newman Court remains closed to vehicle traffic  

 

The most common themed positives (+) identified by participants were: 

 Definition of the space 

 Safety 

 Public space provision 

 

The most common themed negatives (-) identified by participants were: 

 Traffic Movement  

 Parking and retail access difficulties 
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5.4.1.2. Design Strategy Area 2 – Parking around Kings Square   

 

Design 2A – Short term parking on both sides of the street with special parking for the church 
 
The most common themed positives (+) identified by participants were: 

 Safety  

 Traffic calming   

 Activation 

 Type of parking  

 Definition  

 Enhancing local business / retail 

 

The most common themed negatives (-) identified by participants were: 

 Increase traffic /flow  

 Environmental Impacts 

 

Design 2B – Parking on one side of street with special parking for the church 
 
The most common themed positive (+) identified by participants was: 

 Vehicle Volumes  

 

The most common themed negatives (-) identified by participants were: 

 Safety  

 Impact on Businesses/Retailers  

 

 
5.4.1.3. Design Strategy Area 3 – Shared streets around the Square   

 

Design 3A – Pedestrian priority around the Square shared with low speed vehicles 
 
The most common themed positives (+) identified by participants were: 

 Managing vehicle speed   

 Improved access for church  

 Quieter  

 

The most common themed negatives (-) identified by participants were: 

 Legibility 

 
Design 3B – Pedestrians and vehicles remain separated. Vehicles have priority on the streets 
 
The most common themed positives (+) identified by participants were: 

 Order - defining pedestrian and vehicle areas  

 Current shared street sections work, so will be a natural progression to extend it  

 Provision of open space 

 

The most common themed negatives (-) identified by participants were: 

 Increased vehicle speed 

 Lack of people  

 Poor access for the Church 

 Myer hidden and failing 
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5.4.1.4. Design Strategy Area 4 – Buildings in the Square 

 

Design 4A – South edge of the High Street diagonal is defined by buildings for civic and commercial use 
 
The most common themed positives (+) identified by participants were: 

 Activation  

 Definition of the space 

 

The most common themed negative (-) identified by participants was: 

 Use of space  

 

Design 4B – The Town Hall and church inhabit the Square unopposed. The Town Hall has a services annex 

 

The most common themed positives (+) identified by participants were: 

 Maximizes provision of open space  

 Allows more ephemeral, events and activities  

 Town Hall and church prioritised  

 

The most common themed negatives (-) identified by participants were: 

 Activation  

 Lack of definition  of the space 

 

5.4.1.5. Design Strategy Area 5 & 6 – Landscaping: Ground Surface and Trees 
 

Note: for this exercise these two design strategy areas were merged.  

 

Design 5A – Hard and soft landscaping responding to the High Street diagonal 
Design 6A – Trees used to define edges and contained within the church triangle  
 
The most common themed positives (+) identified by participants were: 

 Definition/structure  of the space 

 Hard landscape  

 

The most common themed negatives (-) identified by participants were: 

 Hard landscape 

 Environmental impacts 

 Increase in buildings  

 

Design 5B – Hard and soft landscaping responding to the High Street diagonal 
Design 6B – A more organic, random arrangement of trees throughout the square  
 
The most common themed positives (+) identified by participants were: 

 Environmental impacts  

 Open space provision 

 

The most common themed negatives (-) identified by participants were: 

 Soft/green space  

 Too much flexibility  
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5.4.1.6. Design Strategy Area 7 – Activity in the Square 

 

Design 7A –Areas of high and low level activity driven by the High Street diagonal  
 
The most common themed positives (+) identified by participants were: 

 Definition of the space 

 Intimate “zone”  

 
 

The most common themed negative (-) identified by participants was: 

 Use of public Space 

 
Design 7B – Areas of high and low level activity spread across the Square   
 
The most common themed positives (+) identified by participants were: 

 Types of activities/amenities   

 Organic activity spaces  

 

The most common themed negative (-) identified by participants was: 

 Structure of the space 

 
 

5.4.2. Interactive Keepad Data 

 

An individual session was held with participants that asked them to rate their support for the 7 strategy areas in both 

design options.   

 

Interactive keypad technology, called Turning Point, was used during this session to efficiently generate data. This 

method was well received given it provided instant reporting of results and enabled participants to share their views 

anonymously.  

 

Participants were asked a range of questions related to the revitalisation of Kings Square and surrounding areas and to 

provide a specific response to their level of support for the two options provided for each of the seven design strategies.   

 

A summary of the results from this session is included below.  

 

A list of questions asked is available in Appendix X 

Detailed results are available in Appendix Y 

 

 

5.4.2.1. Demographics of Attendees: 

 

Key demographic information of workshop respondents: 

 There was an even gender split between attendees with 53% being female and 47% being male.  

 Just over half of the workshop attendees were between the ages of 50 – 69 years (53%). 

 Just under a quarter of the attendees were between the ages of 35 – 49 years (24%). 

 The majority (76%) of attendees reside within the City of Fremantle, but not in the King’s Square area. 

 A small proportion (24%) of attendees reside outside of the City of Fremantle. 

 A majority (81%) of attendees are not business owners in Fremantle. 

 Majority of attendees (59%) are land owners in Fremantle. 
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5.4.2.2. Revitalisation of Kings Square - Level of Support: 

 All attendees agree (47%) or strongly agree (53%) that Kings Square and the surrounding areas need 

revitalising.  

 

 
 

 

 
5.4.2.3. Preferred major option: 

 The majority of attendees (67%) prefer Design Option B, which is focussed on Opening up the Square.  
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5.4.2.4. Design Strategy 1: Movement around the square 

 Just under half of the attendees (47%) support (7%), strongly support (7%) or very strongly support (33%) the 

vehicle flow in Design A. 

 A third of the attendees (33%) do not support the vehicle flow in Design A.  

 It is interesting to note that 33% of attendees either very strongly support the vehicle flow in Design A, while 

33% directly oppose it.  

 Just over half of the attendees (56%) do not support the vehicle flow in Design B. 

 Just under a third of attendees (31%) support (6%), strongly support (6%) or very strongly support (19%) the 

vehicle flow in Design B. 

 

 
 

5.4.2.5. Design Strategy 2: Parking around the Square 

 The majority of attendees (65%) support (18%), strongly support (18%) or very strongly support (29%) the 

parking around the Square in Design A.  

 Just under a quarter of attendees (24%) do not support the parking around the Square in Design A. 

 The majority of attendees (63%) do not support the parking around the Square in Design B.  

 Just over a quarter of attendees (26%) support (13%) or very strongly support (13%) parking around the Square 

in Design B.  

 

 
 

  

33%

7% 7%

20%

33%

19%

6% 6%
13%

56%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

Very
strongly
support

Strongly
support

Support Slightly
support

Do not
support

Movement around the Square

Design 1A

Design 1B

29%
18% 18%

12%

24%

13%
0%

13% 13%

63%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

Very
strongly
support

Strongly
support

Support Slightly
support

Do not
support

Parking around the Square

Design A

Design B



 

 Creating Communities Australia Pty Ltd Page 27 

5.4.2.6. Design Strategy 3: Shared Streets 

 The majority of attendees (77%) support (6%), strongly support (24%) or very strongly support (47%) the 

shared streets in Design A.  

 A small proportion of attendees (18%) do not support the shared streets in Design A.  

 The majority of attendees (65%) do not support the shared streets in Design B. 

 A small proportion attendees (18%) support (12%) or very strongly support (6%) the shared streets in Design B. 

 

 

 

5.4.2.7. Design Strategy 4: Buildings in the Square  

 Just under half of the attendees (42%) support (14%), strongly support (14%) or very strongly support (14%) the 

buildings in the Square in Design A.  

 Just over a third of attendees (36%) do not support the buildings in the Square in Design A. 

 Just over half of attendees (57%) support (14%), strongly support (7%) or very strongly support (36%) the 

buildings in the Square in Design B.  

 Just over a fifth of attendees (21%) do not support the buildings in the Square in Design B.  
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5.4.2.8. Design Strategy 5&6: Landscaping 

 Just over half of attendees (53%) support (15%), strongly support (23%) or very strongly support (15%) the 

landscaping in Design A.  

 Just under a third attendees (31%) do not support the landscaping in Design A. 

 Just over a third of attendees (38%) support (23%) or strongly supports (15%) the landscaping in Design B.  

 Slightly fewer than half of the attendees (46%) do not support the landscaping in Design B. 

 

 

 

 
 

 
5.4.2.9. Design Strategy 7: Activity in the Square 

 The majority of attendees (61%) support (7%), strongly support (7%) or very strongly support (47%) the activity 

in the Square in Design A.  

 Just over a quarter of attendees (27%) do not support the activity in the Square in Design A. 

 Just under a third of attendees (27%) supports (7%), strongly supports (7%) or very strongly supports (13%) the 

activity in the Square in Design B.  

 Just over half of attendees (53%) do not support the activity in the Square in Design B. 
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5.5. Independent Citizens’ Jury 
 

The provision of a Citizens’ Jury was proposed by the City of Fremantle to review and provide feedback on the proposed 

design strategy options. The session was organised and facilitated by Creating Communities. 

 

Typically Citizens’ Juries are convened for 4-5 days, however due to time constraints and the specific needs of the 
project it was proposed by the City to trial the format over a four hour hearing. 
 
The Citizens’ Jury hearing was held on Saturday 5 May 2012 between 9:00am and 1:00pm in the City of Fremantle’s 

Reception Room.  

 

Invitations were sent to community members using the City of Fremantle’s networks and data bases in order to form an 

impartial and balanced jury of 25 people, with its membership reflecting the specific demographic profile by the City of 

Fremantle. 

 

Age and gender were considered in the jury’s composition, with membership also sought from property and business 

owners; as well as representatives from government and non-government organizations. 

 
The following representative breakdown was recommended: 
 

 16 members reflecting the community demographics of Fremantle 
o 2 aged up to 17 years (1 female and 1 male) 
o 4 aged 18 – 34 years (2 female and 2 male) 
o 4 aged 35 – 49 years (2 female and 2 male) 
o 4 aged 50 – 69 years (2 female and 2 male) 
o 2 aged 70 years and over (1 female and 1 male) 

 9 Members reflecting community group representation 
o 2 Local Business Owners 
o 2 Local Land Owners 
o 1 Local Non-Government Agency Representative (i.e. Heritage Council) 
o 1 Local Multicultural Group Representative  
o 1 Government Agency Representative (i.e. FPA) 
o 1 Local Education Institution (i.e. Notre Dame University( 
o 1 Indigenous Organisation representative 

 
The following table (Table 2) provides a demographic break down and associated recommended representative numbers 
for the Citizens Jury. 
 
Table 2 demographic break down and associated recommended representative 

Age 
% Per Age 
Group 

% of Fremantle 
Population 

Ratio for 16 
Representatives 

Recommended 
Allocation 

Gender 

0 to 4 3.6 
13.7 

 
(age 0-17) 

2.192 2 Reps 
1 male 
1 female 

5 to 11 5.0 

12 to 17 5.1 

18 to 24 9.4 25.2 
 

(age 18-34) 
4.032 4 Reps 

2 males 
2 females 25 to 34 15.8 

35 to 49 
24.6 
 

24.6 
 

(age 35 – 49) 
3.936 4 Reps 

2 males 
2 females 

50 to 59 15.3 26.1 
 

(age 50 – 69) 
4.176 4 Reps 

2 males 
2 females 60 to 69 9.8 

70 to 84 9.1 11.4 
 

(age 70 and over) 
 

1.824 2 Reps 
2 males 
2 females 85 and over 2.3 
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Those who agreed to be jury members were sent a letter and details of their requirements prior to participating. They 

were also sent the background information to the project and details relating to the Urban Design Vision and Principles 

for reading prior to the hearing.  

 

Of those that accepted to be involved in the Citizens Jury – 17 actually attended on the day, consisting of: 
.  

 1 community member under the age of 17 years 

 3 community members between the ages on 18 and 34 years  

 4 community members between the ages of 35 and 49 years  

 4 community members between the ages of 50 and 69 years 

 2 community members over the age of 70 years 

 2 representatives from business 

 1 representative from Education  

 

The jury was provided with the following charges to respond to: 

 Which aspects from differing design strategies are recommended in best meeting the vision and design 

principles? 

 What changes are recommended to a strategy or strategies to best meet the vision and design principles? 

 

Witness presentations were made in relation to the Urban Design Strategy by a representative from CODA, City of 

Fremantle, St John’s Church and Fremantle’s Society. Jurors were able to ask questions of each witness 

 

Throughout the witness presentations, Jury members were asked to make comment in an individual booklet relating 

to the positives, negatives and any other comments for each of the 7 strategy areas.   

 

Following the presentations the jury was asked to select a foreperson to guide the jury’s deliberations. Two 

Forepersons were chosen to guide the jury’s discussion and to seek feedback and consensus. The forepersons 

addressed each of the seven design strategy options in turn and gave each juror and opportunity to provide their 

specific feedback on each and to indicate a preference of the two options for each of the seven design strategies. 

 

Notes were taken by CCA and the forepersons noted comments and tallied preferences. 

 

The general public were allowed to attend the hearing audience members, but were not allowed to engage with 

jurors or witnesses during the hearing proceedings. Feedback sheets were provided to the general public in order to 

seek their feedback. Six audience members chose to completed a feedback sheet. 

 

A Copy of the Agenda is available in appendix AA 

A copy of the presentation is available in appendix AB  

A copy of the letter from the Mayor is available in appendix AC 

A copy of the background information is available in appendix AD  

A copy of general feedback and/or suggestions is available in appendix AE 

A copy of questions from the Jury to witnesses can be found in appendix AI 

Other notes relating to this session can be found in appendix AH  

A copy of the Citizen Jury pack can be found in appendix AJ 
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5.5.1. Individual Jury Data  

 

Throughout the witness presentations, Jury members were asked to make comment in an individual booklet relating to 

the positives, negatives and any other comments for each of the 7 strategy areas.  Below is a summary of the 

information received.  

 

A detailed list of the information received can be found in appendix AF  

 

 
5.5.1.1. Design Strategy Area 1 - Moving Around Square   

 
Design 1A – Vehicle movement around the square on all sides, re-opening Newman Court to traffic  

The most common responses relating to this design were: 

 7 participants believe that accessibility/definition is a positive as it provides flow and has a more logical pattern 

and defines the Square better.  

 5 participants found traffic to be a negative relating to this design as the space has the potential to increase car 

dominance of the area boundaries and encloses the Square by traffic and vehicles.   

 4 participants believe that this design is more inviting and vibrant, with more people and movement and bringing 

activity into the area.  

 4 participants believed that this design restricts movement by pedestrians and bikes. 

 
Design 1B – Vehicle flow is unaltered. Newman Court remains closed to vehicle traffic  

The most common responses relating to this design were: 

 5 participants found the navigation and flow of this design as a negative as it was seen to be confusing and 

doesn’t look like its flows and may be frustrating to navigate. 

 3 participants found that there was a good flow of traffic and this design minimises the dominance of car traffic 

around the Square. 

 Safety was also believed to be a negative as the design looked unsafe and accessibility is restricted, which can 

lead to a negative feeling about entering the Square.  

 
 

5.5.1.2. Design Strategy Area 2 – Parking around Kings Square 

 
Design 2A – Short term parking on both sides of the street with special parking for the church 

The most common responses relating to this design were: 

 5 participants found the parking, flow and access to be a positive. 

 3 participants believed that this design has advantages for businesses, activation and shopping. 

 Whilst parking, flow and access was a positive for some, others believed that this design also created a 

negative feeling of enclosure.  

 

Design 2B – Parking on one side of street with special parking for the church 

The most common response relating to this design was: 

 4 participants found the different types of parking beneficial whilst 2 participants noted that the location of 

parking was a positive in this design. 

 

5.5.1.3. Design Strategy Area 3 – Shared streets around the Square 
 

Design 3A – Pedestrian priority around the Square shared with low speed vehicles 

The most common responses relating to this design were: 

 3 participants believed that this design created a sense of community, made people more aware of what is 

going on in the Square and brought more dynamic activity to the site. 

 3 participants found safety for pedestrians and tourists a negative. 

 2 participants found that access was a positive and provided excellent dual use for both vehicles and 

pedestrians.  

 

Design 3B – Pedestrians and vehicles remain separated. Vehicles have priority on the streets  

The most common responses relating to this design were: 
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 All participants found this design more negative due to stilted movement and gave a sense of separation 

between cars, bikes and people. 

 2 participants noted that navigation would be confusing for road users. 

 

 
5.5.1.4. Design Strategy Area 4 – Buildings in the Square 

 

Design 4A – South edge of the High Street diagonal is defined by buildings for civic and commercial use  

The most common responses relating to this design were: 

 9 (over half) of the participants found that there was a benefit to the community with this design. 

 8 participants found the civic use to be a positive. 

 4 participants found definition/use being positive as it defined High Street.  

 2 participants believed there was a loss of open space with this design. 

 

Design 4B – The Town Hall and church inhabit the Square unopposed. The Town Hall has a services annex. No 
commercial use 

The most common responses relating to this design were: 

 3 participants found retaining open space in the future to be a positive.  

 A general consensus of participants felt that the scale of the site that remains was overwhelming and doesn’t 

connect to the positive vibe that Fremantle promotes.  

