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CITY OF FREMANTLE 

 
Strategic Planning and Transport Committee 

 
Agenda 

 
 
1. OFFICIAL OPENING, WELCOME AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 

We would like to acknowledge this land that we meet on today is the traditional lands of 
the Whadjuk people and that we respect their spiritual relationship with their country. We 
also acknowledge the Whadjuk people as the Traditional Owners of the greater Walyalup 
area and that their cultural and heritage beliefs are still important to the living Whadjuk 
people today. 

2.  ATTENDANCE, APOLOGIES AND LEAVES OF ABSENCE 
There are no previously received apologies or approved leave of absence. 

3. DISCLOSURES OF INTERESTS 

Elected members must disclose any interests that may affect their decision-making. They 
may do this in a written notice given to the CEO; or at the meeting. 

4. RESPONSES TO PREVIOUS QUESTIONS TAKEN ON NOTICE 

There are no responses to public questions taken on notice at a previous meeting. 

5. PUBLIC QUESTION TIME 

Members of the public have the opportunity to ask a question or make a statement at 
council and committee meetings during public question time. 
 
Further guidance on public question time can be viewed here, or upon entering the 
meeting. 
6. PETITIONS 
Petitions may be tabled at the meeting with the agreement of the presiding member. 

7. DEPUTATIONS 
7.1 Special deputations 

A special deputation may be made to the meeting in accordance with the City of 
Fremantle Meeting Procedures Policy 2018. 

There are no special deputation requests. 

7.2 Presentations 
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Elected members and members of the public may make presentations to the 
meeting in accordance with the City of Fremantle Meeting Procedures Policy 2018. 

8. CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES 

Officer’s recommendation 

That the minutes of the Strategic Planning and Transport Committee meeting 
dated 21 August 2019 be confirmed as a true and accurate record. 

9. ELECTED MEMBER COMMUNICATION 
Elected members may ask questions or make personal explanations on matters not 
included on the agenda. 
10. REPORTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
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10.1 Deferred items (Council decision) 
 
SPT1909-1 HILTON HERITAGE AREA LOCAL PLANNING POLICY (LPP 3.7) - 

REVIEW OF FENCING PROVISIONS - OUTCOME OF COMMUNITY 
ENGAGEMENT AND FINAL RECOMMENDATIONS   

 
Meeting Date: 18 September 2019 
Responsible Officer: Manager Strategic Planning 
Decision Making Authority: Council 
Agenda Attachments: 1. Community Engagement Report  
 
SUMMARY 

In March 2019, Council resolved to commence community engagement on 
proposed changes to the front/street fencing provisions of the Hilton Heritage 
Area Local Planning Policy (LPP 3.7). These changes were proposed primarily in 
response to recent compliance issues relating to street fencing within the Hilton 
Heritage Area. The advertised changes aim to provide some additional design 
flexibility, whilst acknowledging the heritage attributes of the suburb.  
 
Consultation on the proposed revisions to the LPP was undertaken between 21 
June and 16 July 2019. This primarily involved a 5-question survey to which a total 
of 104 responses were received via post and online. The survey responses 
showed an overall high awareness of Hilton’s status as a heritage area but diverse 
views on appropriate fencing controls.  The majority of respondents were in favour 
of either retaining the current policy or the introduction of the proposed 
amendments.  Those who supported higher fences cited issues regarding traffic 
noise and safety, property security and privacy as some of the key reasons for 
requiring a taller fence. Of the three options to: (a) retain current policy provisions, 
(b) introduce the advertised revisions or (c) further modify the policy to allow taller 
fencing, responses were relatively evenly split with a small majority expressing 
preference for the proposed policy requirements.   
 
A report on the outcomes of consultation was considered by the Strategic 
Planning and Transport Committee on 21 August 2019. The officer’s 
recommendation was that the proposed policy revisions be adopted, subject to a 
minor additional change to extend the provisions for taller street fences which 
currently apply along South Street to properties on Carrington Street and 
Winterfold Road, which are district distributor roads.  Further amendments to the 
policy as recommended by officers were resolved by the Strategic Planning 
Committee. When the Committee recommendation was debated at the Council 
meeting on 28 August, possible further modifications were also discussed but not 
formally moved as amendments.  Council resolved to refer the item back to the 
next Strategic Planning and Transport Committee to allow further consideration to 
be given to the proposed policy content.  
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BACKGROUND 

The ‘Hilton Heritage Area’, to which Hilton Heritage Area Local Planning Policy (LPP3.7) 
applies, was planned as a ‘garden suburb’ and continues to display a number of 
characteristics which typify those planning principles. This retained character is one of 
the key reasons why Hilton is recognised as a heritage area under the Local Planning 
Scheme. 
 
As was discussed in the previous officer report from March 2019, the development 
requirements for the Hilton Heritage Area have evolved from a set of design guidelines 
adopted in 2005, to the current local planning policy which was introduced in 2010. 
These both mandated a maximum street fencing height of 1.2 metres (measured from 
the top of any retaining wall). The current policy permits a 300 millimetre high solid wall, 
with the remainder of the fencing height to be ‘visually permeable’.  
 
A review of the street fencing requirements was initiated in response to a number of 
recent compliance-related issues, specifically regarding constructed non-complying 
fences which were seeking retrospective development approval under the current policy. 
Two such proposals were presented to Council in December 2018, with Council 
choosing to defer making a decision on them pending a formal review of the fencing 
provisions of Local Planning Policy 3.7 (LPP 3.7). Council was also presented at that 
same meeting with a petition from one of the affected landowners containing 89 
signatures from approximately 70 properties.  
 
At its Ordinary meeting held on 27 March 2019, Council resolved to undertake 
community consultation on the following proposed changes to Local Planning Policy 3.7: 
 

• Reducing the visual permeability requirement for 1.2 metre high fences to 30% 
(currently 50%);  

• Providing a second fencing option allowing an increase in height to 1.5 metres 
provided that the fence is 50% visually permeable and has no solid wall portion;  

• Additional criteria to consider fencing designs which vary the policy requirements, 
most notably the ability to consider the character of existing fences across the street 
as well as the properties either side of a site when considering whether the fence 
would fit into the existing streetscape. 

 
Council also resolved that the consultation material associated with the review include 
clear explanations and graphic illustrations of fencing options. Further information on the 
circumstances of this review and background to the Hilton local planning policy can be 
obtained in the previous Council report on this project from March 2019 (SPT1903-1). 
 
A report on the outcomes of consultation was considered by the Strategic Planning and 
Transport Committee on 21 August 2019. The officer’s recommendation was that the 
proposed policy revisions as advertised for public consultation be adopted, subject to a 
minor additional change to extend the provisions for taller street fences which currently 
apply along South Street to properties on Carrington Street and Winterfold Road, which 
are district distributor roads.  Further amendments to the policy - to allow a 0.3m solid 
component to fences at 1.5m and to allow 1.5m high fences with 50% visual permeability 
‘as of right’ - were resolved by the Strategic Planning and Transport Committee. When 
the Committee recommendation was debated at the Council meeting on 28 August, 
possible further modifications were also discussed but not formally moved as 
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amendments.  Council resolved to refer the item back to the next Strategic Planning and 
Transport Committee to allow further consideration to be given to the proposed policy 
content.  
 
 
CONSULTATION 

Consultation on the local planning policy changes was undertaken in accordance with 
the ‘deemed provisions’ of the Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) 
Regulations 2015 and the City’s Local Planning Policy 1.3 between 21 June to 16 July. 
This consultation aimed to provide information on the proposed policy changes, as well 
as serving to increase awareness of Hilton’s heritage significance more generally.  It 
involved the following: 
 

• Online survey via My Say Freo seeking community views on fencing in Hilton 
generally, as well as the proposed changes to the fencing provisions; 

• Hilton Fencing Options Brochure providing a visual guide to some of the front 
fencing designs available to landowners under the existing and proposed policy; 

• Randomised letter drop, including a hard copy of the above-mentioned survey and 
information brochure with reply-paid envelope, to 350 property owners and 
occupiers within the Hilton Heritage Area. Those who received an individual letter 
also had the option of completing the survey online via Survey Monkey;  

• Information Pack providing an overview of the history of Hilton as a ‘Garden 
Suburb’, including historical imagery, as well as the existing and proposed front 
fencing rules; 

• ‘Drop-In’ community information session held at the Hilton PCYC on Saturday 6 
July; 

• Information video on the City’s You Tube channel (embedded on the My Say Freo 
page) which provides further background to the Hilton Heritage Area and 
summarises the proposed policy changes.  