 
 

5.5.1.5. Design Strategy Area 5 – Landscaping: Ground Surfaces 

 
Design 5A – Hard and soft landscaping responding to the High Street diagonal 

The most common responses relating to this design were: 

 4 participants found that this design had a positive definition, with it articulating active and relaxed areas. 

 3 participants found that this design seemed more flexible for use; it created more event area and area for 

congregation for social activities.  

 

Design 5B – the open square provides larger areas soft landscaping with hard landscaping for pedestrian routes 

The most common responses relating to this design were: 

 5 participants found this design to be comfortable for community activation as it seemed relaxing, appealing to 

the eye, and had the potential to create a slower space for sitting on the grass and recreating.  

 5 participants found movement around the square to be rather negative as it was restrictive, not defined, people 

hesitate to move across large grass spaces and people will either use the space as a corridor only or as a park.  

 

 

5.5.1.6. Design Strategy Area 6 – Landscaping: Trees 

 
Design 6A – Trees used to define edges and contained within the church triangle 

The most common responses relating to this design were: 

 10 (the majority of participants) found the definition to be a positive in this design with it creating defines spaces, 

adding structure and clear navigation.  

 3 participants found the appearance of this design to be positive with its European feel, urban jungle feel and 

that was creative and random.  

 3 participants noted as a comment that the types of trees to be chosen should be a key consideration, such as 

fruit trees with the removal of fig trees.  

 
Design 6B – A more organic, random arrangement of trees throughout the square  

The most common responses relating to this design were: 

 2 participants believed that this design was good from an environmental point of view for shade and cooling the 

area 

 2 participants noted that navigation was a negative and is confusing.  

 

 

  



 

 Creating Communities Australia Pty Ltd Page 33 

5.5.1.7. Design Strategy Area 7 – Activity in the Square 
 

Design 7A – Areas of high and low level activity driven by the High Street diagonal  

The most common responses relating to this design were: 

 6 participants found this design to be vibrant and meet the needs of more groups whilst also promoting 

creativity.  

 5 participants found this design to be better defined; people know exactly where something will be held.  

 

Design 7B – Areas of high and low level activity spread across the Square  
The most common responses relating to this design were 

 2 participants believed that navigation is a negative as it would be difficult for people to find their way. 

 2 participants found this design to be too disparate, with a lack of identity.  

 

 
5.5.2. final Jury Statement  

After the witness presentations jury members were asked to convene to discuss and deliberate on the seven (7) design 

strategies and provide their final jury statement. Below is a summary of their discussion and the final statement.  

 

Notes on why jury members were undecided can be found in appendix AG  

 
5.5.2.1. Design Strategy Area 1 - Moving Around Square   

 
Final Jury Deliberation: 

 Those in favour of Design 1A – 6 members 

 Those in favour of Design 1B – 8 members  

 Those either / or – 3 members 

 
Final Jury Statement:  
Preferred Strategy is 1B - Vehicle flow is unaltered, Newman Court remains closed to vehicle traffic: 

 Allows the Square to remain connected to Myer building. 

 Allows for future interaction. 

 May cause traffic congestion. 

 

Details of Final Jury Statement discussion: 

 Design Strategy Area 1A 

o Prefer 1A, Myer buildings, traffic moving, good for safety (2)  

o Allows easier access 

o Less confusion 

o Will bring more people into the Square 

o Safety an issue 

o Cause a traffic jam 

o Child safety 

o Shared options 

o High Street Mall 1 way traffic  

o Consider the aesthetic 

o Consider access only for church so area around square is shut down  

o Like 1A with shared spaces 

o Traffic management needs to be looked at 

 

 Design Strategy Area 1B 

o No traffic through Newman Court 

o Myers Square connected 

o Reduce traffic 

o For future integration  

o 1A causes traffic jam near round about, bring in another street  

o Close street, can’t see point of round square  

o Like to see accommodation for Church  

o Ideal in future situations if urban activation occurs in other ways 
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5.5.2.2. Design Strategy Area 2 – Parking around Kings Square 

 
Final Jury Deliberation: 

 Those in favour of Design 2A –5 members 

 Those in favour of Design 2B – 12 members  

 Those either / or – 0 members 

 
 
Final Jury Statement:  

Preferred Strategy is 2B - Parking on one side of street with special parking for the Church  

 Move parking. 

 Strong support for adequate parking for the Church. 

 Special parking only.  

 
Details of Final Jury Statement discussion: 

 Design Strategy Area 2A 

o Promotes access, convenience  for people to park and shop (4) 

o Helps retailers 

o Vibrancy  

o Good for business 

o Don’t see point of parking on just 1 side of the street 

 

 Design Strategy Area 2B  

o Like the 1 way, 1 side of street (2) 

o Parking resolved for street, shop side - not on the Square (2) 

o Shared usage 

o Not fussed except for ensuring parking for the Church 

o Creates an active centre, more cars - more parking 

o Parking limited to the Church and William street 

o Enough car parking 

o Like this option except too much parking, consider parking issues for the Church  

o Sensible approach for shared streets 

o Focus on Queens Gate for parking, easy to use and give first hour free option 

 

 

5.5.2.3. Design Strategy Area 3 – Shared streets around the Square 

 
Final Jury Deliberation: 

 Those in favour of Design 3A – 17 members 

 Those in favour of Design 3B – 0 members  

 Those either / or – 0 members 

 

Final Jury Statement:  
Preferred Strategy is 3A - Pedestrian priority around the square shared with low speed vehicles: 

 General feel is good. 

 Allowed the space to be used in a number of ways. 

 

Summary of Final Jury Statement discussion: 

 Design Strategy Area 3A 

o Creates communities 

o People attracted to the Square 

o Makes people aware of environment 

o Dynamic  

o Safety access if not clear  

o Needs to be clear and simple 

 

 Design Strategy Area 3B 

o No discussion as all agreed to 3A 
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5.5.2.4. Design Strategy Area 4 – Buildings in the Square 

 
Final Jury Deliberation: 

 Those in favour of Design 4A – 10 members 

 Those in favour of Design 4B – 6 members  

 Those either / or – 1 members 

 

 
Final Jury Statement:  

Preferred Strategy is 4A – South edge of the high street diagonal is defined by buildings for civic and commercial use: 

 Defines the area. 

 Allows for more uses. 

 Strongly believe buildings should be a civic / community use. 

 

 

Summary of Final Jury Statement discussion: 

 Design Strategy Area 4A 

o Library important, bring out to community (5) 

o Opportunity for cultural / social use, official use (2) 

o Social use 

o Civic use 

o Training use 

o Tourist office 

o More uses 

o Too much space that doesn’t function to attract activation  

o Depends on the building, needs to enhance the space 

o Need for development as the primary area  

o Define High Street sight line 

o Don’t create a park land, move vibrant city into square 

 

 Design Strategy Area 4B 

o Kings Square open space – keep it open the next place is the esplanade, or up high street (3)  

o Queen’s Gate building under used, William street primary route for access  (2)  

o More open space 

o Use Queen Street more  

o Taking more land off the public is wrong  

o Greater potential for open civic spaces  

o Like the idea of open space, enough retail and commercial space already 

 

5.5.2.5. Design Strategy Area 5 – Landscaping: Ground Surfaces 

 
Final Jury Deliberation: 

 Those in favour of Design 5A – 9 members 

 Those in favour of Design 5B – 2 members  

 Those either / or – 6 members 

 

Final Jury Statement:  

Preferred Strategy 5A - Hard and soft landscaping responding to the high street diagonal: 

 Allows for more uses. 

 Easily maintained. 

 Structures formality. 

 Dignified uses of space, respect for the Church. 

 

Summary of Final Jury Statement discussion: 

 Design Strategy 5A 

o More European flavour  

o Mixture of everything, opportunity for events etc 

o Esplanade is our green space, it’s easier to maintain 

 Design Strategy 5B 
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o Bit more greenery provided 

 

 

5.5.2.6. Design Strategy Area 6 – Landscaping: Trees 

 
Final Jury Deliberation: 

 Those in favour of Design 6A – 9 members 

 Those in favour of Design 6B – 5 members  

 Those either / or – 3 members 

 

Final Jury Statement:  

Preferred Strategy is 6A - Trees used to define edges and contained within the Church triangle: 

 Defines a space. 

 Shows respect to the Church. 

 More structure. 

 Clear navigation through the area. 

 Types of trees need consideration. 

 

Summary of Final Jury Statement discussion: 

 Design Strategy 6A 

o Guide the form of the space, clear navigation (3)  

o Defines space (2) 

o Structure to the area (2) 

o Respect the church 

o Separates the 2 spaces 

o Don’t use palm trees 

o Enhances the space 

o More comfortable 

 

 Design Strategy 6B 

o Types of trees selected is important 

o Some trees on both spaces  

o Trees – no figs, big leaves, safety aspect  

o Takes the heat off the ground 

 

 

5.5.2.7. Design Strategy Area 7 – Activity in the Square 

 
Final Jury Deliberation: 

 Those in favour of Design 7A – 13 members 

 Those in favour of Design 7B – 3 members  

 Those either / or – 1 member 

 

Final Jury Statement:  

Preferred Strategy is 7A – Areas of high and low level activity driven by the High Street diagonal: 

 Defines areas for activity. 

 Easier for people to find activities, easy navigation. 

 Respect the dignity of the Church.  

 

Summary of Final Jury Statement discussion: 

 Design Strategy 7A 

o Structured (8) 

 Permanent activities like readers corner  (2) 

 Is the size big enough? (2)  

 Defined areas  

 What happens outside interacts with inside  

 Less building area  

 Provides church with quite space  

o Amenity (5)  
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 Community roof  / garden on top of Myer  

 Kids play ground  

 Outdoor reading area  

 Speakers corner  

 Sculptures  

o Activity (4) 

 Creates vibe  

 On and off events 7 days a week  

 Allows new residents to find active areas more easily  

 Arts events  

 

 Design Strategy 7B 

o Weather - Ability to move according to other factors 

o Weather, time and day preference for places 
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6. Appendices  
 

 

6.1. Appendix A – Vision Workshop (30 March 2012) 

 

ITEM FACILITATION TIME 

1. Workshop Introduction 

 Purpose of the workshop 

 Overview of the workshop agenda and processes for conducting the 

workshop 

 Introduction of facilitators/presenters 

 Housekeeping 

Creating Communities 9:00 – 9:10 

2. Welcome  

 Welcome to participants 

 Overview of city central urban renewal process (PS49) 

 Objectives of the Kings Square Design Process 

 Overview of community engagement process 

 Description of decision making process 

Brad Pettitt 

Mayor of Fremantle 
9:10 – 9:20 

3. Introduction to the project 
Geoffrey London 

Project Leader 
9:20 – 9:30 

4. Presentation on What Makes a Great Town Centre Places 

 Four layers of place 

 Best practice principles for developing vibrant places  

 Examples of Town Centre developments of relevance to the Kings 

Square project 

Creating Communities 

CODA 
9:30 – 9:50 

5. Presentation on Kings Square Development 

 Overview of history of the area, features, issues and constraints 

 Parameters of the investigation 

Andrew Sullivan 

Councillor City of 

Fremantle 

9:50 – 10:05 

6. Walking Tour of Kings Square 

 Describe purpose of the walking tour 

 Describe key focuses for observation by participants 

 Display development area boundary 

 Break into two groups and undertake a tour of the area, describing key 

features of the area 

 Participants to take notes and ask questions to inform the following 

workshop activities 

Andrew Sullivan and 

Brad Pettitt 

City of Fremantle 

10:05 – 10:50 

Morning Tea 10:50 – 11:05 

7. Development of Objective Criteria for the Revitalisation Designs  

 Break into discussion groups 

 Economic Objectives 

 Social Objectives 

 Heritage / Cultural / Environmental objectives 

 Urban landscape / Streetscape / Scale 

 Groups Feedback 

Creating Communities 

 
11:05 – 11:45 
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ITEM FACILITATION TIME 

8. Situational Analysis 

 
Using Outline Maps - Groups to make notations to indicate: 

 Positive features of Kings Square that must be kept or enhanced (+) 

 Negatives - areas that require improvement(-) 

 Opportunities -  redevelopment prospects (O) 

 Barriers - Identify potential hurdles to successful 

 redevelopment (T) 

Creating Communities 

 
11:45 – 12:35 

9. Questions 

City of Fremantle and 

Design / Engagement 

Team 

12:35 – 12:50 

10. Overview of key messages from the session Geoffrey London 

Project Leader 
12:50 – 12:55 

11. Conclusion 

 Where to from here? 

 Discussion of engagement and decision making process steps following 

this session 

Brad Pettitt 

Mayor of Fremantle 
12:55 – 1:00 
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6.2. Appendix B – Vision Workshop and Walking Tour general feedback and/or suggestions   

 

 

 High floor plates, more adaptable buildings 

 

 Heritage 2 storey 

o Higher floor to floor plates 

o More adaptable 

 

 Modern 3 storey 

o Lower floor to floor plates 

o Less adaptable 

 Variation in shopfronts – essential 

 

 Civic centre  

o Kings square  

o Government services 

o Public art  

o Indigenous culture 

o Drop in centre 

 

 Shopping / bars centre = west end (including market street 

o Small bars 
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6.3. Appendix C – Vision Workshop Feedback – Social Objectives   

 

 Inclusive/Inviting  

o Inclusiveness of all ages/ Diversity of ages attracted to square (3) 

o Inviting (2)  

o A place for people and the community 

o Participation and interaction, chance encounters that enrich  

o Indigenous 

o Intergenerational 

o 8-80 cities philosophy  

o Social cohesion and inclusion  

 

 Integration / Connection 

o Integration of  Notre Dame University  

 Integrate Notre Dame into Fremantle (2) 

 Micro-campuses at different locations  

 Activate NDU buildings at street level 

o Better interaction with library and Spicers  

o Entry points need to be convenient, safe and easy to access (e.g. parking to square routes) 

 

 Activation/Civic Function 

o Foster culture and arts (4) 

 Cultural and arts activities 

 Festival of night sculpture  

 Place for celebration 

 Public events 

o Fun activities (2) 

o Develop as the social heart of Fremantle 

o War announcements 

o Soapbox 

o Stocks and gallows 

o Programmed events 

 Community to be able to program space 

o Community milestones staged in square e.g. weddings at the church, outdoor weddings, concerts 

o Civil quality for rallies, community crowd gathering  

o Giving people excuses to come into the place 

o Night activation of square and its connections (all streets) 

 

 Amenity 

o Place for rest – more than shopping and work 

o Growing food green wall  

o Skateparks 

o Safe playgrounds 

o Rooftop bars and cafe’s 

o Lighting 

o Maintain square so its attractive to people 

o Creative interpretation of functional elements 

o Community message board for info and interaction  

 

 Residential Accommodation 

o Affordable housing for young and elderly, singles (2) 

o People living around the square – passive surveillance (2)  

o Student housing (2)  

o Create diversity within town 

o Backpackers 

o 2
nd

 story of businesses 

 

 Well Being 

o Social services  
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o Community services 

o Enhancing health 

 

 Social Commercial Venues 

o Longer opening hours 

o Respectful venues  

 Family orientated restaurants 

 Small bars 

 Cafes 
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6.4. Appendix D – Vision Workshop Feedback – Economic Objective 

 

 Shared spaces  

o Business incubator (3)  

o Shared offices 

o Arts incubator 

 

 Diversification 

o More than retail; need offices (2) 

o Difference types, sizes of head offices, services offices (2)  

o Mix of day / night business activities (2) 

o Diversity of business activities 

o Need for a hotel / boutique hotels 

o Spice’s – food market place (eg Prarhan / Queen Vic in Melbourne)/ Market place rather than 

supermarket (markets more in line/identifiable with Freo’s heritage) (2) 

o Provision of artists space /Public art (2) Art e.g. sculptures by the sea / photo Freo 

o Provision for temporary space use 

o Food – food vans  

o Mix use: supporting each other 

o Temporary shop (pop up shops) / civic centre 

 

 Built Form Use 

o Upper floor activation (2)  

o 2
nd

 story government agencies (i.e. centrelink, medicare) 

 

 Quality/Value 

o High quality traders 

o Value for money – people will pay higher rent for better spaces, a-grade shop/office space 

o Modern offices large floor spaces, adaptable, sustainable spaces 

o Currently rent is high, b/c grade buildings 

o High quality local businesses 

 Small business 

 Drop rates for businesses  

o Sustainable / affordable rents (2) 

 Counter / balance the inevitable gentrification 

 Residential and business 

o Development that provides for low rent  

 

 Fostering Investment / Business Activity 

o This is the 21
st
 century “gold rush” a generational period of change and revitalisation 

o Maximise catchment  

o Stimulate business activity in Freo 

o Creative ways of attracting businesses  

o Vital, economically buoyant 

o Economic accessibility 

 

 Connection 

o Link spaces better – prison, harbour, kings square 

o Light rail – make it easier for people to get here from within the region, better transport, better access 

o Good pedestrian / cycling accessibility to increase economic activity 

 

 Management / Governance 

o Enhance city’s investment, economic position and resilience 

o Red tape reduction 

o Well managed 

o Collaborative 

o Cohesive 

o Informed 

o Comprehensive and ongoing management of uses 
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o Focus on long term benefits not short term gain 

 

 Residential Development 

o Sustainable /affordable rents (2) 

 Counter / balance the inevitable gentrification 

 Residential and business 

o More residents 

o Facilities for inner city residents 

o Mix of population 

 

 Creating an Appealing Destination  

o Importance of heritage within economic imperatives – i.e. people coming for the heritage, staying for 

shipping etc.  

o Quality places attract people and economic activity 

o University town 

o Focus on businesses which draw customers to city  

o Good environment for people will attract money  
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6.5. Appendix D – Vision Workshop Feedback – Urban Landscape Objective 
   

 Legibility and Access 

o Make traffic and pedestrian management legible (2) 

o Equality of pedestrians and vehicle 

o Traffic 

 Potential to fence off 

 Railing or streetscape to hide 

o Capacity to park car could be for security / activation 

o Should parking around square removed? 

 

 Distinctiveness / Diversity / Integration 

o Unique / distinctive to kings square/ Create distinct “rooms” varied spaces – little spaces (3) 

o New buildings need to belong to kings square and not have the feeling that they could belong 

anywhere (2)  

o New development should be based on a character analysis  

o Compliment the character of the existing heritage buildings 

o Connection between buildings and the square 

o Create conversation between  buildings (identity codes)  

o Bulk, size, scale, height, openings 

 Define square by buildings (built form) 

o Edge and heights of buildings = civil scale 

o Varied shop fronts 

o Shared spaces / naked streets surrounding square 

o Attention to detail / fine grain on facade/breakup the walls 

 

 Public Amenity Provision 

o Fun, electric, creative streetscape 

o Not sterile, currently looks like a catalogue 

o Water Playground 

o Trees – carefully placed 

o Interesting street furniture, trees, share, local animals, dog drinking 

o Floor/pavement – introduce colour and feel surfaces  

o World class flooring  

o Misting, cooling, water element 

o Shade 

o High quality materials (longevity) – e.g. Queen and Victoria Streets 

o Quality streetscape / footpaths 

 Heights of buildings 

 Sprinkled shade (mist) 

 Seasonal spaces – vegetation and structures 

 

 Governance and Management 

o Maximise and incentivise the network of laneways connecting to square 

 Including management by city 

 Negotiate agreements with private owners 

o Activation on council side 

 

 Development Scale 

o Scale to compliment the scale of the heritage buildings 

o Space to be inviting, then to make people spend time in it 
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6.6. Appendix E – Vision Workshop Feedback – Heritage, Cultural and Environment Objective 

 

 Complementary Built Form  

o New development should complement traditional architecture (compliment = bad word)  

o Value retain heritage – but avoid replication 

o Local Identity code should be used as a guide for new development (if objective is to “extend” the West 

End) 

o Quality design and materials 

o Floor to floor heights, particularly ground level should relate to traditional proportions 

o Buildings should define and contain and identify square  

o Should buildings increase in height, buildings should be narrow and tall, rather than bulky. 

o Support the envelopes of traditional buildings (e.g heights) 

o Don’t look like modern Subiaco 

o Church is a strong element to consider 

 Should be light in appearance , buildings and development 

 Activation by community events and services 

 Buildings around church to decrease the size of the square 

o Maintain traditional frontage 

 
 Maintaining Cultural / Social Heritage 

o Recognise “pre-white” heritage of Fremantle 

o Place should be recognised as a community meeting place 

o A place for celebration – events 

o Intergenerational activities 

 

 Balancing Heritage and Development 

o Reconcile heritage conservation and economic growth  

o Have a conversation between heritage, new, civic, private, built form, open spaces 

 

 Supporting Sustainability  

o Green star compliance 

o Biophilic (Definition: In biophilic cities, residents feel a deep affinity with the unique flora, fauna and 

fungi found there, and with the climate, topography, and other special qualities of place and 

environment that serve to define the urban home; In biophilic cities citizens can easily recognize 

common species of trees, flowers, insects and birds (and in turn care deeply about them); Biophilic 

cities are cities that provide abundant opportunities to be outside and to enjoy nature through strolling, 

hiking, bicycling, exploring; biophilic cities nudge us to spend more time amongst the trees, birds and 

sunlight.) 

 
 Reflecting Fremantle’s Character and Spirit 

o Retain the distinctiveness of Fremantle 

o Retain Fremantle’s diversity 

o Acknowledge Fremantle’s  ... city character  

o What do we want the square to be? 

 
  



 

 Creating Communities Australia Pty Ltd Page 47 

6.7. Appendix F – Walking Tour Observations 
 

Kings Square:  

 Wi-Fi (3) 

o Free Wi-Fi good (2)  

o Wifi – working well  

 

 Trees (4) 

o Significance of trees 

o There is opportunity 

o Not constrained 

o Most 1986+ 

 

 Building usage (9) 

o Big blocks potential for public (community) and private (business) relationship 

o Need to consider multi layer of use: 

 Multiple uses 

 Purposes inside / outside 

o Buildings overlooking square residential 

o Church – position on the corner and its adjoining space needs consideration 

o Canopies can be used at first floor height to mask the height of buildings – much more vibrant and 

pedestrian friendly 

o Opportunity to renew older buildings 

o Physical form is important for all ages 

o Remove car park and build market place 

o Church to be fenced as a courtyard  

 

 Activation (14) 

o Library talks would be good 

o Statues and public art bring people together, it’s the small things 

o City staff should utilize the space  

o Could use outside space, as a meeting room on nice days 

o Myer building move out with a laneway full of cafe’s bar through to South Terrace  

o Blank facade– dead space, little people coming in and out, looks a bit like a fortress  

o Create a sense of place - Spaces within a space 

o Activation important: need to make sure there are sufficient activities happening  

o Key activity anchors are essential – currently they are the Markets and Car Park 

o Keep the Sporting Hall of Fame –somewhere central  

o Redevelopment of Laneways 

 Newman court – what can happen?  

o Need doors to Square / activation  

o There are a number of Dead spots in the Square and surrounding areas that need to be dealt with. 

o Opportunities for increased residential in the area 

 Create greater vibrancy and sense of safety  

 

 Movement (8) 

o Join up High Street 

o Key issue – Connection to train station always been poor  

o Need to find a way of dealing with traffic 

o Need a more obvious lead into Fremantle Oval 

 Review connection of William street to the Oval 

o Create entry point from cappuccino strip to kings square  

o The whole transport system around and through the city requires addressing during this process 

 Bus bays for football oval, tourist buses around the city require more space, more time  

o Opportunity to widen foot paths – to make more pedestrian friendly 

o Near church it’s a thoroughfare 

 

 

 Intuitive (3) 

o Design needs to be intuitive – for activation purposes (no sign posting)  



 

 Creating Communities Australia Pty Ltd Page 48 

o Site lines obstructed down mall to the Kings Square. 

o Need a more visual connection to South Tce 

 
Queen Street: 

 Businesses’ should activate space outside (i.e: like they do in the malls) (2)  

 Trees to create connectivity down Queen street on both sides, like down cantonment street 

 Youth catch buses on Queen Street – Kings Square could have business that provides cheaper snakes and 

activities for youth before and after school 

 Queens St doesn’t lead anywhere as a destination 

o Narrow footpaths 

 Henderson / Queen link important 

 
Cantonment Street: 

 Woodsons Arcade – could be good for connectivity to King’s square  

 Tree’ and space in front of Atwell Arcade is used often  

 
Laneway between Market Street and William Street: 

 Laneway has a real disconnect, there is potential to link to fisherman’s harbor.  

 
Paddy Troy Miller Lane: 

 Potential for single housings, boost residential population 

 Opportunity for business to use space 

 Opportunity for laneway use  

 Remove public parking out  

 Buildings go up 

 Buildings over the top, can drive/walk all the way through  

 
Spicer’s site: 

 Lack of connectivity because of the heritage listed wall 

o Pine shop isn’t listed just the wall 

 No more long black walls 

 More indoor market place 

 Spicer’s site part of consideration for the development in the local area 

 

Newman Court and Queensgate Building: 

 Opportunity to link with queens square 

 Undefined designated road  
 
 

 
Other comments: 

 Scale of space is important 

 How to get major anchors into the Square is important 

 No evident entry statement to Kings Square  

 City can/should clean space more often 

 Tree- planting and development of welcome and functional open space important 

 Need to make sure there isn’t too much shadow casting over the streets/buildings 

 

Questions: 

 Question: How important is it that traffic flows down William Street? 

 Question: Is there the prospect of sinking the parking  

 Question: What sort of trees will be used? 

 Question: When was theatre demolished – key site 

o Answer: 1960’s  70’s 

 Question: How do you service the area for parking? 

o Answer: Queens gate 

 Question: Could traffic be one way? 

 Question: Can we interconnect traffic  

 Question: What is happening with Henderson units? - Could Dept of housing units be refurbished for short term 

accommodation? 
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 Question: Could Myer come forward? 

 Question: Are trees heritage listed?  

 Question: Did High street connect up  

o Answer: Yes, originally 

 Question: Could there be another Department store there?  

 Question: Buses; where would they go?  

 Question: how do you make it open longer hours (Woodsons Arcade) 

 Question: Why are their railings around grassed area and trees? 

 Question: How do we provide shade? (critical)  

 Question: How do we create a link with town heart? 

 Question: Is the South Terrace part of this study? 

 Question: Will they be replaced? (trees) 
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6.8. Appendix G – Vision Workshop – Geoffrey London Overview of Key Messages 

 

Overview of key messages from the session: 

 Conflicting objectives are being described and will have to be negotiated by the designers. 

 The issue of heritage needs to be understood in such a way that the old is valued and the new is understood as 

the heritage of tomorrow.  Mimicking existing older building forms in new buildings is not an acceptable strategy. 

 The original street pattern is an important part of the heritage of the place.  However, the original street pattern 

has been masked by traffic engineering that has given priority to the free movement of cars over other factors, 

or by “pedestrianisation”. 

 The legibility and comprehensibility of the street system needs examination, 

 The use of the street system by cars and/or pedestrians needs resolution. 

 The edges of Kings Square are important in defining the space of the square and the taller old buildings (eg. 

Priceline) are effective in this regard. 

 The quality of the public realm, in terms of design, materials and street furniture, contributes to community 

pride, encourages use, and inhibits vandalism. 

 The public realm needs to be safe to use during all hours of the day.  Safety is enhanced by activation and 

passive surveillance from occupation of the public realm. 

 Diversity of use, social groups, and architecture should be encouraged in the Square. 

 Fremantle promotes itself as a creative community – how is this made clear in the design and use of the 

Square?  Is there the opportunity for regular events, such as an annual light art commission, that draws 

attention to creative and unique contributions. 

 Adaptability should be an ambition in the design of the Square and its surrounding buildings. 

 There should be greater effort to leverage the presence of Notre Dame.  The University should be encouraged 

to be a greater contributor to the public realm and life of the City. 
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6.9. Appendix H – Vision Workshop Feedback – Positive Aspects of Existing Kings Square Development 
Area 

 

Urban Features 

 Trees (3)  

 Civic Interface/ Strong civic quality / scale / Town Hall  (3) 

 Church (3) 

 Legibility - The Square is easy to cross in all directions (2) 

 Shade 

 Access to Train station 

 Strong nodes around  (station, markets, south terrace) 

 Key anchors and proximity to Fishing Boat Harbour 

 Crosswalks along Queen Street 

 Council operates out of the square 

 Some of the old buildings in Adelaide Street 

 Prison = WHL = Tourists 

 

Community Engagement / Connection 

 Engaged enthusiastic community (including business community) 

 Motivation for renewal 

 People who feel ownership 

 

Other 

 Peak Oil - sustainability 

 GFC = opportunity for doing things differently 
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6.10. Appendix I – Vision Workshop Feedback – Negative Aspects of Existing Kings Square Development 
Area 

 

Access/Legibility 

 Station street / queen street (bad traffic) (2) 

 Poor connectivity with nodes (2) 

 Lack of legible access 

 One way system contributed to lack of legibility  

 Connectivity with mall and square  

 The blocks around the square have to be circles, you can cross in different directions 

 
Poor Urban Design 

 Weak edges (badly defined) of CBD 

 Spatial qualities/scale not “civic”  

 Edges of Church (dead spots)  

 Spaces need improvement 

o Paddy Troy Mall 

o Corner of Queen street, and Henderson street 

o Park near Fairbairn  

o Corner of Queen Street and Elder Place  

 
Poor Transport Links 

 Transport system (roads, pedestrian, etc) needs revision (2) 

 Bike transit is dangerous  

 Need for a managed traffic plan 

 
Lack of Activation 

 Zero/low activation (between CoF building and cinema/Myer building) (2) 

 
Aesthetics  

 Ugly buildings 

 Blanks 

 Tacky 

 Not well maintained 

 Most of the 60’s, 70’s buildings – unattractive 

 Rubbish bins in front of playground, not a good look 

 Street furniture looks like it is out of a catalogue  

 The squares landscape  

 
State of the Town Hall  

 Run down 

 Under utilised  

 
Management  

 Poor management and choices 

 Neglect of heritage houses 

 Indolent landowners  
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6.11.  Appendix J – Vision Workshop Feedback – Opportunities that Exist for Kings Square Development 
Area 

 

Enhance Kings Square Specific Amenity  

 Myer building to have the ability to come further out into Newman Court with Cafe’s and bars are various 

heights (3)  

 Don’t clutter the square 

 Water feature (in Kings Square) 

 Living Green wall (alongside Myer building) 

 Roof top bar (Myer building) 

 Roof top cinema  

 Hotel (in Kings Square) 

 New civic offices in Myer building, top 2 floors 

 Existing town hall turned into a 4 star hotel 

 More grass, less pavement  

 Sitting space 

 Strengthen edge of north part of council building 

  

Improve Access and Legibility 

 Join up links to major anchors (2)  

 Retain access through admin mall 

 Tram, trolley bus route round house to movement hill through the square 

 Vehicle circulation / parking with  pedestrian priority (Newman) 

 Light rail could end at roundhouse after going straight through high street and the square (like Adelaide, 

Glenelg)  

 High street to have turn left only into Queen street one way only 2 lanes into existing car park 

 Strengthen sight lines (South Tce, to square – Piazza)  

 More legible road connections 

 Extend Queen Street (East) – fly by night could go here 

 Resolution of traffic system and parking  

 Avenues of trees to connect square to train station/shade (queen street) 

 

Improve Amenity - Outside Kings Square  

 Opportunity for laneway developments (3)  

 Spicer site turned into Farmers Market and integrated into existing market  

 Add another level of parking to make up for loss of Spicer’s  

 Dead space behind William street (currently parking and deliveries  only)  

 Improve Fairburn Street Vista 

 High street, Queen Square  

 Shared space, naked street (Adelaide street) 

 The “city of angels” building from a perceived weakness, legibility of the city  

 

Other 

 Council is a significant landowner, council can influence other landowners by setting an example (low rents etc)  

 Fremantle as a university town 

 Retain significant amount of green space 
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6.12. Appendix K – Vision Workshop Feedback – Barriers that Exist for Kings Square Development Area 

 

Lack of Investment  

 Landlords / Land Owners (3) – not making progress 

 Lack of Money / Funds (2)  

 

Legislative Process 

 Legislation  

 Local Govt Act 

 Serious design outcomes actually making it through 

 Scheme – DA – construction – Management  

 

Poor Traffic/Transport Connectivity 

 Traffic system 

 PTA  

 Bus station forecourt 

 To be able to reinforce connections which exist between streets  

 

Lack of Impetus  

 Attitudes  

 Anti-progress element within the community (the do ‘nothings’) 

 

Other 

 Better definition of edges 

 Large walls - non interactive 

 Trees nearly dead 

 

 

  



 

 Creating Communities Australia Pty Ltd Page 55 

6.13. Appendix L – Design Options Workshop – Key Items covered 

 

Key Items covered in the design options workshop were: 

 

 Review of the Urban Design Principles 

 

 Issues relating to: 

o Framing 

o Movement 

o Buildings 
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6.14.  Appendix M – Design Options Workshop – Vision and Proposed principles  

 

 

URBAN DESIGN PRINCIPLES  
KINGS SQUARE DEVELOPMENT 

 
BACKGROUND 

The following urban design principles have been developed to inform the City of Fremantle’s Kings Square Urban Design 

Strategy Development. 

 

These principles were developed using feedback that was received from community stakeholders and City of Fremantle 

representatives who attended a Visioning Workshop on Saturday 31 March. The principles will be used as the foundation 

of the urban design development as well as providing an evaluative framework for the review of the designs during the 

community engagement process. 

 

The principles should be viewed in their entirety and treated a whole. It is also important to note that there may be 

instances of competing demands in addressing the principles. 

 
VISION 

The following vision provides the foundation that underpins the Urban Design Principles 

 

Kings Square is treasured as the civic heart of Fremantle, it is:  

 A vibrant place where we come together as one; 

 A unique place where we celebrate where have come from and where we are going; 

 A prosperous place where we build a legacy for future generations. 

 
PRINCIPLES 
 
Principle 1 – Maintain and complement Fremantle’s unique heritage and embrace and reflect the city’s 
distinctive identity, character and spirit. 

Urban designs will respond to the existing natural and developed features of Fremantle’s heritage and enhance people’s 

sense of belonging to Kings Square by: 

 Enhancing the distinctive local landscape, heritage and Port City Identity. 

 Conserving and integrating areas of special cultural value (e.g. Town Hall, St John’s Church). 

 Building opportunities to enhance the city’s creative culture. 

 Fostering personal connections to Kings Square’s urban environment. 