 
At the conclusion of the consultation period, 104 survey responses were received. This 
consisted of both hard copy surveys as well as those completed online. The attached 
consultation report details the outcomes of this consultation process and specific 
comments, which are summarised below. 
 
Hilton Heritage Area 

• Very high level of awareness amongst respondents of Hilton’s status as a 
Heritage Area under the Local Planning Scheme, and that planning approval by 
the City is required for all street fencing in the Hilton heritage area. 

 
Fencing Height 

• A slight majority of respondents answered that they either currently have or would 
consider a fence up to 1.2 metres in height, as per the existing policy 
requirements. 

• Many respondents also have, or consider they need, a fence greater than 1.2 
metres in height.  

• Some respondents either preferred no street fencing at all, or resided on a 
rear/battle-axe site and therefore did not require a fence. 
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Policy Preference 
• A slight majority stated that the proposed provisions suited their needs better than 

the current policy. However, a number of respondents still chose the current policy 
as their preferred option. 

• Reasons cited for maintaining the current policy, or for preferring no fencing, 
related to maintaining the heritage character of the suburb and encouraging an 
open feel to streetscapes to encourage interaction. 

• Those who had a preference for fencing higher than 1.2 metres raised matters 
relating to privacy, crime prevention, dealing with sloping sites and keeping dogs 
in as key reasons for needing a taller street fence. 

 
Other Comments 

• There is a desire to mitigate traffic noise on busy roads (e.g. Carrington Street).  
• Concern regarding the removal of mature trees in the suburb was expressed. 
• Council should not dictate the types of fences people can and can’t build. 

 
OFFICER COMMENT 

Original Report Content (August 2019) 
The consultation undertaken on the proposed changes to the fencing provisions of LPP 
3.7 has shown that whilst there is little consensus on this issue, there is a high degree of 
awareness within the community of Hilton’s significance as a Heritage Area. It has also 
shown that, despite recent compliance issues relating to street fences within the area, 
there is general support to retain low and open front fences in keeping with the ‘Garden 
Suburb’ characteristics. At the same time, there is a desire for additional flexibility in the 
policy to allow for alternative fencing heights and styles to be considered.  
 
It is pertinent to note that a majority of survey respondents would be satisfied with front 
fences 1.5 metres in height or less, or alternatively would prefer no fence at all. As noted 
above, when asked to express a preference for a policy option (existing, proposed or 
‘other’), a slight majority also considered that the proposed policy changes better suited 
their needs than the current policy, although a substantial proportion still preferred the 
current policy or wished for other options to be investigated. Many open survey 
comments stated that the proposed revisions strike the right balance between providing 
an increased level of flexibility, whilst recognising heritage characteristics. Whilst 
comments were received expressing concerns in relation to security and privacy, this did 
not necessarily correlate to a desire for front fences exceeding the 1.5 metre maximum 
proposed. Given this, officers consider it appropriate for Council to adopt the proposed 
changes to the policy as-advertised, with a minor modification to extend greater flexibility 
along the busier streets of WInterfold Road and Carrington Street (as per existing South 
Street provisions). This is reflected in the recommendation that concludes this report. 
 
Other Options 
 
If Council is of the mind that further changes to the policy are warranted to address some 
of the fencing height, privacy and security concerns raised in survey responses, then the 
following additional changes could be considered: 
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• Providing an additional fencing option to allow for fences up to 1.8 metres in 
height with a minimum visual permeability of 80% and no solid wall (other than 
retaining).  

o Allowing for this option would allow for fencing to exceed 1.5 metres, with the 
trade-off being an increased level of visual permeability.  

o This would provide for low (1.2m), medium (1.5m) and high (1.8m) fencing 
options within the policy.  

o It would essentially restrict 1.8m high fences to wrought-iron, pool-style fencing 
or ‘post and wire’ styles (recognising that this option could be well or very 
poorly executed). 

• Maintaining the proposed fencing heights but allowing additional solid wall.  
o A low solid wall of 300 millimetres could be introduced for the 1.5 metre 

fencing option.  
o Some survey responses stated a preference for a low solid wall to be allowed 

for 1.5 metre high fences, to allow for sloping sites and keep pets and soils in. 
 
Previous options discussed by Council include applying default R-Code provisions (1.2m 
solid with open style up to 1.8m) or a variation of this (perhaps restricting the solid 
component to 0.75m).  Extension of a variation to properties where the primary outdoor 
living area is located in the front garden has also been considered but would result in an 
inconsistent streetscape and present a somewhat arbitrary appearance. 
 
It is noted that none of the above options are recommended from a heritage conservation 
perspective and as such are not included as part of the officer’s recommendation. Site 
works and retaining walls can be considered on a case by case basis separately to front 
fences, in accordance with Clauses 5.3.7 and 5.3.8 of the Residential Design Codes, 
with fencing height measured from the top of any (approved / permissible) retaining wall. 
 
Alternatively, given that a large number of responses indicated satisfaction with the 
current policy provisions, and some even preferred the appearance of no street fencing 
at all, Council also has the option to not introduce any changes. 
 
A positive outcome of the engagement under any scenario is an increased awareness of 
the requirement for planning approval for front fencing. 
 
Winterfold Road and Carrington Street 
 
In addition to the above matters, it was noted in some submissions and during the 
community information session that greater height concessions should be provided for 
fences fronting major roads such as Carrington Street and Winterfold Road. This was 
mostly due to issues regarding traffic noise and safety. Given the variation which 
currently applies to South Street (allowing open style fencing to 1.8m on the basis of its 
status as a regional road and its physical characteristics) and that these roads are 
classified as District Distributor (A) roads under the City’s road hierarchy and act as the 
border to the Hilton Heritage Area, this could be considered.  The lower order status of 
the roads makes the case less compelling than for South Street but, on balance, it is 
recommended that the same fencing standards which currently apply to South Street be 
extended to these roads.  The relevant policy wording changes are included in the 
following officer recommendation.   
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Other Changes 
 
A further option Council may wish to consider could include extension of planning 
approval exemption for compliant fences.  This would reduce the level of scrutiny fences 
receive but would also reduce administration / ‘red tape’ and provide a further (slight) 
incentive for compliance.  Should this option be supported, it could be relatively easily 
effected following (and assuming) gazettal of planning scheme amendment 78 (currently 
with the WAPC for final approval) and the transfer of application exemption provisions to 
policy.   
 
Additional Officer Comment (September 2019) 
 
As stated in the Background section above, when the Strategic Planning and Transport 
Committee considered this item on 21 August 2019 it resolved to amend the officer’s 
recommendation to allow a 0.3m solid component to fences at 1.5m and to allow 1.5m 
high fences with 50% visual permeability ‘as of right’. 
 
This is presented as the Committee Recommendation at the end of this report. 
 
When this Committee recommendation was debated at the Council meeting on 28 
August, possible further modifications were also discussed but not formally moved as 
amendments. In the interests of good governance, Council resolved to refer the item 
back to Committee to ensure its comprehensive consideration. 
 
These suggested further modifications to the policy provisions were: 

1. To retain the visual permeability requirement for fences up to 1.2m at a minimum 
of 50%.  

2. To increase the visual permeability requirement for fences up to 1.5m to 85% in 
order to maintain a better degree of surveillance and connection between 
dwelling, garden and street. 

 
Debate on this policy continues to centre on balancing an appropriate degree of security 
and usability for garden areas with the heritage attributes of the area, and in particular 
what is an appropriate degree of visual permeability to maintain a sense of an open 
streetscape and connection between dwelling, front garden and street. The following 
points have been made in support of a case for requiring greater permeability than the 
30% (1.2m high fences) and 50% (1.5m high fences) currently stated in the Committee 
recommendation: 
 

1. 50% visual permeability provides relatively little visibility at the oblique (i.e. for 
people moving along the street, rather than looking at a property directly) and that 
30% provides even less, reducing both visual surveillance and a sense of an open 
streetscape and connection between dwelling, garden and street. 

2. Given that the average height of an adult male is around 1.8m with eye level at 
1.6m, and that most women, children and car passengers are relatively lower, a 
greater degree of permeability should be provided for fencing at 1.5m in particular. 