 Recognising the original street pattern as an important part of the heritage of the place. 

 
Principle 2 – Deliver a sense of continuity and integration between spaces  

The urban designs will ensure that all the components of Kings Square and its surrounds work in unison by: 

 Ensuring the appropriateness of designs by creating built forms that are compatible with their surroundings. 

 Providing clear interrelationships and seamless transitions between spaces. 

 Delivering an appropriate scale of development that reflects the character of the space and promotes a feeling 

of identity, containment and comfort 

 Activating the whole of the space. 

 
Principle 3 – Provide high quality, safe, comfortable and inclusive amenity that promotes activation  

The urban designs will provide a high degree of comfort and safety by: 

 Recognise that the quality of the public realm, in terms of design, materials and street furniture, contributes to 

community pride, encourages use, and inhibits vandalism  

 Developing a comfortable and attractive micro-environment, including the effective use of shade. 

 Designing vibrant and inviting spaces, including the use of integrated public art and  street furniture. 

 Creating safe, secure and easily maintained environments that encourage passive surveillance from adjacent 

shops, offices, residences and streets. 

 Providing effective lighting to enable day and night time use. 

 Providing a diverse and stimulating sensory environment (e.g. a range of colour, texture, scents, movement and 

sound). 

 Ensuring the needs of all people are met including children, the disabled and the elderly. 
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Principle 4 - Foster urban connections that facilitate an ease of movement and legibility  

The urban designs will make places accessible, identifiable and understandable to all people, by: 

 Developing well connected easily navigable and safe roads, footpaths, cycle ways and spaces that expand the 

opportunities for movement into and across the precinct. 

 Enabling a high degree of legibility and comprehensibility of the surrounding street patterns and the nature of 

their use. 

 Establishing a continuous active retail and community frontage to the main pedestrian routes. 

 Delivering clear sight lines, openings and connections to areas of interest and destination, and well defined 

edges and buffers to spaces. 

 Developing easily identifiable public amenities such as works of art (modern sculpture, sorely lacking in 

Fremantle) to act as signposts to the usage of key areas. 

 Locating services and facilities to optimise accessibility for all users, including people with disabilities. 

 
Principle 5 - Ensure that places can adapt and change their uses over time. 

The urban designs will respond to future lifestyle changes and evolving community needs by: 

 Developing spaces that have flexible uses and that are adaptable to a variety of present and future uses.  

 Reusing and revitalising existing buildings spaces, including under-used space above ground floors 

 Fostering opportunities for multi-functional and/or shared use built form and land use.  

 
Principle 6:  Provide a diversity of opportunities that make places appealing and interesting to all population 
groups 

The revitalisation of King’s Square will attract all socio-economic groups by: 

 Ensuring all population groups and key stakeholder groups are effectively involved in informing the design, 

development and ongoing activation of the Kings Square project through a rigorous engagement process (e.g. 

with youth, seniors, residents, visitors, land owners, businesses, community organisations, government 

agencies). 

 Providing the foundations for effective place making and activation including being a venue for effectively 

hosting civic, cultural, and recreational and arts based events and activities. 

 Year round activation of the spaces providing leisure and social activities through business/community 

partnership. 

  Providing a range of affordable experiences and residential, commercial and recreational spaces. 

 Providing a range of entertainment and recreational options – both community and commercially based. 

 Delivering facilities that are people oriented, user friendly, hospitable and attractive. 

 Enriching the public places through colour, movement, texture and sound 

 Considering the long and short-term needs of residents and visitors 

 
Principle 7:  Provide the foundations for sustainable economic, community and environmental development. 

The urban designs will set the conditions that will help to ensure positive ongoing community, economic, and 

environmental outcomes by: 

 Ensuring developments are ecological responsible, energy efficient, limit waste and reduce greenhouse 

emissions.  

 Providing opportunities to deliver a range of retail, commercial eg hotel and community activation opportunities.  

 Creating opportunities for a diverse range of community services, programs and activities. 

 Fostering partnership approaches across the public, private and community sectors through positive 

engagement and collaboration in developing and delivering on the vision for a revitalised Kings Square precinct.  

 
Principle 8:  Establish sound governance and management processes 

The urban design process will be reinforced and sustained through the development of an effective governance model 

by: 

 Forming a Kings Square Steering Group to oversee the development in coming years. 

 Establishing effective partnerships across stakeholders to deliver on the urban design and placemaking vision 

(e.g. residents, property owners, businesses, community organisations and government agencies). 

 Developing a management and activation plan to ensure the sustained vibrancy of the area. 

 Developing a marketing strategy to effectively promote the King Square’s development and engage and 

enthuse community in the development. 

 Establishing a precinct maintenance plan to ensure a constant and ongoing level of amenity quality  
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6.15.  Appendix N – Design Options Workshop 14 April  – General Discussion Feedback 

 

 Public open space: Quality? Inner grain – flexibility + Adaptability 

 Sunlight in Winter, Shade in Summer : quality / usable space 

 Lighting – Security 

 Operational needs of Church (potential conflict) 

 Daytime – office workers – lunch 

  Night : program uses 

 

 “uses”: civic centre:  

o “contained” activities (night time) 

o Activation around the edges, not in the square? Diversity- 

o Retail during the day, what at night? 

o Common activities: libraries, services 

o Over privatization of the square 

 

 Framing: 

o Sight corridor (in and through the square) 

o - movement of pedestrians 

o - signage an option 

o - built form to do sign posting 
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6.16.  Appendix O – Open Day and Walking Tour Advertisement – Fremantle Gazette (24 April 2012) 
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6.17.  Appendix P – Open Day and Walking Tour (28 April) Advertisement – Website text  

 

Kings Square Precinct Urban Design Strategy – Community Feedback Invited 

 
The City is preparing an urban design strategy for Kings Square, Queen Street and adjacent areas that aims to revitalise 

the Kings Square Precinct as an important social, civic and commercial hub in the heart of the city. 

 

Community feedback is now sought on various options for the strategy that have been prepared by consultants engaged 

by the City.  Preparation of the options was guided by input from a community visioning workshop at the start of the 

project in late March. 

 

An information session on Saturday 28 April 2012 from 9am to 1pm will present the draft strategies.  The session will 

be complemented by a walking tour that will explain the strategies in context. 

 

A community workshop on Tuesday 1 May 2012 from 5.30pm to 8.30pm will facilitate discussion and seek feedback 

on the proposals before the strategy is finalised for consideration by council. 

 

Both the information session and community workshop will be held in the reception room on the first floor of the City 

administration building.  Access is via the curved staircase in Kings Square opposite the entry to Myer. 
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6.18.  Appendix Q – Open Day and Walking Tour  Invitation Letter 

 

Enquiries:  Ian James 

Telephone:  (08) 9432 9823 

Email:  ianj@fremantle.wa.gov.au  

 

 

19 April 2012 

Tramrk\BuildingDocs\1612657803 10-49-48.doc 

 

Name 

Address  

SUBURB 

 
Dear Sir/Madam 

 
KINGS SQUARE PRECINCT URBAN DESIGN STRATEGY  
INVITATION TO OPEN DAY & COMMUNITY WORKSHOP 

 
The City is seeking feedback on Fremantle’s Kings Square precinct Urban Design Strategy.  The project commenced 

with a ‘visioning workshop’ on 31 March 2012 and subsequently the project team has developed strategy and design 

options as to how to realise the vision. 

  

An open day will be held in Kings Square from 11am to 3pm on Saturday 28 April 2012 where you can view the 

draft plans and ask questions on a one-to-one basis with the consultants and council officers.  The display will be located 

at the Kings Square end of the ground floor arcade through the City administration building.  A guided walking tour 

around the square will commence at 2pm to help put the strategies into context.   

 

An interactive community workshop will also be held from 5.30 to 8.30 pm on Tuesday 1 May 2012 to facilitate 

discussion and feedback on the proposals before the strategy is finalised for consideration by council.  The workshop will 

be held at the reception room on the first floor of the City administration building in Kings Square.  RSVP’s are essential 

for the workshop and can be made by phone to 9432 9805 or emailed to planning@fremantle.wa.gov.au  

 

The development also includes Queen Street and adjacent areas and aims to see the Kings Square precinct revitalised 

as an important social, civic and commercial hub in the heart of the city.  Visit www.fremantle.wa.gov.au/cityoffremantle 

under ‘projects – major’. 

 

I look forward to seeing you at one of these coming events. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

Ian James 

Strategic Urban Designer 

Planning Projects & Policy 

 

  

mailto:planning@fremantle.wa.gov.au
http://www.fremantle.wa.gov.au/cityoffremantle
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6.19.  Appendix R – Open Day, Walking Tour – RSVP Slip 

 

KINGS SQUARE URBAN DESIGN STRATEGY COMMUNITY WORKSHOP 

As part of the Council’s community consultation process an interactive community workshop will be held at  

5.30 to 8.30pm on Tuesday 1
st

 May 2012 in the Reception Room on the first floor of the City Administration 

Building, 8 William St, Fremantle.   

 

Attendance at the workshop can only be obtained by completing the slip below or by providing an rsvp to 

planning@fremantle.wa.gov.au or by phoning 08 9432 9805 before 4pm Monday 30
th

 April 2012 

Please arrive by 5.15pm for registration and light refreshments. 

 

Access to the Reception Room is via the curved staircase in Kings Square opposite the entry to Myer.   

 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 

Yes, I would like to attend the Kings Square workshop on 1 May 2012 

 

Name: 

Address: 

Phone and/or email contact details: 

 

 

  

mailto:planning@fremantle.wa.gov.au
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6.20.  Appendix S – Open Day and Walking Tour Survey 
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6.21.  Appendix T – Community Workshop – Advertisement in the Fremantle Gazette (24 April 2012)  
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6.22.  Appendix U –Invitation to Community Workshop 

 

 

 

Enquiries:  Ian James 

Telephone:  (08) 9432 9823 

Email:  ianj@fremantle.wa.gov.au  

 

 

19 April 2012 

Tramrk\BuildingDocs\1612657803 10-49-48.doc 

 

Name 

Address  

SUBURB 

 
Dear Sir/Madam 

 
KINGS SQUARE PRECINCT URBAN DESIGN STRATEGY  
INVITATION TO OPEN DAY & COMMUNITY WORKSHOP 

 
The City is seeking feedback on Fremantle’s Kings Square precinct urban design strategy.  The project commenced with 

a ‘visioning workshop’ on 31 March 2012 and subsequently the project team has developed strategy and design options 

as to how to realise the vision. 

  

An open day will be held in Kings Square from 11am to 3pm on Saturday 28 April 2012 where you can view the 

draft plans and ask questions on a one-to-one basis with the consultants and council officers.  The display will be located 

at the Kings Square end of the ground floor arcade through the City administration building.  A guided walking tour 

around the square will commence at 2pm to help put the strategies into context.   

 

An interactive community workshop will also be held from 5.30 to 8.30 pm on Tuesday 1 May 2012 to facilitate 

discussion and feedback on the proposals before the strategy is finalised for consideration by council.  The workshop will 

be held at the reception room on the first floor of the City administration building in Kings Square.  RSVP’s are essential 

for the workshop and can be made by phone to 9432 9805 or emailed to planning@fremantle.wa.gov.au  

 

The development also includes Queen Street and adjacent areas and aims to see the Kings Square precinct revitalised 

as an important social, civic and commercial hub in the heart of the city.  Visit www.fremantle.wa.gov.au/cityoffremantle 

under ‘projects – major’. 

 

I look forward to seeing you at one of these coming events. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

Ian James 

Strategic Urban Designer 

Planning Projects & Policy 

 

 

 

  

mailto:planning@fremantle.wa.gov.au
http://www.fremantle.wa.gov.au/cityoffremantle
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6.23.  Appendix V– Community Workshop – PowerPoint Presentation (including Agenda) 
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6.25.  Appendix W– Independent Facilitated Workshop – Key Strategic Direction Feedback  

 
Shared Streets Positives (+) Negative (-) Comments 

Design A 

 Managing Vehicle Speed (4)  

o Low speed (3)  

o Slower movements (1) 

 

 Improved Access for Church (3)  

o Better access for church (1) 

o Good for church (1) 

o Suit ceremonial processions (1) 

 

 Quieter (3) 

o Quieter (2)  

o Actually just because its shared 

doesn’t mean cars don’t make 

noise (1) 

 

 Don’t mind, good idea (2) 

 Better for cyclists (2) 

 
Other: 

 Good if cars stay out of the area  

 Where would parking go = reduce parking 

good  

 Soft edges for bridge 

 Urban apron 

 Safer 

 Surfaces are more beautiful (better than 

asphalt)  

 Chaotic – potential 

 Restrictive to square – extend to mall and 

beyond 

o Would want to see how it works 

first 

 Decreases legibility Fremantle used as 

guinea pig  

 Confusion for some  

 Perception of safety  

 Cars might intrude  

 Lose more dedicated pedestrian only space 

for events etc  

 

 Parking (2)  

o Reduce parking but increase 

on the fringe (1) 

o underground parking good 

(1)  

 

Other: 

 Shared streets all round the square 

would enhance the pedestrian traffic 

in the mall 

 Nothing ventured, nothing gained 

 Probably means a higher standard of 

urban design is required 

 All around the 3 sides 

 Paving improvements 

 Afternoon light and protection 

 Great leadership for 

Perth/Australia/the world 

 Just do it 

 

Design B 

 Order defining pedestrian and vehicle areas  

 Current shared street sections work, so will 

be a natural progression to extend it  

 Provision of open space   

 Increased vehicle speed 

 Need to have it all round the square too 

confusing in patches 

 Lots of open space 

 Lack of people  

 Poor access for the church 

 Myer hidden and failing 

 Doesn’t expand on the already fantastic 

shared street out the front of the town hall 

 Status quo.  

 Doesn’t work, current situation 
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Movement 
Around Kings 

Square 
Positives (+) Negative (-) Comments 

Design A 

 Access (2)  

o Easier access to Myer (1) 

o Better access for church (1)  

 

 Parking (3) 

o Quicker drop off and pick up (1) 

o 2
nd

 chance parking and drop (1) 

o Visual contact with pick up (1)  

 

 Safety (2)  

o Safety and surveillance of square 

on all sides (1) 

o Defer crime thru activation (1) 

 

 Way finding (2) 

o More way finding (1)  

o Discover the space while driving 

past (1) 

 

 Traffic movement  (3) 

o Traffic is the lifeblood  (1) 

o Better vehicle circulation (1) 

o Avoids torturous route of having to 

go to Henderson street (1) 

 

Other: 

 Activation for retail 

 Historical street pattern 

 Safety (2)  

o Less safe for pedestrians (1) 

o Decreased safety for 

pedestrian/cyclists (1) 

 

 Traffic movement (4) 

o Likely to increase traffic flow and 

maybe speed (1) 

o Bog-lap potential (1)  

o If just standard traffic and parking 

will be a negative and turnoff – 

shared roads is a must (1) 

o Round about near queen/Adelaide 

needs to enable people to turn right 

(1) 

 

 Feel/ sense of community (2) 

o Less public/pedestrian space (1) 

o Increased vehicles; less “people 

place” (1) 

 

Other: 

 Myer more cut off from square  

 Don’t open Newman Court 

 Newman Court as a street ruins 

sightlines/way finding opportunities through 

Fremantle malls/paddy troy 

 

  Pedestrians (4) 

o Shaded pedestrian arcade to 

Newman court (1) 

o Only of benefit to cars not 

Pedestrians (1) 

o Streets all round but for 

Pedestrians (1) 

o If Henderson street went in 

there would be a need for 

good pedestrian crossing (1) 

 

 Only if shared space (3)  

 

 Roads (6)  

o Opening roads to more traffic 

is poor practice (1) 

o Will need speed humps or 

other systems to slow down 

maniacs at night  (1) 

o Clockwise or anti? (1) 

o 2 x way?  (1) 

o Remove roundabout Queen 

and Adelaide Streets (1) 

o Flow route already exists 

using Henderson (1) 

 

Other: 

 What’s the point of opening Newman 

court 

 People and bikes only 

 Are more cars central to the 

philosophy of Fremantle?  