 
Approximate examples of the relative degrees of visual permeability are provided below: 
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 30% Visually Permeable 
 

50% Visually Permeable 
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85%+ Visually Permeable (unscreened portion) 
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Traditional Fencing 
 

 
Contemporary Traditional Fencing 
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Low 30% Visually Permeable 
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High 30% Visually Permeable Fencing (with retaining and pillars) 
 
The appropriate balance between considerations of heritage, streetscape, privacy, 
security and useability remains a relatively subjective judgement. However, if after further 
consideration the Committee is minded to support modifications to the policy as outlined 
at the 28 August Council meeting and set out above, the following amendment to the 
current Committee recommendation at the end of this item would be appropriate: 
 
Amend part 2 of the recommendation to read as follows: 
 

1.5 Street Walls and Fences 
 
1.5.1 Street walls and fencing forward of the building line shall be: 

• a maximum height of 1.2 metres and shall be a minimum 50% 
visually permeable above 300 millimetres; or 

• a maximum of 1.5m in height and a minimum of 85% visually 
permeable above 300 millimetres. 

 
Council should note that notwithstanding the exact height and visual permeability 
provisions resolved for final adoption in the policy, there are still likely to be existing and 
future cases of fences in the Hilton Heritage Area which will not comply with the policy 
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and will therefore require discretionary merits-based assessment where development 
applications are submitted (either prospectively or retrospectively in response to 
compliance action). 
 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 

There are no financial implications relating to this report. 
 
LEGAL IMPLICATIONS 

The procedure for making and amending local planning policies is outlined within 
Schedule 2 of the Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 
2015. The City has followed these procedures accordingly. 
 
VOTING AND OTHER SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS 

Simple Majority Required. 
 
COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 

Council: 
 
1. Note the outcomes of the community consultation on the proposed changes to 

Local Planning Policy 3.7, as detailed in agenda Attachment 1. 
 
2. Adopt the following amendments to clause 1.5 of Local Planning Policy 3.7: 

Hilton Garden Suburb Heritage Area, in accordance with Schedule 2, Clause 4 
(3) of the Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 
2015: 

 
1.5 Street Walls and Fences 

 
1.5.1 Street walls and fencing forward of the building line shall be: 

• a maximum height of 1.2 metres and shall be a minimum 30% 
visually permeable above 300 millimetres; or 

• a maximum of 1.5m in height and a minimum of 50% visually 
permeable above 300 millimetres. 

1.5.2 For properties located on the following streets, front fencing shall be 
visually permeable above 1.2 metres to a maximum height of 1.8 
metres, with piers no higher than 2.0 metres: 

 
• South Street, between Stock Road and Lee Avenue. 
• Carrington Street, between South Street and Winterfold Road.  
• Winterfold Road, between Carrington Street and Collick Street. 
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1.5.3 Solid masonry (brick) rear fencing shall be permitted for those 
properties backing onto Stock Road to a maximum height of 2.0 
metres. 

 
1.5.4 Council may, at its discretion, vary the requirements of clause 1.5.1 

where it is satisfied that the proposed street wall and/or fence: 
 

a. Is consistent with character of the prevailing streetscape 
(including, in relation to this clause only, the house directly across 
the street and the three houses on either side of that opposing 
house, where these are located within the Hilton Heritage Areas) 
AND maintains clear surveillance between the street and the 
dwelling. 

 
Notwithstanding this, visually impermeable fencing above 300 
millimetres in height will not be supported.   

 
1.5.5  Fencing with a high proportion of visual permeability and reflective of 

fencing styles and materials traditional to the area (primarily post and 
wire/mesh infill) is strongly encouraged.   

 
3. Publish notice of the revisions to Local Planning Policy 3.7 within the local 

newspaper and on the City’s website, in accordance with Schedule 2, Clause 4 
(4) of the Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 
2015. 
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10.2 COMMITTEE DELEGATION 
SPT1909-2 CITY CENTRE - GATEWAY -  CONCEPT DESIGN - PARRY / QUEEN 

VICTORIA STREET INTERSECTION   
 
Meeting Date 18 September 2019 
Responsible Officer: Manager City Design and Projects 
Decision Making Authority: Committee 
Agenda Attachments: 1. Stakeholder Engagement Summary 

2. Concept Design  
 
SUMMARY  

In February 2019 Council supported a draft Concept Design for improvements to 
the Parry / Queen Victoria / Adelaide Street intersection, subject to further design 
development prior to community consultation. Concept development (including 
initial traffic modelling) and consultation with key stakeholders has now been 
completed. The final Concept Design documents are presented in this report.   
 
It is recommended that Council approves the Concept Design for Parry / Queen 
Victoria / Adelaide Street Intersection for the purposes of: 
 

• finalising a holistic urban design Concept Design, ready to proceed to further 
project stages, subject to funding, resourcing and programming; and 

 
• establishing a strategic / urban design template for other key gateways into 

the low speed core of the city centre. 
 
BACKGROUND 

In response to the lack of legibility and perceived safety issues at the Parry / Queen 
Victoria / Adelaide Street intersection, the City has undertaken the following steps:  
 

• Established grant funding of $175,000 through a grant application through Perth 
Bicycle Network (PBN) for funding in 2018/19 focussing on cycling improvements. 
Funding through the PBN was reconfirmed in 2018/19. 

 
• The project was however deferred by Council in 2018/19, requesting Officers seek 

a more holistic design that addresses the needs of all road users and to establish a 
gateway ‘presence’ at this location. The same value of grant funding ($175,000) 
through the PBN was reconfirmed for 2020/21. 

 
• An urban design approach was subsequently adopted to review the strategic 

context, investigate issues, establish design objectives, test scenarios and generate 
a draft concept plan. This concept plan was supported by Council on 27 February 
2019, subject to community engagement and further concept design development. 
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FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 

STAGE 1:  Road geometry and traffic signal upgrades to satisfy the requirements of 
the PBN grant; addressing pedestrian and cyclist safety: 

• Total estimated cost $730,000 – (50/50 grant / municipal funding) 
• $175,000 grant funding already secured. $325,000 municipal 

funding forecast for 2020/21 in the City’s Ten Year Financial 
Plan. 

• The current shortfall of $230,000 to be addressed through an 
application for increased PBN grant funding and an adjustment in 
the municipal element of the Ten Year Financial Plan. 

• Target year for Stage 1 construction, 2020/21.  
 

STAGE 2:  Landscaping and place-making elements to fully create the sense of  
   place at this important gateway: 

• Cost and dates to be determined. 
 
The final project cost estimate will be subject to detailed design. Budget provision 
beyond Stage 1 will be further considered as part of the Ten Year Financial Planning 
process. 
 
LEGAL IMPLICATIONS 

Nil 
 
CONSULTATION 

Preliminary community engagement on the overall concept has been completed. The 
focus was on properties within the area of proposed changes as well as key interest 
groups such as the precinct group and bicycle user group. All stakeholders in the vicinity 
of the intersection were positive about the ideas for improvement at this intersection. 
 
A further program of detailed engagement will be carried out closer to the project’s 
anticipated implementation – where the community might be able to input more 
meaningfully on aspects of landscape design and place-making.   
 
The initial stakeholder engagement report is provided as an attachment. 
 
OFFICER COMMENT 

Strategic Objectives and Principles 
Fremantle’s Integrated Transport Strategy identifies the city centre as a pedestrian and 
cycle-friendly area by promoting active and public transport and limiting car parking and 
speed limits.  
 
In this context, main gateways to the city centre are important in creating a transition 
from vehicle dominated areas outside of the city centre to the shared, low-speed city 
core. Providing a safe transition for all modes of movement has been a key principle in 
finalising the concept. The transition area reinforces the shared low speed area by 
increasing awareness of cyclist and pedestrian priority and reducing vehicle speed. 
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Moreover, it creates a welcoming arrival experience to the city centre through the use of 
street trees, landscaping and furniture. 
 
The transition area creates a legible and safe intersection for all modes of movement 
with various abilities: 
 

•  Pedestrians – by creating a wider footpath and improvements to the signals that 
will include pedestrian push button facilities. 

 
•  Non-confident cyclists – by creating a wider footpath with an off-road cycle lane 

and shared crossing areas to be used by cyclists and pedestrians. 
 

•  Confident cyclist – by providing on-road designated cycle lane and priority areas 
at the intersection with line-marking and appropriate finishes to provide visual 
cues for all road users. 

 
•  Vehicles – by raising awareness of the transition area and shared low speed area 

by lowering vehicle speeds through the tightening of geometry; and changes to 
levels, signals, line-marking, material and finishes.  

 
To improve the intersection, especially for pedestrians and cyclists, the following design 
principles underpin the final concept plan:  
 

• Improve safety and legibility for all users. 
• Increase the amenity for cyclists and pedestrians. 
• Create a sense of arrival to / exit from, the city core.  

 
The final concept design is consistent with the role of Parry Street as a secondary bicycle 
route in the strategic bike network identified in the Bike Plan 2019 – 2024, which was 
adopted by Council in August 2019. The ‘project pipeline’ section of the Bike Plan also 
includes the improvement works at the Parry / Queen Victoria / Adelaide Street 
intersection described in this item and the attached concept design. 
 
Key Design Changes to the Intersection 
To address the overall urban design objectives and principles, the following key changes 
to the intersection form the basis of the final concept:   
 

1. Simplifying and Improving the Intersection Geometry - Changing the 
intersection geometry by removing slip lanes and also reducing the road width in 
major roads approaching the intersection, creating wider footpath for pedestrians 
and cyclists. In addition, it assists with reducing vehicle speeds and consequently 
increasing safety.  Moreover, this helps to create defined corners that enhance 
sight lines for all modes as well as enhance legibility for pedestrians and cyclists.  

 
2. Introducing the shared crossings for pedestrians & cyclists - To increase the 

safety and legibility at crossing points, pedestrians and cyclists will have clearly 
defined shared areas with improved signals / lanterns. These facilities will be of 
significant benefit to slower, less confident cyclists.  
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3. On-road Cycle Lane Connectivity – Safe transition areas are created for on-
road cyclists to remain on-road through the intersection by providing designated 
cycling lanes; head start areas; and bicycle loops/detection.  These facilities will 
be attractive for faster, more confident cyclists who choose to remain on-road.  

 
4. Changing Surface Finishes / Levels / Landscaping – Providing wider footpaths 

at the intersection will create an opportunity for improving the streetscape through 
tree planting and landscaping. Applying different finishes / textures as well as 
adjusting levels will further reinforce this intersection as an important transition 
space into the city centre with a focus on pedestrian amenity.   

 
Traffic Modelling and Approvals from Main Roads WA (MRWA) 
Initial data collection and traffic modelling has been accepted by MRWA as 
representative of the existing conditions at the intersection. Further modelling has also 
been completed demonstrating the changes that the concept design will have on traffic 
flows. Initial results indicate that the design, if implemented, would generate a level of 
service at this intersection that would be accepted by MRWA.  
 
Department of Transport and PBN Funding 
Indications to date suggest that future funding opportunities through the PBN remain 
positive. The City has lodged a recent application to Department of Transport to increase 
the funding contribution from $175,000 to $365,000. The application is based on the 
concept design contained in this report.  
 
Project Delivery / Sequencing / Risks 
Until the funding aspects of this project are fully understood and secured, it is not 
possible to provide certainty around the timing of its implementation. At this stage, the 
following sequencing is considered ‘best case scenario’ in terms of project delivery: 
 
Stage 1  2020/21 – Upgrading the intersection geometry and signal infrastructure.  
 
Stage 2 2021 onwards – Landscape improvements (hard and soft) subject to further 
   detail design, community engagement and municipal funding. 
 
The primary risk is to ensure that the City secures funding in order to complete this 
project and implement the changes to address bicycle and pedestrian improvements.  
 
Urban Design and Project Staging 
At a recent discussion between Elected Members (IEM, 2 September 2019) a framework 
was presented that set out the process for complex urban realm projects, such as the 
redesign of the Parry / Queen Victoria / Parry Street. The final Concept Design attached 
to this report is considered to adequately respond to the strategic urban context and 
provide a holistic response at a concept plan level. The next stage, subject to resourcing 
and funding, will be detailed design and documentation of work packages.  
 
 
VOTING AND OTHER SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS 

Simple Majority Required 
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OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION 

The Strategic Planning and Transport Committee, acting under delegation 1.1, 
approves the concept plan for the Parry / Queen Victoria / Adelaide Street 
intersection as shown in Attachment 2 of the committee agenda dated 18 
September 2019 for the purposes of: 
 

1. Development of detailed design.  
 

2. Progression to a staged implementation program, subject to Perth Bicycle 
Network (PBN) grant approval and funding allocation through the Councils 
annual budget process.  
 

3. Creating a strategic ‘design template’ which may be used to apply similar 
principles to other gateways into the low-speed, shared-use core of the City 
in order to scope and plan for future projects. 
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SPT1909-3 PLANNING REFORM AND SCHEME REVIEW UPDATE   
 
Meeting Date: 18 September 2019 
Responsible Officer: Manager Strategic Planning 
Decision Making Authority: Committee 
Agenda Attachments: 1. Action Plan for Planning Reform Summary 

2. Action Plan for Planning Reform Contents Page 
 

 
SUMMARY 

In July 2018, Council deferred the conduct of a review of its local planning strategy 
and scheme, pending the outcomes of the green paper on planning reform.  On 13 
August 2019, the state government released its Planning Reform Action Plan.  This 
does not include significant changes to the scheme review process (in contrast to 
the green paper proposals).  The purpose of this report is to consider the 
recommendations of the Action Plan and its implications for the scheme review. 
 
This report recommends that the Strategic Planning and Transport Committee, 
acting under Delegation 1.1, request staff to prepare a Scheme Review Report in 
accordance with the Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) 
Regulations 2015 to provide a formal basis on which to determine how to proceed 
with a review of the planning scheme.  
 
BACKGROUND 

The Planning and Development Act 2005 requires that local planning schemes be 
reviewed every 5 years.  The Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) 
Regulations 2015 (‘the Regulations’) include a requirement for a Local Planning Strategy 
as a precursor to and explanation of a new Local Planning Scheme.  The Regulations 
also introduce a requirement for local governments to complete a review of their current 
scheme and local planning strategy and to submit this to the WAPC with a 
recommendation on whether the documents are: 

- Satisfactory; 

- Should be amended; or 

- Should be replaced. 

Council considered a report on how to address these requirements in March 2018 
(SPT1803-4).  This recommended a staged approach to the review involving: 

1. Completion of a Scheme Review Report 

2. Updates to the Local Planning Strategy 

3. Identification through the above of individual issues/areas requiring review in the 
scheme (for example, these might include but not be limited to: 

a. Model Scheme Text Alignment 
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b. Normalization (rezoning) of resolved (i.e. fully developed-out) Development 
zones 

c. Review of land use definitions and levels of permissibility 

d. Establishment of coastal planning Special Control Areas) 

However, with the subsequent release of the Green Paper on Planning Reform which 
recommended wholesale changes to the process of scheme review and preparation, 
Council resolved on 25 July 2018 to: 
 
Defer the preparation of:  
 

a) a Scheme Examination Report in accordance with the requirements of the 
Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015 and 

b) an updated Local Planning Strategy based on the strategic direction of the 
Strategic Community Plan and subordinate strategies of Council, 

 
until further guidance is available on the form and content of local planning 
frameworks as recommended in the Green Paper on Planning Reform currently 
being advertised for public comment.  (SPT1807-01) 

 
The state government recently announced its intention not to proceed with a white paper 
on planning reform but instead to prioritize a few key initiatives.  On 13 August 2019, the 
state government released its Planning Reform Action Plan outlining these.  
 
The purpose of this report is: 

1. To consider the Planning Reform Action Plan and its potential implications for the 
City; 

2. To consider whether and how to progress with update of the City’s principal town 
planning instruments.   

 
OFFICER COMMENT 

PLANNING REFORM ACTION PLAN: 
The Green Paper on Planning Reform made sweeping recommendations for reform 
(refer item SPT1806-5).  The areas prioritised in the much more focussed Action Plan 
are grouped under: 
 

1. Planning creates great places for people (4 recommendations) 
2. Planning is easier to understand and navigate (5 recommendations) 
3. Planning systems are consistent and efficient (10 recommendations) 

 
A summary of the actions is provided at Attachment 1.  A snap shot of the contents page 
at Attachment 2 provides a further overview.  Full details can be viewed online at 
https://www.dplh.wa.gov.au/action-plan.   
 
The majority of recommendations are supported in principle.  Several of key note and 
potential interest to Council include: 
 

https://www.dplh.wa.gov.au/action-plan
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1. Advancement of urban transport corridor planning (potentially applicable to South 
Street, the southern transport corridor and Stirling Highway). 

2. Continued pursuit of a more design-based approach (though the Design WA suite 
of reforms). 

3. Increased focus on strategic planning and the establishment of stronger 
connections between planning strategy and standards. 