 50/50 split  

 What about reducing bulk of parking 

 Look at High Street through the 

square as a shared space 
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Design B 

 Safety: (2) 

o Safer interaction with Myer (1) 

o Square is a safer zone (1) 

 
 Public Space provision: (2) 

o Feels like more public space (1) 

o Greater opportunity for more public 

/ open space  (1) 

 
 Definition of space: (3) 

o Nice and quiet away from cars (1) 

o Separated (1) 

o Core space not bounded by vehicle 

traffic (1) 

 Parking and retail access difficulties:: (1) 

o Parking and retail access more 

difficult (1) 

 

 Traffic Movement (3) 

o Not that good for way finding (1) 

o One-way/two-way too confusing (1) 

o Be consistent – two-way (1) 

  

 Doesn’t matter is Newman is open 

because grid still exists but just in the 

next street i.e. Henderson St, it’s not 

that hard 

 50/50 split 

 No support 

 Church access to the rear 

Parking Positives (+) Negative (-) Comments 

Design A 

 Safety (5)  

o  Constant surveillances (day/night) 

(3) 

 Adds security at night (2) 

 

 Traffic Calming  (4)  

o Parking helps traffic calming (1) 

o Shared roads will calm them (3)  

 

 Activation (4)  

o Adds activity (1) 

o Brings people to the square (3)  

 
 Type of Parking (3)  

o Provides parking for shops (1) 

o Short term parking (1) 

o Provides service parking – loading 

and taxis  (1) 

 

 Definition (3) 

o Defines the square (1) 

 But in a narrower/smaller 

space (1) 

o Pedestrian crossings become 

clearly defined (1) 

 Increase Traffic /Flow (6) 

o Increases traffic in Newman Court 

(1) 

o Too much vehicle involvement – for 

safety reasons (1) 

o Too many cars (2) 

o Encourages bog laps (2) 

 
 Environmental impacts (5) 

o Anti carbon-neutral (2)  

o Too much noise (2) 

o Pollution from car exhaust (1) 

 
 Other: 

o Reduces ability to use the space 

for public events (2) 

o Sustains car culture (2) 

o Obstruction to pedestrian use in 

between the square and the shops 

(2) 

o Brings more cars into square but 

also into centre of Fremantle 

o Visual impact of cars 

 Type of parking (3) 

o Underground if feasible or 

rooftop (1) 

o Parking on retail side only = 

works better with shared 

space (1) 

o 15 min and 30 min only 

parking (1) 

 
 Would work well as a shared road – 

natural calming  - cars/people/bikes = 

equal priority (3) 

 

 Safety (2) 

o Cars improve safety?  (1) 

o Would provide more 

surveillance till midnight but 

traffic calming devices would 

be necessary to deter idiots 

in cars in early hours (1)  

 
 Other: 

o Parking without newman 

street 
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 Enhance local Business/retail (3)  

o High turnover good for business (3) 

 
 Other 

o May be good for short shopping 

trips or trips to library or council  

o Church needs mid week adjacent 

to church 

o Cars physically separate 

shops from square 

o Option: agree middle ground 

some parking  

o What about option 2A but 

with no parking  

o 50/50 split 

Design B 

 Vehicle Volume (3) 

o Reduce volume of cars help make 

shared streets possible (1)  

o Stops cars getting right into CBD 

centre where the volume of 

pedestrians already cause conflict 

to traffic flow (queen street) (1) 

o Doesn’t bring so many cars in  (1) 

 

 Other: 

o More clearly defined for just church 

cars or special purposes related to 

square 

o Reduce vehicle movement 

 Safety (2) 

o Absence of surveillance (1) 

o Dark and quite at night (1) 

 
 Impact on Businesses/Retailers (2) 

o Won’t help retailers (1) 

o Completely unsustainable for 

retailers (1) 

 

 Other: 

o Doesn’t see point of no car parking 

o No cars can mean no people 

o Taxis and service vehicles 

disadvantaged (could be excepted) 

 Shared facilities: 

o Church and civic spaces, 

toilets, meeting rooms 

 William street parking to remain 

 Decreased safety due to less “eyes”  

 No cars can mean no people 

 50/50 split 

 

Buildings in 
Square 

Positives (+) Negative (-) Comments 

Design A 

 Activation (5)  

o Activation (security, want etc) (1) 

o Some building may help activate 

the square (1) 

o Attract more people due to the 

more activities / attraction (1) 

o Provides for ‘some’ open space if 

church fully develops (1) 

o Potential to attract more people (1) 

 

 Definition of space (4)  

o Distinct civic space (1) 

o Aligns along William street  (1) 

o Connection with library and church 

clearly defined space (1) 

 Use of space (4) 

o Loss of open space (1) 

o Square is not big enough to so 

much building (1) 

o Buildings risk creation of space (1) 

o Buildings restrict future needs for 

space  (1) 

 
 Other 

o East end building stops creation of 

larger space  

o Secure retail/commercial OK to 

Newman court 

o Prefer civic not for commercial 

o Don’t want apex of triangle built on  

 Don’t like new new buildings at east 

end of square  

 Particular functions of buildings are 

essential (key issue) 

 Church may need to build annexes  

 Lots of buildings lots of open spaces – 

very doable 

 Activity is dependent upon uses’ in 

buildings hence the square 

management must have influence 

over this – flexible instead of define 

now 

 How do we handle the ‘back of the 

building’ issues, they all need 360 

degree activation.  



 

 Creating Communities Australia Pty Ltd Page 79 

o Building on Newman street may 

enhance sense of connection to 

south terrace (1) 

 

 Other: 

o Some building may assist in how 

town hall can function 

o Greater quantity of building 

o Flexibility for events 

 
 

Design B 

 Maximizes provision of open space (2) 

 Allows more ephemeral, events and 

activities (2) 

 Town hall and church prioritised 

 
 

 Activation (3) 

o Less people and activity (1) 

o Lack of activity = less potential, 

safety, eyes on the street etc (1) 

o Existing buildings are very 

introverted and don’t activate 

square much  (1) 

 

 Lack of definition of space (4)  

o Does not define space properly (2) 

o To empty – church is stranded (1) 

o Very much the same as it already 

is (1) 

 Church (3) 

o Church may need to expand 

(1) 

o Deter for the development 

annexed to the church by 

facilitating their need within 

the city triangle (1) 

o Fear over churches future 

plans (1) 

 

 Other: 

o Accentuate of the Town Hall 

and church (sympathetic)  

o This is the no change option 

o Need a ROTUNDA 

o Must protect from Southern 

wind 
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Activity in the 
Square 

Positives (+) Negative (-) Comments 

Design A 

 Definition of the space  (5) 

o Defined quieter zone helps church 

definition (1) 

o Clear areas for difference uses (1) 

o Zoning helps the clarity (1) 

o High Street is defined = increased 

way finding (1) 

o High street thoroughfare is well 

defined (1) 

 

 Intimate “zone” (2)  

 

 Other 

o Activity multifunction’s 

o Public use focus on new building 

o Respect church 

o Civic zone in best place for noise 

and activity 

o Southern wind is buffeted   

 Use of Public Space (2) 

o Overly fragments to public space 

(1) 

o Guaranteed public space is limited 

because church land is not 

guaranteed (1) 

 

 Other: 

o Sense of active space looks too 

small 

o Markets not to compete with local 

business 

o Too many triangles 

 

 This requires definition 

 Square management should module 

the uses in the buildings – they 

influence activity 

 Concern that church vetoes Public 

activity  

Design B 

 Types of activities (5) 

o Markets (1) 

o Bandstand (1) 

o Outdoor library (1) 

o Sunken garden (1) 

o Street painters  (1) 

 

 Organic activity spaces (4) 

o  More flexible (2) 

o Adaptable (1) 

o Open ended (1) 

 

 Other 

o Puts activity on high which help a 

clear definition to be establish 

o But needs more definition  

o Dockers can play 

 Structure of space (2) 

o Untidy not structured enough (1) 

o No structure (1) 

 
 Other 

o No sense of place 

o Way to empty looking on the page 

 

 Like more space but the clarity of 

defined spaces from A 

 But prefer high street clarity of Design 

A  

 Needs dedicated management 

 Use outdoor library 

 Markets tacky but like concept  

 Concern that activity is pre-planned or 

‘predicted’ 

 Plans add moveable spaces – avoid 

semi permanent = variety, adaptability 

 More large pieces around on fork-lift, 

truck flexibility  
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Landscaping Positives (+) Negative (-) Comments 

Design A 

 Hard Landscape (2) 

o Hard landscape = more civic (1) 

o Hard landscape through high street 

is highly desirable to keep open (1) 

 

 Definition/Structure of the space (2) 

o Structure people know where they 

need to be (1) 

o Clear definition of usage (1) 

 

 Other: 

o Like under cover area 

o Landscaping supports the 

designated use 

o Civic Centre open space  

o Some soft avoids an eastern block 

look – not too red or fed square  

o Allows for more events 

 Hard Landscape (5) 

o Too much harshness by having too 

much paving (1) 

o Pavement heats up in summer 

days (1) 

o Too much hard paving (1)  

o Hard areas too prescriptive (1) 

o More hardscape but less buildings 

(1) 

 

 Environmental impacts(2) 

o Need more green should be on 

north side (1)  

o Not as environmentally friendly (1) 

 

 Increase in buildings (1) 

o Less open space (1) 

 

 Should the non-commercial more 

grass 

 Fig tree’s dilemma?  

 Keep the “rings” outside Myer 

 Flexibility spaces that can go from 

hard – soft?  

 Biophilic genuinely participate in the 

ecological network that = big picture  

 Somewhere in between 

 Prefer somewhere between a & B, but 

absolutely “Hard” on High Street axis  

Design B 

 Open space provision (2) 

 Environmental Impactions 

o Green is Fremantle (2) 

o Natural environment (2) 

 Cool due to shaded vegetation 

 

 Soft/green space (6)  

o Can’t have soft where there is high 

traffic (1) 

o Square shouldn’t be a green park 

(1) 

o Turf negative (1) 

o Too much like a park, very similar 

to what’s already there; people will 

go there for the wrong reasons like 

now (1) 

o Unbalanced – too much green (1) 

o Too much soft unrealistic (1)  

 

 Too much flexibility (3) 

o Almost less flexible due to its 

definition of space (1) 

o Perhaps too much too 

contemplative  (1) 

o Too vague  (1) 

 

 Other 

  Grass (2)  

o The “pockets” of grass work 

well in front of Myer (1) 

o Warning “field” of grass may 

= Fail (1) 

 
 Trees (2) 

o  Trees in tubs for flexibility 

(1) 

o Maybe remove the 

Malelucca tree near the 

phone boxes as that 

obstructs the view of the 

Town Hall from Adelaide 

Street considerably.  (1) 

 
 Warning: best activity path is between 

Myer and Target (not necessarily 

along High Street) 

 More paths 
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o crime scene 

o Empty 

o Too high maintenance is this 

unsustainable?  

 
 

 



 

6.27. Appendix X– Independent Facilitated Workshop – Interactive Keepad Questions 

 

 Question Answer Options 

Your Gender  
1. Female 

2. Male 

Your Age 

1. 0-17 years 

2. 18-34 years 

3. 35-49 years 

4. 50-69 years 

5. 70+ years 

Where do you Reside? 

1. Within the Kings Square and Surrounds 

(Area being planned for) 

2. Within the City of Fremantle –  

but not in the Kings Square Area 

3. Outside of the City of Fremantle 

Are you a business owner in Fremantle? 
1. Yes 

2. No 

Are you a land owner in Fremantle? 
1. Yes 

2. No 

Kings Square and the Surrounding Areas Need Revitalising 

1. Strongly Agree 

2. Agree 

3. Disagree 

4. Strongly Disagree 

5. Unsure 

1a. Movement – Vehicle Flow  

(Design A: Re-finding Fremantle’s Street Pattern) 

1. Very strongly support 

2. Strongly support 

3. Support 

4. Slightly support 

5. Do not support 

1b. Movement – Vehicle Flow  

(Design B: Opening Up the Square) 

1. Very strongly support 

2. Strongly support 

3. Support 

4. Slightly support 

5. Do not support 

2a. Parking Around the Square 

(Design A: Re-finding Fremantle’s Street Pattern) 

1. Very strongly support 

2. Strongly support 

3. Support 

4. Slightly support 

5. Do not support 

2b. Parking Around the Square: 

(Design B: Opening Up the Square) 

1. Very strongly support 

2. Strongly support 

3. Support 

4. Slightly support 

5. Do not support 

3a. Shared Streets  - Pedestrians and Vehicles 

(Design A: Re-finding Fremantle’s Street Pattern) 

1. Very strongly support 

2. Strongly support 

3. Support 

4. Slightly support 

5. Do not support 

3b. Shared Streets  - Pedestrians and  

Vehicles  (Design B: Opening Up the Square) 

 

1. Very strongly support 

2. Strongly support 

3. Support 

4. Slightly support 

5. Do not support 
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 Question Answer Options 

4a. Buildings in the Square 

(Design A: Re-finding Fremantle’s Street Pattern) 

1. Very strongly support 

2. Strongly support 

3. Support 

4. Slightly support 

5. Do not support 

4b. Buildings in the Square 

(Design B: Opening Up the Square) 

1. Very strongly support 

2. Strongly support 

3. Support 

4. Slightly support 

5. Do not support 

5a. Landscaping  

(Design A: Re-finding Fremantle’s Street Pattern) 

1. Very strongly support 

2. Strongly support 

3. Support 

4. Slightly support 

5. Do not support 

5b. Landscaping  

(Design B: Opening Up the Square) 

1. Very strongly support 

2. Strongly support 

3. Support 

4. Slightly support 

5. Do not support 

6a. Activity in the Square 

(Design A: Re-finding Fremantle’s Street Pattern 

1. Very strongly support 

2. Strongly support 

3. Support 

4. Slightly support 

5. Do not support 

6b. Activity in the Square 

(Design A: Re-finding Fremantle’s Street Pattern) 

1. Very strongly support 

2. Strongly support 

3. Support 

4. Slightly support 

5. Do not support 

Overall Preference  

On balance which Design Strategy do you prefer? 

1. Finding Fremantle’s Street Pattern 

(Design A) 

2. Opening Up the Square (Design B) 
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6.28.  Appendix Y– Independent Facilitated Workshop – Detailed Keepad Results  

 
Question 1 – Test Question (No data) 

 
Question 2 – Your Gender 
 

 Responses 

 Number Percent 

Female 9 53% 

Male 8 47% 

Totals 17 100% 

 
 There was an even gender split between attendees with 53% being female and 47% being male.  

 
 
Question 3 – Age 

 

 Responses 

 Number Percent 

0-17 years 0 0% 

18-34 years 3 18% 

35-49 years 4 24% 

50-69 years 9 53% 

70+ years 1 6% 

Totals 17 100% 

 

 Just over half of the workshop attendees were between the ages of 50 – 69 years (53%) 

 Just under a quarter of the attendees were between the ages of 35 – 49 years (24%)  
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Question 4 – Where do you reside? 

 
 Responses 

 Number Percent 

Within the Kings Square and 

Surrounds (Area being 

planned for) 

0 0% 

Within the City of Fremantle –  

but not in the Kings Square 

Area 

13 76% 

Outside of the City of 

Fremantle 
4 24% 

Totals 17 100% 
 

 

 Majority (76%) of attendees reside within the City of Fremantle, but not in the King’s Square area 

 A small proportion (24%) of attendees reside outside of the City of Fremantle 

 
Question 5 – Are you a business owner in Fremantle?  

 Responses 

 Number Percent 

Yes 3 19% 

No 13 81% 

Totals 16 100% 
 

 

 Majority  (81%) of attendees are not business owners in Fremantle 

 A small proportion (19%) of attendees are business owners in Fremantle.  
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Question 6 - Are you a land owner in Fremantle?  

 Responses 

 Number Percent 

Yes 10 59% 

No 7 41% 

Totals 17 100% 
 

 

 Majority of attendees (59%) are land owners in Fremantle 

 A small proportion (41%) do not own land in Fremantle 

 
Question 7 – King Square and the surround areas need revitalising  

  Responses 

 Number Percent 

Strongly Agree 9 53% 

Agree 8 47% 

Disagree 0 0% 

Strongly Disagree 0 0% 

Unsure 0 0% 

Totals 17 100% 
 

 

 All attendees agree (47%) or strongly agree (53%) that King Square and the surround areas need revitalising.  

 
Question 8 – Movement around the Square – Vehicle Flow (Design A) 

 Responses 

 Number Percent 

Very strongly support 5 33% 

Strongly support 1 7% 

Support 1 7% 

Slightly support 3 20% 

Do not support 5 33% 

Totals 15 100% 
 

 

 Just under half of the attendees (47%) support (7%), strongly support (7%) or very strongly support (33%) the 

vehicle flow in design A. 

 A third of the attendees (33%) did not support the vehicle flow in design A.  
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Question 9 – Movement around the Square – Vehicle Flow (Design B) 

 Responses 

 Number Percent 

Very strongly support 3 19% 

Strongly support 1 6% 

Support 1 6% 

Slightly support 2 13% 

Do not support 9 56% 

Totals 16 100% 
 

 

 Just over half of the attendees (56%) do not support the vehicle flow in design B. 

 Just under a third of attendees (31%) supported (6%), strongly supported (6%) or very strongly supported 

(19%) the vehicle flow in design B. 

 
Question 10 – Parking around the Square (Design A) 

 Responses 

 Number Percent 

Very strongly support 5 29% 

Strongly support 3 18% 

Support 3 18% 

Slightly support 2 12% 

Do not support 4 24% 

Totals 17 100% 
 

 

 Majority of attendees (65%) support (18%), strongly support (18%) or very strongly support (29%) the parking 

around the Square in design A.  

 Just under a third of attendees (24%) do not support the parking around the Square in design A. 

 
Question 11 – Parking around the Square (Design B) 

 Responses 

 Number Percent 

Very strongly support 2 13% 

Strongly support 0 0% 

Support 2 13% 

Slightly support 2 13% 

Do not support 10 63% 

Totals 16 100% 
 

 

 Majority of attendees (63%) do not support the parking around the Square in design B.  
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 Just over a quarter of attendees (26%) supports (13%) or very strongly supports (13%) parking around the 

Square in design B.  

 
Question 12 – Shared Streets – Pedestrians and Vehicles (Design A) 

 Responses 

 Number Percent 

Very strongly support 8 47% 

Strongly support 4 24% 

Support 1 6% 

Slightly support 1 6% 

Do not support 3 18% 

Totals 17 100% 
 

 

 Majority of attendees (77%) support (6%), strongly support (24%) or very strongly support (47%) the shared 

streets in design A.  