4. Continued pursuit of standardisation of planning schemes (with further changes to 
the Planning Regulations likely to introduce further ‘deemed provisions’). 

5. Review and potential standardisation of commercial parking, variation and cash in 
lieu requirements. 

6. Review of referral processes (including the creation of a specific position in Main 
Roads WA to provide responses to proposals on urban corridors which balance 
traffic and land use planning considerations). 

7. Review of structure planning and infill planning instruments to ensure that these 
are fit for purpose (refer to separate report on draft Precinct Design policy). 

 
In relation to the review of local planning schemes the Action Plan is seeking to: 
 

1. Establish local planning frameworks which are more legible and have clear 
strategic direction through: 

a. Introduction of greater ‘line of sight’ between strategic and statutory 
documents (including through up–to-date local planning strategies which 
explain scheme content, and more direct reference to state planning 
policies); 

b. Inclusion of a ‘local strategic statement’ (not yet described in detail) in local 
planning schemes; 

c. More streamlined, less burdensome requirements for strategic planning, 
allowing these to be more easily maintained and updated; 

d. Retention of capacity for local schemes to include a limited number of 
mandatory (non-variable) development requirements (previously 
contested). 

 
2. Promote greater consistency in planning and local schemes through 

recommendations that the WAPC: 
a. Clarify of the role and restriction of use of local planning policies, and 

establish a requirement that these be in a standardised form, and reviewed 
5 yearly; 

b. Develop a suite of standardized land use permissibility, some of which will 
be mandatory (i.e. ‘deemed’) and some of which will be advisory; 

c. Develop a suite of standard development standards and requirements 
(including exemption of some land uses).   

 
The Action Plan outlines a rough program for these actions, with regulation change (to, 
for example, introduce new ‘deemed’ provisions) consistently listed as a ‘future’ action. 
 
The direction of the Plan indicates an attempt to balance imperatives for a simpler, more 
consistent and streamlined planning system with one which is effective and contextually 
responsive.   
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The move towards increasingly high levels of state direction on local planning content is 
consistent with previous reform packages and suggests an increasing intolerance 
towards ‘non-compliant’ schemes as the system is dependent on these to align.  It also 
invites increased challenge to non-aligned approaches.  
 
 
SCHEME REVIEW: 
The City’s current scheme was gazetted in March 2007 and has been subject to 79 
amendments (to date) to maintain its currency.  It is broadly but not fully compliant with 
the Model Scheme Text.  A significant variation between it and more recent schemes is 
that it includes a far higher proportion of development standards within the scheme text, 
rather than in local planning policy.   These are both aspects the City will be expected, 
sooner or later, to address to align the scheme with the more consistent approach being 
promoted by the Commission.  It will also be necessary to allow some of the reform 
initiatives to integrate into the local framework.  Ultimately, the Minister could require this. 
 
The City’s strategic direction and priorities are defined in the Strategic Community Plan 
and associated ‘informing strategies’ (such as the Economic Development Strategy).  
The Local Planning Strategy and Scheme are essentially implementation tools to 
translate broader objectives into statutory planning controls.  The current Local Planning 
Strategy was prepared in 2001 and due to its age a clear explanation of linkages 
between the scheme, overarching Council strategic intentions and priorities and current 
state planning policy is missing.  This is problematic because: 
 

1. It reduces the ‘legibility’ of the scheme and both public and professional 
understanding of its content and intent. 

2. It casts doubt as to the alignment of the scheme with state planning policies, 
creating a source of debate with applicants and, on occasion, the WAPC and 
JDAP on the suitability of scheme provisions, resulting in their treatment with 
lesser regard. 

3. It reduces the capacity of the City to respond to the more ‘strategically led’ 
approach to applications being advanced in the assessment of some proposals, 
creating administrative burden and reducing the City’s ability to defend its position 
against challenge.   

 
Finally, the age of the scheme means that variation to subdivision controls can be 
considered, and a more conservative approach is being applied by the WAPC to the 
processing of scheme amendments.   
 
The Planning Reform Action Plan removes the uncertainty about scheme review 
processes previously identified, and creates additional impetus to progress with the 
review.  It also creates opportunities to trial new (improved) approaches with the WAPC 
in the form of the simplified strategic planning documents and processes referenced in 
the Action Plan.  Preliminary discussions with staff of the Department of Planning, Lands 
and Heritage have indicated a strong interest in partnering with the City of Fremantle to 
trial some approaches. 
 
It will also create an avenue to pursue some of the better initiatives being introduced 
through reform (such as the proposed introduction of Precincts Plan areas within which 
fully integrated plans including both built form and zoning will apply instead of the more 
simplistic local structure plans currently in effect).   
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For these reasons, staged review of the scheme is recommended to commence.  The 
first step would involve the preparation of a Scheme Review Report which would more 
fully consider the status, content and strategic alignment of the scheme, and recommend 
further actions.  This could include an exploration of issues requiring further 
consideration, allowing Council to determine a program, scope and sequence for further 
work.  Approval to prepare this Scheme Review Report document is sought.  
 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 

None at this time. The initial work recommended is proposed to be undertaken in house 
using existing resources. 
 
LEGAL IMPLICATIONS 

Review of the operation of the local planning scheme is a statutory requirement under 
the Planning and Development Act 2005.  The preparation of a Scheme Review Report 
is also required under the Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) 
Regulations 2015.  
CONSULTATION 

The Planning and Development Act 2005 and Planning and Development (Local 
Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015 specifies public consultation requirements for the 
preparation, consolidation and amendment of local planning schemes and local planning 
strategies.   
 
No consultation is required on a Scheme Review Report (it being a factual assessment 
of current status), however it is required to be submitted to the Western Australian 
Planning Commission for endorsement.   
VOTING AND OTHER SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS 

Simple Majority 
 
OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION 

Strategic Planning and Transport Committee acting under delegation 1.1 request 
officers to prepare a Scheme Review Report in accordance with the requirements 
of the Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015 to 
identify how to progress with a review of the Local Planning Scheme and Strategy, 
and the scope and staging of the review.   
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SPT1909-4 STATE PLANNING POLICY 7.2 PRECINCT DESIGN - SUBMISSION 

ON DRAFT SUITE OF DOCUMENTS  
 
Meeting Date: 18 September 2019 
Responsible Officer: Manager Strategic Planning 
Decision Making Authority: Committee  
Agenda Attachments: 1 – Draft SPP 7.2 Precinct Design  
 2 – Draft Precinct Design Guidelines  
 
SUMMARY 

The Western Australian Planning Commission has prepared and released for 
public comment a draft State Planning Policy 7.2 – Precinct Design.  The policy 
represents the second stage in the development of the ‘Design WA’ suite of 
documents, which seek to introduce a stronger design focus and quality to the 
planning process.  The draft Precinct Design policy provides a framework for the 
development of plans for precincts identified under a local planning scheme or 
strategy as requiring an integrated design approach to coordinate their 
development / redevelopment:  these are generally complex areas, potentially 
including activity centres, infill development zones and transport corridors and 
nodes (or as determined by the WAPC).  
 
Precinct plans are intended to replace local structure plans as the primary 
instruments to facilitate comprehensive redevelopment in infill settings. Unlike 
structure plans, which do not provide guidance on built form or design matters, 
precinct plans are intended to act as a more flexible and proactive tool in planning 
more sensitive urban areas, where specific contextual controls may be needed.  
As such, the development of this policy has significant implications for the City of 
Fremantle. 
 
The draft documents include the policy itself, guidelines for precinct planning and 
a supplementary discussion paper.  
 
This report recommends the Strategic Planning and Transport Committee, acting 
under delegation 1.1, approve a submission on the draft documents which 
indicates general support but flags a number of items which would benefit from 
further review or clarification prior to gazettal of the final policy.   
 
BACKGROUND 

The Western Australian Planning Commission (WAPC) prepared and released for public 
comment a draft new State Planning Policy 7 – Design of the Built Environment (SPP7) 
in 2016.  The policy acknowledges the growing importance of good design in the urban 
context and establishes the framework to define the desired design quality outcomes for 
new planning proposals via 10 overarching criteria.  It is intended to underpin a suite of 
more specific design policies applicable to different scales of planning.  The initiative is 
collectively referred to as Design WA. 
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The initial Design WA release (Stage 1) included: 
• the overarching SPP7; 
• a subsidiary SPP 7.3 Residential Design Codes Volume 2 – Apartments (gazetted 

nearly 3 years after release, on 24 May); 
•  a Design Review Guide; and  
• a Design Skills Discussion Paper.   

 
The documentation indicated that subsequent stages would focus on: 

1. Community Design (future work - ultimately replacing ‘Liveable Neighbourhoods’ 
covering larger area masterplanning and subdivision); 

2. Precinct Design (Stage 2 - the subject of this report); 
3. Apartment Design (Stage 1 - complete); 
4. Medium Density Design (Stage 3 - preparation of draft in train); and 
5. Low Density / Single House Design (future work – ultimately replacing Part 1 of 

the R-Codes). 
 
The release of the Precinct Design documents represents a landmark step in Stage 2 of 
the reform process.  Documents released (refer Attachments 1 and 2, and available 
online at https://www.dplh.wa.gov.au/designwa-precinct-design) consist of: 
 
• The draft State Planning Policy document itself (SPP7.2), which outlines the key 

outcomes that are to be achieved when planning in a precinct setting.  
• Accompanying Precinct Design Guidelines which provide guidance for proponents 

and assessors on how to undertake precinct planning to achieve the outcomes 
outlined in SPP 7.2. 

• A discussion paper which goes into the background behind the precinct planning 
process and outlines some of the regulatory changes required to facilitate the 
introduction of the new state planning policy. 

 
The purpose of this report is to consider the draft documents and establish the basis of 
the Council’s submission on these.  Comment on the documents has been invited by 15 
October 2019.  The WAPC has not provided a timeframe for anticipated introduction of 
the new policy. 
 
OFFICER COMMENT 

The scope of SPP7.2 is wide and so this report will not provide commentary on each 
specific element.  However, the following discussion aims to consider and respond to the 
key aspects of this new policy most relevant to the City of Fremantle, as well as identify 
positive elements and areas for improvement within the framework.  As the design 
guidelines comprise most of the draft content released for public comment, much of the 
commentary below relates to the guidelines themselves however comment on the other 
documents, including the WAPC’s discussion paper, is also included where relevant. 
 
1. Summary of Provisions 
 
The new state planning policy is proposed to apply across Western Australia in specific 
areas identified as requiring detailed ‘precinct planning’ under a local planning scheme or 
strategy.  The WAPC may also designate an area as a ‘precinct’ where it sees 
appropriate. Examples of areas which can be called ‘precincts’ may include but are not 

https://www.dplh.wa.gov.au/designwa-precinct-design
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limited to activity centres, station precincts, urban corridors, residential infill development 
areas or heritage precincts.  These are areas which are seen as requiring integrated 
planning which is not well provided for within the current structure planning process.  The 
City of Fremantle contains a number of areas which could qualify for a ‘precinct’ 
designation, including many of the existing areas currently zoned ‘Development’.  Once a 
precinct plan is in place, future development and subdivision will need to align with the 
endorsed plan.  Changes to the Planning Regulations will, however, be required to effect 
this change and make formal statutory provision for precinct plans. 
 
The state planning policy and guidelines are broken up into seven key elements; these 
have been derived from the overarching design criteria identified within SPP 7.0 – 
Design of the Built Environment and are:  
 
1. Urban Ecology – focussing on the relationship between the built and natural 

environment.  
2. Urban Structure – includes considerations which deal with the physical framework 

of a precinct. 
3. Movement – considers the system of streets, roads and paths within a precinct and 

how they can inform precinct design and function.  
4. Built Form – focusses on the general appearance of buildings including height, 

siting, and relationship to context. 
5. Land Use – relates to how the economic, social and civic function of a precinct can 

be considered within the precinct planning process. 
6. Public Realm – considers all public spaces within a precinct including parks, streets, 

plazas and other areas used by the community. 
7. Services and Utilities – specifically dealing with arrangements for water, sewer, 

electricity and communications infrastructure. 
 
Precinct plans are required to respond to these, with the Precinct Design Guidelines 
providing further direction as to objectives and considerations applicable.  The policy 
states that precinct plans can be prepared by a government agency or a landowner, in 
which case they are lodged and assessed as a proponent-driven application (as 
structure plans now usually are, and activity centre plans often are).   
 
It is proposed to create two streams of precinct plan:  ‘Complex’ precinct plans will be 
determined by the WAPC and designated for areas such as higher order activity centres, 
station precincts and other significant development areas. ‘Standard’ precinct plans will 
be approved by Local Government and are intended for local and neighbourhood 
centres, and precincts where an associated scheme amendment (e.g. an up-coding in 
density) is not required.  It is intended that where a scheme amendment is required as a 
consequence of a precinct plan, this be undertaken concurrently with the precinct plan 
where possible. 
 
Whilst precise detail on how precinct plans will be assessed has not been provided, 
design review will be utilised in many instances.  It is presumed that this will entail the 
utilisation of existing local design review panels (i.e. the City’s Design Advisory 
Committee) for most precinct plans however those precinct plans of state significance 
could be considered by the recently-appointed State Design Review Panel. 
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2. Planning Framework Changes 
 
The introduction of precinct plans will result in some important changes to the state 
planning framework, notably the distinction between structure plans and precinct plans. 
Under the regime proposed, structure plans will be utilised for larger and greenfield 
development areas with a focus on layout and subdivision, and their design will be 
controlled through a future document in the Design WA Suite which focusses on 
‘Neighbourhood Design’ (superseding the current Liveable Neighbourhoods document).   
 
Precinct plans will be more applicable to infill development areas, incorporating built form 
as well as subdivision requirements, and will be likely to replace structure plans as the 
preferred tool within the City’s Development Areas.  This represents something of a 
reversion to past approaches to precinct masterplanning and early format structure 
plans, albeit within a more clearly structured and regulated framework. 
 
The documents also indicate an intention for precinct plans to replace activity centre 
plans, with these forming a specific sub-set of precinct plan.  Precinct plans (in place of 
activity centre plans) are still intended to be produced for all higher order centres 
(including Fremantle city centre and North Fremantle centre) however generation of 
detailed plans for smaller scale centres is at the discretion of local government (subject 
to WAPC sanction).  Update to the Planning and Development (Local Planning 
Schemes) Regulations, and State Planning Policy 4.2, will be necessary to give effect to 
this change.   
 
The role of Local Development Plans (LDPs) is also set to change:  these plans will still 
be required for structure plan areas where smaller centres are proposed or site 
conditions require a site-specific built form response.  However, local development plans 
will not be needed where an adopted precinct plan is in place, as the design detail of a 
precinct plan will cover the content of LDPs. 
 
3. Positive Remarks 
 
First and foremost, the recognition of the need for more sophisticated tools to manage 
complex urban and infill areas including built form is highly commended, addressing a 
fundamental flaw which application of structure plans poses in these contexts.  The 
approach takes planning back to the more holistic approaches of the past whilst 
maintaining a clear statutory framework (one of the areas previous planning reforms 
sought to address).  More specifically: 
 

3.1. The draft Precinct Design Guidelines are generally well formatted, easy to read 
and have informative graphics and illustrations. The idea of having various 
outcomes, considerations and guidance for each of the seven design elements is 
supported. 

3.2. The guidelines consider the design of a precinct in a holistic fashion, from the 
location of buildings, landmark sites, pedestrian access and transport, as well as 
services and utilities and how these can be integrated into built form.  Examples 
illustrating the potential success of this approach are provided, including several 
from Fremantle. 

3.3. The state planning policy and design guidelines are reasonably flexible in terms 
of the types of areas to which they may be applied - e.g. activity centres, station 
precincts, corridors, and there does not appear to be a minimum or maximum 
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size for any one precinct. This will provide flexibility to the City and other local 
governments in planning for existing and future precincts. 

3.4. The ability for local governments to determine ‘standard’ precinct plans will assist 
in streamlining the process. 

3.5. The potential for joint assessment of ‘complex’ precinct plans by the local and 
state government introduces potential for a more collaborative and constructive 
approach.  In saying this, the mechanics of this will require consideration, 
particularly to ensuring balanced input. 

3.6. The design guidelines provide detailed direction on how to define a precinct 
boundary. This should allow for a more refined approach to considering urban 
consolidation within the City based on a range of factors. 

3.7. The emphasis on comprehensive context analysis as a first step to planning is 
supported. 

3.8. The guidelines emphasise the importance of having a precinct vision and guiding 
principles which underpin this vision.  (The example provided, however, 
demonstrates the limitations on these providing anything but very broad direction, 
whilst the emphasis on them being unique for each precinct is likely to prove 
challenging in new centres, in particular, where the creation of an authentic 
character tends to evolve gradually.) 