 A small proportion of attendees (18%) do not support the shared streets in design A.  

 
Question 13 – Shared Streets – Pedestrians and Vehicles (Design B) 

 Responses 

 Number Percent 

Very strongly support 1 6% 

Strongly support 0 0% 

Support 2 12% 

Slightly support 3 18% 

Do not support 11 65% 

Totals 17 100% 
 

 

 Majority of attendees (65%) do not support the shared streets in design B. 

 Small proportion attendees (18%) support (12%) or very strongly support (6%) the shared streets in design B. 

 The same proportion of attendees as above (18%) slightly supports the shared streets in design B.  

 
Question 14 – Buildings in the Square (Design A) 

 Responses 

 Number Percent 

Very strongly support 2 14% 

Strongly support 2 14% 

Support 2 14% 

Slightly support 3 21% 

Do not support 5 36% 

Totals 14 100% 
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 Just under half of attendees (42%) support (14%), strongly support (14%) or very strongly support (14%) the 

buildings in the Square in design A.  

 Just over a third of attendees (36%) do not support the buildings in the Square in design A. 

 
Question 15– Buildings in the Square (Design B) 

 Responses 

 Number Percent 

Very strongly support 5 36% 

Strongly support 1 7% 

Support 2 14% 

Slightly support 3 21% 

Do not support 3 21% 

Totals 14 100% 
  

 Just over half of attendees (57%) support (14%), strongly support (7%) or very strongly support (36%) the 

buildings in the Square in design B.  

 Just under a fifth of attendees (21%) do not support the buildings in the Square in design B.  

 
Question 16– Landscaping (Design A) 

 Responses 

 Number Percent 

Very strongly support 2 15% 

Strongly support 3 23% 

Support 2 15% 

Slightly support 2 15% 

Do not support 4 31% 

Totals 13 100% 
 

 
 Just over half of attendees (53%) support (15%), strongly support (23%) or very strongly support (15%) the 

landscaping in design A.  

 Just over a third attendees (31%) do not support the landscaping in design A. 

 
Question 17– Landscaping (Design B) 

 Responses 

 Number Percent 

Very strongly support 0 0% 

Strongly support 2 15% 

Support 3 23% 

Slightly support 2 15% 

Do not support 6 46% 

Totals 13 100% 
 

 

 Just under a third of attendees (38%) supports (23%) or strongly supports (15%) the landscaping in design B.  

 Just fewer than half attendees (46%) do not support the landscaping in design B. 
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Question 18– Activity in the Square (Design A) 

 Responses 

 Number Percent 

Very strongly support 7 47% 

Strongly support 1 7% 

Support 1 7% 

Slightly support 2 13% 

Do not support 4 27% 

Totals 15 100% 
 

 

 Majority of attendees (61%) supports (7%), strongly supports (7%) or very strongly supports (47%) the activity 

in the Square in design A.  

 Under a third of attendees (27%) do not support the activity in the Square in design A. 

 
Question 19– Activity in the Square (Design B) 

 Responses 

 Number Percent 

Very strongly support 2 13% 

Strongly support 1 7% 

Support 1 7% 

Slightly support 3 20% 

Do not support 8 53% 

Totals 15 100% 
 

 

 Under a third of attendees (27%) supports (7%), strongly supports (7%) or very strongly supports (13%) the 

activity in the Square in design B.  

 Just over half of attendees (53%) do not support the activity in the Square in design B. 

 
Question 20– Overall Preference - On balance which Design Strategy do you prefer? 

 Responses 

 Number Percent 

Finding Fremantle’s Street 

Pattern (Design A) 
5 33% 

Opening Up the Square      

(Design B) 
10 67% 

Totals 15 100% 
 

 

 Majority of attendees (67%) prefer design option B, Opening up the Square.  
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6.29.  Appendix Z– Community Workshop – General Feedback and Suggestions 

 

 

  

Respondent 1 

 Fig tree factor = hard / soft not considered? 

o Built form? = to a building?  

 Management of the square = the answer? 

o Church to help fund the management team but it is independent = the business 

 Improvement district?  

 Uses in the build forms = critical 

o Therefore management structure to have influence here, flexibility paramount 

 Small bars may one day be the thing of the past, carful 

 
 

Respondent 2 

 ‘A’ All the way! It’s all about change so do it; invite more people, more growth. 

 Buildings surrounding the square to be focused on, aesthetics, very nice to look at 

 Movement should be all the way around, more people wil want to visit Myer 

 It will make the area more active and also secure 

 It will be well structured, people will know exactly where things are  

 It will be the centre, the ‘hub’ of activity 

 Not sure on shared roads etc, WA drivers are not the best 

  

Respondent 3 

 Design 

o Pick small palate of colours for street furniture 

o To much hard landscaping could create a boring and bland look – not very freo!  

o Create “branding” for Kings Square  

 Need to have a real focus on creating a space/spaces that can be used for a variety of functions for both 

residents and tourists 

o Family fun days – petting zoo, magician, face painting, story telling tent etc 

o Plays in the park 

o Beer festival eg, promoting WA microbreweries  

o Chinese New Year events 

o Jazz/Chamber orchestra sessions 

o Events such as the festival of Light in Huddersfield in the UK (look Online) 

o Strongly disagree with the addition of another commercial/civic building in the top part of the square 

which would limit the functionality/flexibility of the usage of the public space 

o How do you become part of the citizen jury?  

 

Respondent 4 

 I like the idea of opening up Newman Court providing there is shared space around the square. I would also 

suggest lining the shared space to High Street Mall which could then be opened to shared traffic 

 How about emulating Trafalgar square and putting a tall structure of Yagin in the middle of the Square.  
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6.30.  Appendix AA– Independent Citizens Jury – Agenda 
 

Agenda Item Time Responsibility 
Arrival & Registration 

Tea/Coffee 
8:45 – 9:00  

Welcome 

 Thanks Jury for nominating to be involved 

 Overview of consultation process 

 Welcome 

 Decision-making process 

9:00 – 9:05 

Brad Pettitt 

Mayor of the City of 

Fremantle 

Introduction from the Moderator 

 Overview of Citizens Jury Process 

 Description of Agenda 

 Description of the charge 

 Decision Making process for the jury  

 Overview of roles of: 

o Jurors 

o Moderator 

o Expert witnesses 

o Public audience 

o Questions process 

o Appointment of foreperson 

 Housekeeping 

9:05 – 9:20 

Moderator 

Andrew Watt 

Creating Communities 

Witness Presentation 1 – Geoffrey London (Project Leader) 

Background and evolution of the Kings Square Urban Design Strategy 

Project 

9:20 – 9:30 
Geoffrey London 

Project Leader 

Juror Questions to Witness 1 9:30 – 9:45 Moderator and Jury 

Witness Presentation 2 – Design Team (CODA) 

Description of philosophy behind the development of concept designs  

Presentation of the following three sub strategies:- 

 Movement Around the Square 

 Parking Around Kings Square   

 Shared Streets Around the Square 

9:45 – 10:05 

 
Kieran Wong 

Juror Questions to Witness 2 10:05 – 10:20 Moderator and Jury 

Witness Presentation 3 – Design Team (CODA) 

Presentation of the following three sub strategies:- 

 Buildings in the Square 

 Landscaping   

 Activity in the Square 

10:20 – 10:35 

 
Kieran Wong 

Juror Questions to Witness 2 10:35 – 10:50 Moderator and Jury 

Receipt of Nominations for Foreperson 10:50 – 10:55 Moderator and Jury 

MORNING TEA 10:55 – 11:05  

Witness Presentation 4 – Economic Imperatives  

On behalf of City of Fremantle and Sirona Pty Ltd 

11:05 – 11:15 

 
Andrew Eastick 

Juror Questions to Witness 4 11:15 – 11:25 Moderator and Jury 

Witness Presentation 5 – Land Owner Presentation 

Anglican Parish Church of Fremantle 

11:25 – 11:35 

 

Representative/s from 

Anglican Parish Church of 

Fremantle 

Juror Questions to Witness 5 11:35 – 11:45 Moderator and Jury 

Witness Presentation 6 – Community Group Presentation 

Fremantle Society 

11:45 – 11:55 

 

Representative/s from the 

Fremantle Society 

Juror Questions to Witness 6 11:55 – 12:05  
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Summation and Role of the Jury’s Deliberation 12:05 – 12:10  

Jury Deliberations 12:10 – 12:50  

Jury Findings 12:50 – 1:00  

Conclusion and Lunch 1:00 onwards 

Brad Pettitt 

Mayor of the City of 

Fremantle 
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6.31.  Appendix AB– Independent Citizens Jury – Presentation 
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6.32.  Appendix AC–Citizens Jury - Letter from the Mayor 
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6.33. Appendix AD–  Citizens Jury – Background Information 

 

 
Kings Square Design Citizens Jury Proposed Process 
 
Developed by Creating Communities In Reference to Scope provided by City of Fremantle 
 
Process amended from the Citizens Jury Manual – Jefferson Centre (2004) 
 
 
1. Description of Typical Citizens Jury from  Jefferson Center 

 
The Citizens Jury process is a comprehensive tool that allows decision-makers and the public to hear thoughtful citizen 

input. The great advantage of the Citizens Jury process is that it yields citizen input from a group that is both informed 

about an issue and a microcosm of the public. 

 

In a Citizens Jury project, a randomly selected and demographically representative panel of citizens meets for four or 

five days to carefully examine an issue of public significance. The jury of citizens, usually consisting of 18–24 

individuals, serves as a microcosm of the public. Jurors are paid a stipend for their time. They hear from a variety of 

expert witnesses and are able to deliberate together on the issue. On the final day of their moderated hearings, the 

members of the Citizens Jury present their recommendations to decision-makers and the public. Citizens Jury projects 

can be enhanced through extensive communication with the public, including a dynamic web presence and significant 

media.  

 
 
2. Citizens’ Jury Process Proposed by the City of Fremantle Project 

The following brief was provided by the City of Fremantle. on how the Citizens’ Jury process should be conducted for the 

Kings Square Project: 

 

An independent citizens’ jury will be held on Saturday 5th May (4 hours). At this event a variety of individuals and 

organisations (including interested community members) will present on the Strategies to a jury of randomly selected 

community members. This jury will evaluate the Strategies in light of these presentations, select a preferred option and 

provide feedback explaining their selection. 

 
 
3. Suggested Jury Composition 

Due to time constraints in forming the jury and the fact that the jury will only meet for four hours, it is important to ensure 

there is a proper cross section of representation that reflects the demographic profile of the Fremantle City area. Specific 

approaches will need to be made to identify and form the jury by the City of Fremantle. 

 

It is recommended to convene a 25 member jury. The following representative breakdown is recommended: 

 
 16 members reflecting the community demographics of Fremantle 

o 2 aged up to 17 years (1 female and 1 male) 

o 4 aged 18 – 34 years (2 female and 2 male) 

o 4 aged 35 – 49 years (2 female and 2 male) 

o 4 aged 50 – 69 years (2 female and 2 male) 

o 2 aged 70 years and over (1 female and 1 male) 

 
 9 Members reflecting community group representation 

o 2 Local Business Owners 

o 2 Local Land Owners 

o 1 Local Non-Government Agency Representative (i.e. Heritage Council) 

o 1 Local Multicultural Group Representative  

o 1 Government Agency Representative (i.e. FPA) 

o 1 Local Education Institution (i.e. Notre Dame University( 
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o 1 Indigenous Organisation representative 

 
4. Demographic Breakdown of Fremantle: 

The following table provides a demographic break down and associated recommended representative numbers for the 

Citizens Jury. 

 

Age 
% Per Age 

Group 

% of Fremantle 

Population 

Ratio for16 

Representatives 

Recommended 

Allocation 
Gender 

0 to 4 3.6 
13.7 

 

(age 0-17) 

2.192 2 Reps 
1 male 

1 female 
5 to 11 5.0 

12 to 17 5.1 

18 to 24 9.4 25.2 

 

(age 18-34) 

4.032 4 Reps 
2 males 

2 females 25 to 34 15.8 

35 to 49 
24.6 

 

24.6 

 

(age 35 – 49) 

3.936 4 Reps 
2 males 

2 females 

50 to 59 15.3 26.1 

 

(age 50 – 69) 

4.176 4 Reps 
2 males 

2 females 60 to 69 9.8 

70 to 84 9.1 11.4 

 

(age 70 and over) 

 

1.824 2 Reps 
2 males 

2 females 85 and over 2.3 

 
 
5. Formulating the Charge 

The charge is the task facing the jury. It usually takes the form of a question or series of questions that the jurors will 

address and answer. The charge defines the scope of the project and will guide the work of the jurors and the testimony 

of the witnesses. 

 

The charge focuses the jury on the issue and provides a framework for the jury’s recommendations. 

 

The proposed charge for this project is: 

 

 Which aspects from differing design strategies are recommended in best meeting the vision and design 

principles? 

 What changes are recommended to a strategy or strategies to best meet the vision and design principles? 

 
 
 
6. Rules of Procedure for the Kings Square Citizens’ Jury: 

To maintain the integrity of the Citizens Jury process, the following rules will be observed: 

 

1. Jurors will be sent a letter and details of their requirements prior to participating 

2. Jurors will be sent the background to the project and details relating to the Urban Design Vision and Principles for 

reading prior to the hearing 

3. Regarding contact between the jurors, witnesses, and others are to be limited to casual and brief discussions. 

4. Jurors’ names will be made public. After the jurors’ names are announced, we respectfully jurors not be contacted 

by anyone. 
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5. The hearings are not conducted using rules of procedure borrowed from the legal system. Considerable latitude will 

be given to the witnesses and advocates to make their statements. The aim of the moderators will be to ensure 

fairness, to maintain decorum, and to see that the designated topic is adhered to within broad limits. 

6. During the questioning of witnesses and advocates, jurors are asked to keep questions brief, relevant, and 

respectful in tone. Jurors should keep their questions to 30 seconds, while witnesses and advocates will be asked to 

keep their answers to two minutes or less. 

7. The hearings are public and open to an audience; the audience will not be allowed to ask questions or make 

comments during the proceedings. If for any reason the presence of a large or unruly audience inhibits the jurors in 

their work, the moderators will have the right to ask some or all of the audience to leave the room.  

8. A suggestion/comment box will be available for use by the public. 

9. The audience will be asked to conduct itself as though at a legal proceeding, remaining quiet and making no attempt 

to influence the jurors through applause, laughter, etc. 

10. The audience will be limited in size to those who can comfortably be seated in the hearing room. All cellular phones 

and pagers will be turned off during the hearings. 

 

7. Role for Citizens’ Jury Members 

The following description should be provided to Citizens’ Jury Members to outline the process and their role in 

participating as a member of the Citizens’ Jury. 

 

Kings Square is the geographical and civic heart of Fremantle and the City of Fremantle has developed the Kings 

Square Urban Design Strategy process to revitalise the square and surrounding sites as an important social and 

commercial hub in the heart 

 

The final part of this process is to appoint the Kings Square Citizens Jury. This jury is to be formed to provide an 

impartial review of the strategies developed for the Kings Square Urban Design Strategy project.   

 

The Citizens Jury process is a tool that will allow the City of Fremantle, as well as the public to hear thoughtful citizen 

input and feedback on the proposed strategies that have been developed by expert planning consultants. 

 

The jury consists of a panel of citizens who reflect the make –up of the City of Fremantle (demographic match of 

Fremantle).  

 

The Jury will attend a four hour hearing session and will examine the design strategies that have been drafted.  

 

The Citizens Jury will consist of 25 individuals and will hear from expert witnesses on the design options for revitalising 

the Kings Square Precinct. However, the process does not follow a legal process, as per a court and allows jurors to ask 

questions and deliberate together on the issue. 

 

The charges that the Jury will have to respond to are: 

 

 Which design strategy is recommended (or aspects from design strategies are recommended) in best 

meeting the vision and design principles? 

 What changes are recommended to a strategy or strategies to best meet the vision and design 

principles? 

 
After hearing all witness statements the Citizens Jury will consider and present their recommendations to decision-

makers and the public.  

 
Key considerations in how to best perform your role as a Citizen’s Juror are to: 

 
Read the summary materials sent to you before the Hearing 

You will be sent a summary of the Kings Square Design Strategy Process, as well as details of the Design Vision and 

Principles that were developed in consultation with the community. The vision and principles provide the criteria by which 

they jury should evaluate the design options presented. An agenda for the hearing proceedings will also be sent to you. 

Please read all prior to the hearing. 
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Listen with care. 

Make an effort to understand the key points and needs of others. Limit interruptions. Make a genuine effort to understand 

others before seeking to get them to understand you. 

 
Maintain focus. 

Focus is on issues not people. (Be tough on the issue and easy on the individual. Direct concern or praise to issues, not 

people.) Understand and focus on the significant. Limit digressions; keep focused; minimize stories unless they are 

pertinent to the issues discussed. 

 
Maintain a positive attitude. 

Assume good intent; do not look for hidden agendas. If the intent of another party is not clear, ask questions and seek to 

clarify their meaning. 

 
Display brevity and clarity. 

Speak clearly and concisely. Unless requested, strictly limit discussion of an issue or item to as short a statement as 

possible. In other words- no speeches. 

 
Participate fully. 