3.9. The seven design principles chosen to underpin the guidelines are sound. 
3.10. The principle of using incentives to promote improved outcomes is 

supported (as per the approach often employed by the City e.g. Amendment 49 
strategic sites scheme amendment).  However it would be helpful if the policy 
(even more) clearly emphasised the need for bonuses to be clearly defined and 
scoped, and for base standards to be set at an adequate level, for these to 
achieve the desired results.  The use of excessive discretion has been 
problematic in other areas and in maintaining public support for and faith in the 
planning process.  An entirely performance based approach to planning decisions 
is also unsustainable from a resourcing perspective.   

3.11. Consideration of energy production and carbon emissions as part of the 
precinct planning process is supported in principle, and aligns within the City's 
One Planet Living initiatives.  However consideration will need to be given to how 
ongoing management (as opposed to design) will be addressed (including the 
role of local government in this).  Indeed the integration of management 
considerations with planning and regulation generally, whilst a strength of the 
whole policy approach, may also prove an implementation challenge. 

3.12. Promotion of adaptive reuse of buildings is strongly supported. The City 
has a number of examples of successful adaptive re-use projects in particular 
those involving places of heritage significance, and reinforcing this through 
precinct planning would be highly encouraged.  

3.13. The inclusion of a consideration for identifying long-term strategic sites 
within a precinct, and identifying ways of protecting them from significant under-
development (whilst potentially allowing staged / interim development), is strongly 
supported. This provision would be particularly important for the City in ensuring 
that strategic development objectives are met. 

3.14. In addition, the design guidelines make numerous references to ensuring 
that relevant assigned density targets are considered as part of precinct planning 
and design and that plans allow for transition over time. This approach is 
supported, maintaining a view towards longer term objectives without necessarily 
precluding short term / interim use. 
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3.15. The ‘Movement’ section of the design guidelines incorporates 
contemporary thinking on the relationship between people, places and streets 
such as the 'Movement and Place' theory. This theory sees cars, cyclists, 
pedestrians, other street users and the surrounding public realm being thought of 
as a single entity and not as separate considerations.   

3.16. Generally, the provisions on built form are supported and address a 
number of concerns/shortcomings in relation to the current structure planning 
process in an infill setting. Particular reference is made to the notion of how to 
manage built form transition within a precinct. The City is currently dealing with 
such issues as part of the Davis Park Structure Plan (currently under 
assessment). 

3.17. Greater use of design review in the formulation of plans is supported.  It is, 
however, noted that the make-up of some existing panels may require review to 
ensure a sufficiently broad skill set.  Acknowledgement of the need for design 
review to complement but not replace the much more detailed assessment 
undertaken by responsible agencies would also be advisable as the level of detail 
which can be gone into in a design review process is not always sufficient to 
resolve the multiple complex trade-offs involved in precinct design. 

 
4. Areas for Improvement   
 
Whilst the general direction taken by the policy is supported, officers have identified a 
number of areas for improvement: 
 

4.1. The option for plans to be developed over precincts (or portions of precincts) by 
landowners within which they are only a minority owner, and to lodge these as an 
‘application’ (in a proponent-led approach) raises some concerns:  this could, in 
some instances, see precinct plans utilized as a vehicle to advance individual 
proposals / short term interests rather than as a genuine attempt to establish a 
well resolved plan for a complete area.  The City’s role in complex precincts plans 
would see it advertise and provide a recommendation to the WAPC on lodged 
plans with, potentially, a very limited role in either its formulation or approval.  
This fails to recognize the City’s traditional role in proactively planning for its area, 
in balancing competing considerations, in considering the long term interests of 
its community and in implementing and maintaining long term responsibility for 
precinct plans.  It is arguably not the intent of the policy that precinct plans be 
privately formulated without involvement of the local government, or perhaps only 
in instances where the local government has proven incapable or unwilling to play 
a proactive role; however this is not clear.  Greater clarification of local 
government’s role in the formulation (not just assessment) of precinct plans and 
the circumstances within which these may be developed over portion (rather than 
a full) precinct is recommended.   

4.2. Building on the above, the suggestion that community engagement be employed 
in the preparation of precinct plans but that local governments potentially just be 
informed of this (rather than proactively involved) fails to recognize the centrality 
of local government in representing communities, in responding to queries and, 
ultimately, in holding responsibility for the long term delivery of plan outcomes.  
Again, the direct involvement and participation of local government in formulating 
precinct plans and in overseeing engagement is recommended to be specified. 

4.3. The inclusion of considerations in precinct plans extending well beyond the 
parameters of traditional private development creates a further imperative for 
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local government to play a central role in formulating proposals:  the capacity of 
private developers to coordinate some of the initiatives listed in the precinct plan 
(such as ongoing precinct wide carbon reduction schemes, community 
development and place enlivenment, public realm upgrades and maintenance 
and waste reduction schemes) over the long term (or even the short term where 
they are not the sole or primary landowner) provides a further compelling reason 
why the responsible authority for such items needs to be closely involved in the 
development of such plans, rather than simply act as a commenting agency.   

4.4. Clarification on the long term role of precinct plans is desirable:  local structure 
plans, for example, are recognized as facilitating development (i.e. a period of 
change) following which they are expected to be ‘normalized’ into planning 
schemes.  However the current expectation that all larger scale activity centres 
be zoned ‘centre’ and governed by activity centre plans, coupled with the stated 
purpose of the policy and guidelines, raises questions as to whether these more 
complex plans are intended to be documents to facilitate transition / evolution / 
redevelopment (as was understood) or enduring planning controls (as their stated 
purpose implies).  This has proven an interesting question in Fremantle city 
centre, where the City has maintained the position that an activity centre plan is 
unnecessary as the structure of the city is established and built form controls 
have been more efficiently managed through scheme and local policy controls.  If 
updates to the Regulations are being undertaken, this would present an 
opportunity to resolve this and to make appropriate provision for ‘normalised’ 
activity centres in the model scheme text (including a broader range of zones in 
place of the single generic ‘centre’ zone it currently provides) if this is the 
intended outcome.  This would also respond to a recommended area of planning 
reform. 

4.5. Some of the provisions (referred to as 'considerations') within the design 
guidelines are highly specific, particularly in Part 1. Based on the information 
provided, it is difficult to understand how they could be mandated through a 
precinct plan.  Further resolution of implementation mechanisms (and the scope 
of recommendations) would assist.  

4.6. In other cases, supporting documents are suggested which are unclear in terms 
of their intent and scope.  Some listed documents are highly desirable however 
are likely to present major practical challenges in fragmented areas where the 
rate of development is uncertain.  Examples include energy demand modelling 
and provision of onsite (and potentially shared) energy storage, precinct wide 
waste management plans and 'walkability and relative connectivity assessment' 
and place activation plans.  It should be emphasized that consideration of all 
these elements is strongly supported but that further consideration needs to be 
given as to how they might function in practice in multi-ownership areas (as 
opposed to consolidated sites), before they are mandated as submission 
requirement.  This was identified as a key challenge in the recently reported CRC 
research in Knutsford, where exploration of governance models was an area 
recommended for further research.   

4.7. The document briefly acknowledges that project teams, submission requirements 
and level of detail will vary from precinct to precinct.  However this message is 
quickly lost in the very extensive list of ‘Plan Outputs’ listed in the Guidelines 
which covers the most complex proposals.  Greater emphasis on the early 
scoping of precinct plans (in consultation with local and state government) and of 
tailoring content to context and key drivers is recommended if precinct plans are 
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to deliver (and meet planning reform objectives).  Terming ‘Plan Outputs’ to 
‘Potential Plan Outputs’ within the Guidelines would assist. 

4.8. There is some scope to consolidate provisions within the design guidelines and 
reduce repetition. For instance, a near-identical requirement to interpret 
Aboriginal heritage within a precinct is included as a consideration in both 
designs Elements 1 and 6. Many provisions within the ‘Movement’ design 
element are also repeated within the section. 

4.9. Development of a Precinct Plan Framework (similar to those prepared for local 
structure plans and local development plans) would assist in the development of 
some consistency of approach. 

4.10. Some of the objectives need careful consideration against the multiple 
contexts within which they might be applied, and potential rewording.  For 
example pursuit of built form responsive to current and future context, whilst 
appropriate in most instances, might preclude comprehensive redevelopment in 
some established areas (such as Canning Bridge) where the future built form has 
been prioritised over existing.  Similarly, pursuit of diversity of dwelling type and 
the emphasis on mixed use, whilst appropriate for many precincts, might not be 
for all.  A full review of objectives to ensure that they represent a robust and 
complete framework is recommended.   