Participate and contribute to the discussion but not to dominate through interruptions or long-windedness. Express views 

rather than remaining silent when in a disagreement with meeting conclusions. 

 

Disagree positively. 

Disagree whenever needed but do so in a positive way. Be a problem solver by suggesting a better approaches or 

solutions. Adopt a cooperative attitude; look for opportunities to make changes. 

 

 

8. Role of the Witnesses 

The following description should be provided to Witnesses (e.g. CODA; Geoffrey London: Allan Kelsall, land owners, ) to 

outline the process and their role in participating as a witness at the hearing. 

 

You have been selected as an expert witness to present to the Kings Square Citizens Jury. The Citizens Jury has been 

formed to provide an impartial review of the strategies developed for the Kings Square Urban Design Strategy project.   

 

Other witnesses will be called and will include neutral resource people, stakeholders, and advocates from various sides.  

 

Witnesses must endeavour to present a balanced yet complete picture of the issue and can provide a specific 

perspective or opinion on an aspect of the issue or on the issue as a whole.  

 

Witnesses may present informational material, but their main role is to explain their position. 

 
Key considerations in how to best perform your role as a Citizen’s Juror are to: 

 
Presentations 

 Maintain eye contact with the jurors 

  Speak loudly and clearly (there may be jurors that are hard of hearing) 

  Be personable 

 Stay on task to the topic of your part of the agenda 

 Most of all have fun! This is a fun and exciting week, not only for the jurors but for you the witnesses as well. 

 
Timing 

Know your time allotment and keep your presentations within that time frame. All presentations are timed and extra time 

is not allowed. If you go over your allotted time, you will be cut off. 
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Language 

Use language that everyone, no matter what his or her background, can understand. Do not use “jargon” or acronyms 

unless you define precisely what the term means. Keep in mind that many of the jurors are unfamiliar with the topic, and 

may not understand some of the vocabulary associated with the issues. Speak clearly and concisely, to avoid confusion. 

 
Questions 

There will be time allotted for questions from the jury. Try to keep answers brief and to the point. This will ensure that 

several jurors will have the opportunity to ask questions. 

 
Materials 

Audio-visual equipment (screen, projector, display board etc…) are available for your presentation. Please let the City of 

Fremantle know in advance if you need audio-visual equipment. If you are planning on using PowerPoint limit the 

amount of text on them, as it makes them difficult to see and read. When using charts or graphs as a part of your 

Presentation, it is best to keep them as simple as possible to avoid confusion. Keep all materials simple and 

straightforward, so that they will be useful to the jurors after your presentation. Please make copies of presentations as 

handouts as well for each juror. 

 
 
9. Role of the Moderator 

The following describes the role that Creating Communities will play in moderating/facilitating the hearing:- 

 

The purpose of the moderator is to lead the jurors through the agenda in a way that enables them to understand what 

they are doing and why, and to facilitate the discussion sessions so that the jury arrives at conclusions and clear 

recommendations. 

 

The goal of deliberations and discussion sessions is to seek consensus and common ground whenever possible. 

However, consensus is not always possible. In such cases, a vote may be necessary.  

 

Considerable latitude is given to the witnesses to make their statements. The aim of the moderator will be to ensure 

fairness, to maintain decorum, and to see that the designated topic is adhered to within broad limits. 

 

A key responsibility of the moderator is to ensure that the charge questions are answered. The moderator must direct the 

discussion and deliberations in such a way so as to focus the jurors on the charge in the given timeframe.  
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6.34.  Appendix AE– Citizens Jury – Feedback and/or suggestions from the Public Audience 

 
 
Public Audience Submission 1 

 

The city has a number of previous master plans (i.e. Philimore street, Waterfront, Harbour etc) However it appears 

they are ignored/shelved. I hope the same does not happen with King’s Square.  

 

Significant amounts have been paid to consultants who provide valuable expert advice and insufficient attention is 

paid to what has happened historically and a trend for redevelopment projects.  

  

 
Public Audience Submission 2 

 

I like the idea of a very vibrant and active square where there are activities happening each day in a structured but 

informal manner. Night time needs to be addressed also so there are reasons for people to be drawn into the Square.  

 

Lots of trees are good, we don’t need any more grass as we don’t need to attract any more people who can make the 

area unpleasant e.g …. Sleeping and drinking on the grass.  

 

I presume that there will be car parking within the new buildings planned (Queensgate) so no parking around the 

square apart from St John’s Church. I like the idea of pedestrians bikes, cars sharing a common space like Holland 

etc. but have doubts because of the nature of Australian drivers to speed, so perhaps just pedestrians may be the 

way to go, maybe bikes as well.  

 

 
Public Audience Submission 3 

 

Major preference is for: 

 Shared space all around Square 

 Cycle and pedestrian only for Newman Court to allow alfresco activities 

 Lower traffic speed below 40km 

 Only civic buildings in Kings Square  

 Develop Queensgate site for mixed civic and commercial including library, tourism facilities 

 Develop William street streetscape, up to corner of Newman Court to define edges 

 Erect artwork in East corner for place making sightline 

 

 
Public Audience Submission 4 

 
Interesting process – just hope results will be taken on board because commonly the multitude of consultations is 

NOT and don’t make any difference.  

 

Elephant in the room is Scheme 49, impact of this on Kings Square will be massive. So wonder if this is planning is … 

before…. Medication administered before diagnosis made! 

 

It would be a big mistake to have this plan driven by traffic flow and parking.  
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Public Audience Submission  5 

 

Deliberation and presentations focused on cars not pedestrians. I think this is a weakness.  

 

I support some additional commercial such as cafés and restaurants that allow patrons to observe people, activity, life 

in the square.  

 

This could be part of a new vibrant library that is more like a bookshop café like Readings in Melbourne on Melbourne 

City Library. More interaction between library and square is needed and desirable. I support no cars around square 

except small no far church weddings and town hall weddings. My second preference is for shared space with cars 

and pedestrians with parking on one side. No vehicular access through Newman Court. Trees for micro-climate 

control, shade. Happy for buildings to define Newman court. Would like to see roof gardens on civic buildings, local 

trees for birds.  

 

Public Audience Submission 6 

 

Parking – has underground parking been considered such as in the square in Le Haque in the Netherlands?  Then 

alfresco around 

 

I do not agree with the removal of the taxi rank in Adelaide Street 

 

I would like to see more thought on Community space centre around the square 

 

I agree with Council admin being moved but recommend it be opened and more easily available – particularly the 

community care section 

 

I notice the economic development strategy does not include community space for meetings and activities bringing 

people into the city 

 

I do not agree with opening Newman Court to Traffic  

  

 
 

 



 

6.36.  Appendix AF–  Citizens Jury – Individual Jury Data 

 

Movement around the Square  

Design 1 A 

Positive Negative Comments 

 Accessibility/Definition (7) 

o Provides flow around square 

(3) 

o More accessible  (2) 

o More logical pattern (1) 

o Defines the square better (1) 

 

 Inviting/Vibrancy (4) 

o More inviting with more people 

and movement (2) 

o Brings more activity into the 

area (2) 

 

Other: 

 Potential for future planning 

 Safe space  

 Creates another shopping strip 

 Traffic (5)  

o Not a good idea (1)  

o Potential for increasing car 

dominance of the area 

boundaries (1) 

o Too enclosed by traffic and 

vehicles (1) 

o Do not reopen Newman 

court to traffic  (1) 

o Wouldn’t want shared 

vehicles having a sense of 

authority along Newman 

court (1) 

 

 Non-Car Movement (4) 

o Only frees up vehicle 

movement not 

bike/pedestrian (3) 

o Restricts movement by 

pedestrians (1) 

 

 Confusing network (3) 

o Confusing network (2) 

o Bad flow of cars on the 

corner of Myer (1) 

 

 Parking (2) 

o Limited access  for 

parking/delivery (1) 

o Not enough parking around 

the square to sustain the 

movement (1) 

 

 The Space (3)  

o Divides the space (1) 

o Impacts on open space (1)  

o Isolates Myer from the 

 Where are the people going in cars? 

 We need to know the intention 

 We need to reinstate high street mall to 

vehicular traffic 

 No – unless “shared streets” 

implemented 

 Leave as is  

 Should be one way 

 Reopen High Street mall to one way 

traffic leading to round house  

 Consider one way streets going to 2 

way  

 It should be 2 way  

 Where is the opening up the square 

strategy i.e. no vehicles on W& S & E 

 Hopefully the idea is to keep cars out 

of  the central area of Fremantle  

especially the town square area  

 Prefer this if 3A goes ahead  

 Interesting to hear what shop owners 

think  

 If alfresco dining opens up do we really 

want traffic?  

 Offer something different to the strip 

 I think there should be less traffic 

around the square  
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square itself  (1) 

 
 I feel this is certainly a strong 

negative 

Design 1B 

 Traffic (3) 

o Good flow of cars (1) 

o Minimize the dominance of car 

traffic around square (1) 

o Allows the whole square to be 

used, enjoyed without traffic 

going between Myer and the 

square (1) 

 

 Newman Court (2) 

o Newman court could be 

defined as a “passage” if 

pedestrians with  planting etc 

to improve this areas and 

“blocks” Myer store view  (1) 

o If development does happen 

of Myer this “blocking” would 

not be necessary (1) 

 

 Separates the square from the rest of 

the area around it 

 Navigation /flow (5)  

o Confusing navigation (2)  

o Entry to end of Adelaide 

Street (1) 

o It doesn’t flow and is 

frustrating to navigate (1) 

o Impedes movement (traffic) 

around square (1) 

 

 Safety (2)  

o Unsafe (1) 

o Accessibility is restricted 

which can lead to a 

negative feeling to what is 

in the square (1) 

 

 Status Quo 

o Nothing changes 

o Nothing grows  

 

 Appearance 

o Uninviting (1) 

o Its ugly 

 

 Only used by people looking for 

parking  

 Confusing (2) 

o for all users – need one 

treatment for all 

roads/footpaths  

o if current system was to 

remain and would hinder the 

developments purpose  

 

 

 Pedestrian Impacts (2) 

o Like to see Adelaide and 

William – pedestrian only 

Newman 

o Encourage walking not driving 

especially in this central area 

 

 Stay the same  

 Is needed vehicle access for St Church 

foundation 

 Prefer this is 3B remains  

 If it remains the same it does need 

some aesthetic development 
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Parking around Kings Square 

Design 2A 

Positive Negative Comments 

 Parking / Flow/ Access (5) 

o Good for access (1) 

o Parking for more visitors to 

Fremantle  (1) 

o Ability to flow (1) 

o Very good for cars 

o Brilliant access (1) 

o Promotes access to 

surrounding shops and areas 

(1) 

 Business Advantages (3) 

o Good for businesses (1) 

o Convenience  is a must (1) 

o People park, people shop (1) 

 “Europeanesque” 

 Good for Church 

 

 Why parking? 

 No 

 Creates a feeling of closure  

 Too much attraction for vehicles 

and there contains the space with 

cars  

 Issues with the church and parking  

 Shared streets through the middle of the 

square  

 Cars up high street mall or at least it to be 

shared 

 Much more parking 

 Church parking 

 How much parking? 

 Is it just a “token” amount? 

 Don’t need any more parking space  

 No parking at all 

 More parking may detract from square 

 Parking in Queen street would be a solution 

 Is it appropriate for our main civic centre / 

town square  

 In one sense it brings more people to 

Fremantle, secondly it closes the square a 

little  

 Upgrade point street and queens gate 

parking 

 I think we should encourage parking 

elsewhere 

Design 2B 

 Location of parking (2) 

o Parking on square side would 

not enhance square (1) 

o If any parking is allowed one 

side of street would be a 

better option (1) 

 

 Type of parking (4)  

o Limited parking (1) 

o Reserved parking (1) 

o ACROD (1) 

o Church Parking  (1) 

 Minimizes the impact of traffic 

 More sensible approach to the shared 

usage, people and vehicles and 

 Is parking really needed in front of 

Myer – service only?  

 Not inviting to see cars  

 Already lots of parking in the area 

 Short term i.e. 30 mins only  

 Less can make double transport  

 Focus on car parks  

 Would prefer that Adelaide street be closed 

to all traffic and a portion of William street 

also from the corner to parking area on the 

right  

 There is plenty of parking nearby  

 This is a better option  



 

 Creating Communities Australia Pty Ltd Page 114 

churches needs rather than cars 

flanking space 

 

 

Shared Streets around the Square 

Design 3A 

Positive Negative Comments 

 Community (3) 

o Bring more dynamic activity 

to site (1) 

o Make people more aware of 

what is going on (1) 

o Creates a sense of 

community (1) 

 

 Access (2) 

o Allows accessibility (1) 

o Excellent dual use of access 

by both vehicles and 

pedestrians (1) 

 

 Flow (2)  

o Creates flow system (1) 

o Allows a better flow (1)  

 

 Low speed vehicles 

 Better than now 

 Yes 

 Great for multiple uses  

 Allows freedom  

 Safety  (3)  

o Safety (1)  

o Pedestrian safety issue 

(1)  

o Tourists safety (1) 

 Will not work for cars 

 Still very limited access for 

services – elderly,  

owner/occupants (1) 

  

 

 Does not seem that this area needs to be a 

shared zone – (Newman street) 

 Would include queen street in shared zone, 

so people know they are entering a place  

 Underground parking could relieve density 

and solve problem of church parking  

 Good idea – less cars  

 No interest in Newman Street 

 Would like to see Adelaide street and 

William street remove traffic  

 Public might need “education” of how/what 

shared space means  

 Prefer this if 1A goes ahead  

 Pro-sharing  

 This is better option 

Design 3B 

 Small retail cafes 

 No 

 Safety 

 Movement (3)  

o Stilted (1) 

o Cars as dominant users 

(1) 

o Separates cars, bikes, 

people  (1) 

 
 Navigation (2)  

o Confusing for road users 

(1) 

o Difficult to navigate (1) 

 Stay the same 

 Less cars  

  Any consideration for the “lines” in cycling 

around the square  

 Prefer this if 1B goes ahead  

 Other than the necessary parking for the 

church I would loath more vehicles gaining 

priority as they do on market street  
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 Presence/Signposting (2) 

o Does not allow for a 

feeling on entering a 

“place” 

o Square bounded by 

roads don’t integrate 

with the buildings that 

surround them, they 

crate barriers 

 
 

 

Buildings in the Square 

Design 4A 

Positive Negative Comments 

 Civic Use (8)  

o Civic use (2) 

o Cultural use (2) 

o Official use (2)  

o Library (2) 

 

 Commercial Use 

o Commercial use 

o Retail and commercial 

buildings impact the square 

(1)  

 

 Community Benefit(9) 

o More people (3) 

o Community comfort (2) 

o Use and activation (2)  

o Safety (1)  

o More activity options (1)  

 

 Definition/Use (4) 

o Defines high street  (2)  

o Adds definition (1)  

o Increase use of space (1)  

 Loss of open space (2)  

 Do not necessarily need the 

second building  

 Retail /commercial behind town hall might be 

better positions on the other side as to flow to 

Paddy Troy  

 Would need clear understanding with the 

Church about their space  

 Loosing public square  

 Newman court at present is cold, chilly – an 

arcade would attract people to  

 Don’t need high rise  

 Famous European squares and piazzas 

where the square is surrounded by buildings, 

housing, restaurants, cafes activity links to 

alleys ways  

 Build over pass over Newman street from 

council to queens gate 

 Like arcade idea – also an area for food etc 

on rainy days  

 Only support if enough open space is still 

allowed and defined in an appropriate manner  

 Potential to put library, youth centre etc/ 

public amenities directly onto public space 

 Does the Myer building impact on the 

buildings in the square?  

 I prefer this and would suggest shops along 

the Myer frontage also 



 

 Creating Communities Australia Pty Ltd Page 116 

 Should be able to buy food, and browsing as 

well as obtain town info etc  

Design 
4B 

 Open Space (3)  

o Retaining open space (1) 

o Good for opening a space 

away from over built (1) 

o Open space will be more 

valuable in the future (1) 

 

 Has greater potential to be good 

 Localise and concentrated use and 

purpose 

 Space for what?  

 Overwhelming scale of site 

remains  

 Doesn’t connect to the positive 

vibe that Fremantle promotes  

 Presently much of seating is used by smokers 

detracting for the rest of society  

o Nominated “smoking area” would be 

helpful for both smokers and non 

smokers  

 I think this would only work if Kings Square 

became a parkland 

 

 

Landscaping: Ground Surfaces 

Design 5A 

Positive Negative Comments 

 Define active and relaxed areas  

(2) 

 

 Movement (2)  

o Wheelchair, elderly, 

infirm manoeuvrability (1) 

o Can control  movement 

(1)  

 

 Activity (3) 

o Seems more flexible for 

use (1) 

o Creates more event area 

on the hard area (1) 

o Area of congregation for 

socialites (1) 

 
 Definition (2) 

o Considered areas that 

formally describes its 

reason (1) 

o Colour changes in hard 

landscaping to define 

area (1) 

 Increase in reflected / radiant head in 

summer (2)  

 Expensive to maintain 

 

 Green walls, wall surfaces can be 

greened  

 Other landscaping than grass – 

orchards, food 

 Balance  

 Federation Square – ultimate / different 

 Mix of hard and soft, with small soft 

areas  

 Less maintenance allows for more use  

 Water features 

 Sculptures could act as an boarding tool 

to the space  
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 Esplanade is our green space 

 Less water usage required 

 More European flavour 

 

Design 5B 

 Comfort (5) 

o Greenery gives respite 

from more urban/hard 

surroundings (1) 

o Appealing to eye and 

draws people for 

picnicking etc (1) 

o Relaxing (1) 

o Potential to create slower 

space for sitting on grass 

and playing (1) 

o Better for a climate point 

of view however will 

need to be well 

maintained (1) 

 Allows structure and dimensions 

to promote different areas 

 

 Movement (5) 

o Not defined (2) 

o Restrictive (1) 

o People hesitant to move 

across the grass  (1) 

o People either use the space 

as a corridor only or as a park 

– this isn’t a park it’s a town 

square (1) 

 Too much green, not enough 

commercial or retail  

 Maintenance and quality control – e.g. 

looking after it, safety  

 Too similar to the dis-jointed space we 

have now 

 Good plan 

 Better idea – more family friendly  

 I prefer more soft surfaces that isn’t just 

grass but is a more natural garden walk  

 

 

Landscaping: Trees 

Design 6A 

Positive Negative Comments 

 Definition (10) 

o Creates defined spaces 

(4)  

o Separates the space into 

2 usable areas (1) 

o Adds sense of definition 

(1)  

o More civic / formal layout  

(1)  

o Structure (1)  

o Navigation is clear (1) 

o Delineates Church 

property (1) 

 

 Too regimented  

 Tree debris can be a negative – falling 

branches 

 Types of Trees (3)  

o Fruit trees (1)  

o Palm trees look like telegraph 

poles (1) 

o Tree selection should also be 

about habitat/wildlife attraction 

(1) 

 

 Get rid of figs (2)  

 Would like ordered trees on both 

triangles (2)  

 Would be good in select other areas 

 Removal of trees - considered heritage 

 When birds chew through branches -  
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 Appearance (3)  

o European (1) 

o Urban Jungle (1) 

o Creative and random (1)  

 

 Safe 

 Greenery/trees in the quieter area 

 Offers respect to the needs of the 

Church  

have fallen on my head at times  

 Good idea 

 If city triangle is built then more trees 

 If city triangle not built then open up  

 Defines space  

 Informal in other areas  

 Too much about form 

 Create better photographic potential for 

tourist and attendees at church 

Design 6B 

 Shading in summer (2) 

 Good for the people  

 Great from a environmental point 

of view for shade and cooling the 

area  

 Creates a pleasing and inviting 

space 

 

 Confusing, doesn’t order the space  (2)  

 Navigation (2) 

o Potentially confusing for 

navigation (1)  

o Hard to navigate (1)  

 Too disjointed and more of an ad-hoc 

solution simular to the sticky-tape quick 

fix additions to the Perth cultural centre 

 Area, trees position add to lines 

 Naturally occurring organic form 

 Tree selection should also be about 

habitat/wildlife attraction  

 

 

 

Activity in the Square 

Design 7A 

Positive Negative Comments 

 Defined space (5)  

o Better defined (1) 

o People know exactly where 

something will be held (1)  

o Concentrates distance 

from the church for 

activities (1)  

 
 Activity (6)  

o Vibrancy (2) 

o Meet the needs of more 

groups (1) 

o Promotes creativity (1)  

o Quite relaxed area around 

the church (1) 

o Concentration of activity (1) 

o Open flea market (1) 

 

 Good idea 

 Disallows for weather and seasonal 

changes 

 Over managed “feel” to square  

 Centre of square to small for any type 

of event 

 Defining the two also creates less 

space  

 Integration 

 What surrounds the activities? 

 Reinstate High Street Mall as vehicular 

 Need to keep the market  

 This is difficult as the public 

requirement is never fully answered to 

the satisfaction of everyone  

 Concern about quiet places to relax in 

not kick a football or have a 

concert/market  

 The surrounding buildings need to 

support the squares activity 

 The retail space should be used in 

relation to the events that may occur – 

bar, café, library a little boring  

 Will Council fund the management of 

the square 

 Night markets  

 The small activity space would give 
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 Great design and appropriately 

respects the needs of the church 

and the visiting public 

visitors sense of a crowd and would 

feel well altered  

Design 7B 

 Less managed “feel” to the square   Navigation (2)  

o Difficult for people to find 

their way (1) 

o people need to be 

guided/directed (1) 

 

 Identity (2) 

o Too disparate (1) 

o Lack of identity which the 

square is trying to achieve (1) 

o Space is too big for such a 

random/adhoc arrangement 

(1) 

 Might encourage anti social elements 

of activity 

 Potential for conflict of use  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

6.37.  Appendix AG –Citizens Jury – Undecided Jury members notes  

 
Design Strategy Area 1 - Moving Around Square   

Notes on why 3 jury members were undecided:  

 Don’t like either, strong oppose to increase traffic flow, lets retain access for church, discourage traffic   

 Currently, none but in the Future 1B  

 Don’t like either, strong objection to 1A so closed by so much traffic  

 
Design Strategy Area 6 - Landscaping: Trees  

Notes on why 3 jury members were undecided: 

 Trees in the Church triangle 

 William rather than city triangle 

 Remove some of the trees, replace trees different pattern 

 
Design Strategy Area 7 - Activity in Square 

Notes on why 1 jury member was undecided:  

 Not sure, need to be integrated, how does it from its identity  
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6.38.  Appendix AH –Citizens Jury – Other Notes and Suggestions  

 
Shared Space 

 Shared bike, pedestrian Newman court 

 Shared streets = positive 

 There needs to be a re-connection with High Street and Kings Square, perhaps even the same colour roads if 

the shared area goes forth around the square opening the new road Newman Street.  

 I would encourage shared roads, this will add to Fremantle’s charm and out communities 

 
Design 

 Mall and square – furniture/benches change – lack of place identity between the two places which should flow 

 Ways to actually make the square feel “smaller” 

 Colour 

 Sense of play vs. sense of formality? 

 Improving sightline e.g. From Newman to cappuccino strip, probably next to impossible without major building 

alterations 

  What about large directions first /paving as a cheap option? 

 Approve of most of what Council suggests for Fremantle. Except for the development of high rise buildings 

either commercial or residential. Most major cities in this world are now have found high rose does not produce 

a vibrant society quite the opposite in fact the only ones who will benefit from such developments are 

developers – would this council take a true consensus of Fremantle’s residents opinions and if not why not?  

 No building in city triangle if the king square 

 Adaptable use  

 Build up Council’s triangle 

 Myer / Queens gate – roof garden 

 Examples of other city squares 

 Encourage straighter sightlines 

 More public sculptures  

 
Movement 

 High Street (3) 

o To open up a high street mall to vehicular traffic absolutely necessary for Fremantle with obvious major 

implications on the proposals today. 

o Reinstate vehicular access all along high street 

o Remove pedestrian walls or keep high street reserve as well but remove other High Street mall to the 

west, link with market street 

 Two way (2) 

o 2 way roads around the square is important 

o A 2 way street access is important for flow 

 Visual connection with the nest of the city – establish cleaner sight lines (2) 

o Newman court 

o Laneways and arcades 

 Not motor vehicle on Newman Street 

 Consider the option to re-op en high street mall to one way traffic and make William street one way to the 

Fremantle oval  

 Movement/road network was only about cars, what about pedestrians and bikes 

 Assumes that all movement is in cars 

 Pedestrian and bike networks and movement patterns 

 The question of why Queen Street has been chosen as the preferred route for pedestrians to Kings Square is 

still an anomaly to me especially in view of Kieran mentioning what a hazardous, confusing route it is to 

navigate one’s way to Kings Square. It was my experience as a Fremantle Guide that visitors arriving by train or 

bus (depot) found walking straight down Market Street then left into High Street Mall to be a more direct and 

safer route with the Town Hall landmark clearly visible once the corner is turned. If visitors come by bus down 

Adelaide or High Streets they will have passed Kings Square on route. As an aside, were school children 

included in the survey numbers arriving and departing Queen Street?   

 
 
Environment 
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 Water 

 Food production 

 The square has to many trees which makes it hard to see in and out  

 Natural habitat 

 
Business Use 

 Improve retail 

 The council needs to get the owners of the buildings to repair and clean the buildings as this will help keep 

people, and businesses in the area. 

 Why are council selling the buildings to Sirona, and then buying them back later as no doubt an increased 

price?  

 Alfresco dining 

 Defiantly push for inner city hotel in Fremantle in close proximity to square 

 
Consultation Process 

 4 hours is not enough for a proper consultation, why so rushed a session if these points are important?  

 This forum should be a 4 day process. Why is a discussion about such an important part of Fremantle being 

rushed into decisions within 4 hours? It appears like a box ticking exercise for council to appease a necessary 

consultation process. We are commenting on basic diagrams without our decisions being educated of future 

plans to encourage an integrated solution, urban, landscape, buildings etc. Having said that, I encourage the 

council’s consultation with public but to a deeper level.  

 Decisions have obviously been made already – show us the scheme!  

 We need to ensure that the work goes ahead rather than go nowhere because everyone cannot agree. At the 

end of the day the council needs to make the decision and act on it otherwise Fremantle will continue to decline 

which will be a great shame for everyone. 

 While the presenters gave the jurors a wide spectrum of information to ingest/work with, it was frustrating not to 

be given more time as a jury to discuss the material and come to a well thought out, collaborative deliberation. 

Many of us felt herded into making an individual, reactive decision and would have preferred the voting to have 

happened after lunch when so many ideas and concepts were shared amongst the jurors. Also, it is worth 

noting that the tight timeframe constrained any opportunity for the Jury to formulate an alternative strategy 

option to those we were presented with and asked to vote on. 

 Fremantle  Society input great 

 
Parking 

 Church (6) 

o Church parking big issue 

o Parking for church only 

o Incorporate a slipway for church parishes – use timed bollards, shared streets  

o Compromise parking for church use – perhaps bollards 

o Church put flyers on illegal parkers 

o Create efficient and easily accessible parking for elderly patrons to Church and its employees that can 

be maintained for church use only  

 Cheaper parking / no cost parking 

 30 minutes free parking bays around square 

 Point street, Queensgate, wool stores for main parking 

 On the matter of parking, I wonder if underground parking in the new Council or Civic buildings with an 

entry/exit on the Meyers side of Queen Street might alleviate the present congestion of motorists pulling in and 

out of parking bays in Adelaide and Queen Streets bordering Kings Square? Such a facility could also ensure St 

John’s parishioners have ready access to their church; and shoppers, library patrons, and other visitors to Kings 

Square close parking proximity to their various destinations.  

 
Civic Use 

 Needs formal civic feel 

 Open the library up into the square – education is so important and is an imperative building to the Fremantle 

community, its engaging to all groups 

 Consider building facades for public visual projection (art) and presentations within the space 

 
Definition 
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 High Street 

o Need to strengthen high street 

o Define frontage onto high street reserve 

 Use well defined streetscape to funnel and direct people  

 
Business Use 

 Myer Building (2) 

o Open up the Myer building with Windows 

o Myer building should have commercial leases at the bottom of the building for designers, galleries etc 

 Incorporation of small commercial and retail leases into new developments and redevelopment of Sirona 

building.  

 Council house should be removed and put into  Queens Gate 

 The retail shops and commercial property should relate and inspire people  

 
Amenity / Activation  

 Taxi Rank (3) 

o Moved taxi rank 

o Taxi rank can be used and dedicated  to church needs if moves to William street  

o I agree to move taxi rank – it is rank  

 Amenity in the Square 

o Upgrade kids playground 

o Art wall 

o Outdoor reading area 

o Water fountain  

o More public phones 

o Childs “play” i.e. music area in front of museum in Perth 

o  Library, youth centre 

o Community garden, visitor centre 

o Night markets 

o What functions will attract people to Kings Square?  

 Opening of Myer façade 

 Public functions on street level 

 Balconies on residential buildings 

 Community driven space 

 Public functions 

o Retail 

o Civic 

o Educational 

 Management of space to activate it – how? What would be frequency of events and type? 

 
Character 

 Remember the character of Fremantle, the history when developments happen 

 How would these changes keep Fremantle, Fremantle?  

 What would these changes do to ensure Fremantle is set apart from say Perth?  

 Create a structure in which we maintain Fremantle’s identity and vibe 

 
People 

 If changes would promote congregation of youth or adolescence in Fremantle 

 Develop something in engage the young and adolescence population in Fremantle  

 
Sirona’s Plan 

 What is Sirona actually planning?  

 I can’t help but wonder that by Council selling its land to Sirona gives that company too much control over the 

development process of Kings Square. It is hoped that the cultural and civic aspects of Kings Square will not be 

swallowed up by a desire for a more lucrative commercial development option! 
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6.39.  Appendix AI – Citizens Jury – Witness Questions and Answers 
 

The following represent notes taken on  questions from the jury and responses from witnesses. These are recorded as 
best as possible and details may not be totally accurate. 
 

Witness Presentation 1 – Geoffrey London 

Questions Answer 

In the first set of design principles there was a sense of 

enclosure, has it been dropped? 

No, this remains important, but the word has been 

dropped 

Looks like Fremantle diversity in architecture, are the 

buildings to reflect Fremantle building heritage or not? 

The buildings need to complement not replicate heritage. 

There are a series of things we can look at like solid 

walls, vertical/horizontal streetscape  

How much change can be done to buildings and the 

Myer building? 

No simple answer – this is just purely an urban design 

exercise  

There seem to be two focuses – King Square and 

Queens Gate, what are we focusing on? 

Scope is linking to King Square but today is about the 

Square, the major public city space 

What about Traffic? CODA will focus on this later in their presentation 

 

Witness Presentation 2 – Kieran Wong 

Questions Answer 

Why do you see parking as a necessity?  

We are here today asking for your commentary on this, 

you might want to provide a recommendation that 

parking is not a necessity, no parking etc.  and if yes, 

how important is it  

Opening up the square – diagram shows no access – 

Adelaide and William, just service requirements 

The diagram is just to understand the space, through 

workshop feedback we have considered other options 

 

It’s important to maintain vehicle movement,  no option in 

this to completely pedestrianism focussed 

Shared Streets concept doesn’t include Queen Street? No reason why it couldn’t, however at the moment it is 

very busy particularly for public transport, high pedestrian 

flow in Queen Street also, there would be complications 

with high level of buses if made a shared street 

What priority do pedestrians have in the network? The 

Square is so important what is going to attract people, 

keep them safe, security etc? 

High street is a key asset, it’s a large space and 

activation is poor. Town Hall has no clear way and the 

library doesn’t do it affectively either. Loss of public 

space  

Do you see challenges with traffic – do you have 

examples that shows how shared street are dealt with 

positively? 

It’s unique to the square.  

 

City of Perth East End (Royal Perth Hospital) now 1 way 

use to be 2 way, now traffic management creating 

legibility turning it back to 2 way so vehicles move faster, 

less intense traffic flow, increase sense of movement.  

 

Another example, Europe’s Pushta close Square  in the 

Centre has parking on each side. 
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Witness Presentation 3 – Kieran Wong CODA 

Questions Answer 

Does grass area restrict people? Can you create active 

movement? Can you design soft landscape for 

movement?  

What’s on the surface affects movement grass not easy 

to walk on, can get soggy and then people can’t sit on it.  

Have there been any thoughts given to linking the 

Council administration building with Queens Gate/Myer 

Building over pass leaving ground level of Newman St 

open space? 

We have trialled scenarios of built form, consideration of 

street level for free movement. Not a simple solution. 

Tree selection, more than just about form? The City needs to come up with a carefully developed 

tree strategy, more than just for Kings Square, we are 

interested in what the trees should be included.  

Heights of buildings? We have not proposed heights; heights will be as per 

Scheme Amendment 49. 

 

Buildings will respect the height of the town hall. 

Are there any trees that are heritage listed? Yes, not all of them though. They are mapped. 

Is there commitment/funding for Council to manage 

activity in square  

Unaware of any commitment / funding from Council, 

however this is essential for Kings Square to be 

successfully activated. 

 

Witness Presentation 4 – Andrew Eastick  

Questions Answer 

What extent can Sirona alter the Myer building? 

Substantial – changes are significant. Its important to 

recognize the existing MOU,  where it is proposed that 

the City sells property to Sirona.  

Will all new developments be high rise? All new developments will adhere to the Amendment 49 

Have Sirona expressed strong opinions about the 7 key 

points? 

City and Sirona have been involved in all aspects of this 

project and have not expressed a view one way or the 

other.  

 

Witness Presentation 5 - Church  

Questions Answer 

Did you hire an architect? (speak on behalf) Church is talking to everyone to develop a balanced view 

Is there a model of another Church centre of city that is 

successful? 

St Georges Cathedral, there is a car park immediately 

behind.  

 

Church needs good access and parking, church needs 

create space on their own land. 

Can I assume Council is happy with Church parking 

access? 

We are here because we were invited, there is conflict 

but we understand the point of view of City of Fremantle 

– but people keep using our bays. 

What are the church’s view on landscape and activities? 

We are happy; however there is sometimes poor 

communication. We are a church - working with 

community; we provide easy access for certain services.  

 

Witness Presentation 6 – Roel Loopers – Fremantle Society  

Questions Answer 

Should there be an increase in sightlines, Newman Court 

through the mall? 

Need to open up and extend cappuccino strip – better 

space to do it.  
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6.40. Appendix AJ – Citizens Jury – Citizens Pack  
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