4.11. Updates to Livable Neighbourhoods to reduce conflict and overlap with the 
precinct design guidelines should occur when possible. 

4.12. Minor formatting improvements to the guidelines are recommended. 
 
5. Other Comments 
 
Some further more detailed comments on the documentation are provided below. 
 

5.1. The City’s current consultation processes align the stakeholder and community 
participation principles advocated for within the guidelines. 

5.2. Implementation of the policy will necessitate updates to the City’s planning 
strategy and scheme. 

5.3. A 42 day advertising timeframe for precinct plans, as suggested by the discussion 
paper, is supported, though a longer timeframe might be appropriate for more 
significant plans. 

5.4. Transitional arrangements for existing structure plans within precinct areas 
should be specified. 

5.5. The resourcing requirements of undertaking the comprehensive planning 
advocated by the policy (and supported by the City) should be acknowledged:  
resource constraints remains one of the key impediments to maintenance of 
comprehensive and up to date planning by local governments yet this is rarely 
acknowledged in planning reform. 
 

5.6. Specific comments on draft State Planning Policy: 
5.6.1. Cl. 6.4 requires review to remove conflicting statements regarding whether 

development can be contemplated ahead of a precinct plan (and tie in with Cl 
1.4 of the Guidelines which suggests that development can be contemplated 
ahead of a precinct plan). 

5.6.2. Cl 6.5 could operate more effectively if it indicated that endorsed Activity 
Centre Plans are deemed to operate as Precinct Plans (rather than seeking 
to exempt these areas from the requirement for a Precinct Plan). 
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5.6.3. Cl 6.5 should be reviewed to provide more detailed guidance on the 
circumstances in which a Precinct Plan may be prepared over portion of a 
precinct only, to ensure that this does not undermine the intent for 
coordinated planning of precincts. 

5.6.4. Definitions within the policy require review to improve clarity and better 
align with the definitions in Table 1.   

5.6.5. Clarification on when precinct plans are appropriate for heritage areas in 
place of Heritage Area controls (or cross reference to this as an alternate 
mechanism) may also assist.   

 
5.7. Specific comments on draft Precinct Planning Guidelines: 

5.7.1. Cl 1.4:  The detailed reference to individual Design WA documents and 
their current status should be replaced with more general reference to the 
suite, to maintain the currency of the reference over time. 

5.7.2. Cl. 1.4.3:  Assessment of plans and their design review are components of 
the same process and in some cases such as for small scale / simple plans 
might be consolidated. 

5.7.3. Cl 2.5.1:  Clarification that the statement that “actions and opportunities 
consistent with an agreed vision warrant further consideration and testing” 
relates to precinct planning process, not individual statutory development 
applications which follow it.  This might assist in avoiding future 
misinterpretation and arguments that all applications can be performance 
assessed against the (broad) vision even if inconsistent with more detailed 
plan direction. 

5.7.4. Cl 2.6:  Proponent driven engagement:  engagement strategies are strongly 
recommended to be prepared in consultation with local governments.  This is 
particularly important in ensuring a robust and appropriate process, and in 
ensuring that community expectations are appropriately managed.   

5.7.5. Cl. 2.7 The definition of ‘value capture’ does not align with most 
contemporary references.  This should be reviewed and the state’s position 
clarified.   

5.7.6. Cl 2.8 Incentives section is generally sound and includes some useful 
principles about nexus between community benefits and incentives.  However 
the last paragraph in the left hand column stating that “it is unnecessary for 
precinct plans to demonstrate the satisfaction or otherwise of community 
benefit to justify greater development potential or flexibility” is confusing and 
appears to contradict earlier and subsequent statements (unless it is 
referencing detailed assessment of individual proposals rather than broad 
parameters?).  Clarification is requested. 

5.7.7. Cl 2.8.1 References to heritage legislation and local heritage surveys 
should be corrected.  Community benefits should be more clearly defined, 
and those proposing community group-specific benefits should be framed to 
ensure that they do not either create expectations which the plan authors 
cannot commit to deliver or present an appearance that group support for a 
proposal could be ‘bought’.  The principle of recognising social infrastructure 
is strongly supported; however once again governance mechanisms to 
ensure enduring delivery (beyond the initial development) are likely to 
represent a challenge. 

5.7.8. Section 3 ‘Considerations’:  whilst the guidelines indicated earlier that some 
considerations may not be applicable to a given precinct, the framing of some 
of these as a clear assessment criteria is likely to lead to confusion on this.  
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An example is C2.1.1 which suggests that plans “provide for a diversity of 
block and lot sizes that will support the future role, character and purpose of 
the precinct”.  Whilst often desirable, diversity of lot sizes is not always 
appropriate:  in heritage areas, for example, the consistency of lot sizes can 
represent one of the key elements.  In other instances, such as along 
transport corridors, a focus on particular missing housing typologies/density 
may quite reasonably prompt prioritisation on one particular form or scale 
development over another which, in the broader context, contributes to 
diversity.  Simple redrafting along the lines of “Consider the block and lot 
sizes appropriate to support the future role, character and purpose of the 
precinct and whether these contribute to overarching objectives precinct- and 
district- wide” would assist. Full review of objectives and considerations 
taking into account the broad scope of application is recommended to avoid 
future issues:  the detail of wording will be important in the smooth 
implementation and success of the policy. 

5.7.9. Cl 3.2.3 The stated desire to avoid roads being “over designed for a future 
peak need” is somewhat simplistically expressed and require redrafting / 
further explanation.  

5.7.10. Cl 3.4.4 Guidance:  The suggestion that simply increasing floor to 
ceiling heights of multi storey car parks will allow its future conversion to 
another use is inaccurate as many other factors beyond floor to ceiling height 
will determine the capacity of this.  This should be explained or another 
example selected to maintain the credibility of the document.   

5.7.11. Figure 21:  Provides a good general illustration but is not appropriate 
as a heritage (as opposed to character) response, as the contrast in form, if 
not scale, is too stark.  Reference to the updated Burra Charter and the 
Heritage Council may assist in the selection of a further image which 
illustrates contextually appropriate buildings in heritage areas, to complement 
this more general image.   

5.7.12. Cl 4.1.1 provides a further example of where phasing confuses a 
consideration with an objective / outcome:  building typology diversity is 
generally a desirable outcome across a broader area, but not invariably within 
a small precinct. 

5.7.13. C4.3.5:  it is unclear how use of setbacks is intended to facilitate 
surveillance (though it is one of many considerations).  Clarification / 
redrafting is recommended. 

5.7.14. C4.4.4 The objective to minimise overshadowing is naturally 
supported but the term ‘minimised’ is contextually informed.  Without 
clarification, this clause is likely to be used as basis to object to any increases 
in building height as these naturally involve some increase in overshadowing.  
Clarification / redrafting is recommended. 

5.7.15. Where plan recommendations involve recommendations to be 
implemented by a third party or management, the documents should specify 
that these need to be discussed with the responsible authority and their 
feasibility established before they are advertised.   

5.7.16. Greater commentary on (or other policy cross reference) to 
implementation funding would be of assistance, particularly where public 
works and ongoing management are anticipated. 
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Given the numerous changes to the regulatory framework proposed, further consultation 
with local government prior to gazettal of the new policy is recommended in order to 
allow detail to be adequately resolved, and transition implications fully assessed and 
planned for.  
 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 

Nil. 
 
LEGAL IMPLICATIONS 

The City is required to review its planning scheme (and associated planning instruments) 
periodically, and to pay ‘due regard’ to state planning policies.  Updates to the planning 
scheme and policies will most likely be required once the Precinct Planning policy is 
introduced. These changes will be the subject further reports to Council once detail on 
regulatory changes is known. 
 
CONSULTATION 

The draft State Planning Policy 7.2 is open for public comment until 15 October 2019. 
 
VOTING AND OTHER SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS 

Simple Majority Required 
 
OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION 

Strategic Planning and Transport Committee acting under delegation 1.1:  
 
1. Approve a submission by the City of Fremantle to the Western Australian 

Planning Commission on the draft State Planning Policy 7.2 Precinct Design 
based on the following key points: 

 
a. The City commends the introduction of precinct plans as a more 

holistic tool for facilitating the planning for more complex areas:  built 
form consideration has proven critical in an infill setting and the 
restrictions on contemporary local structure plans to address this have 
made them ineffective in facilitating appropriate redevelopment within 
an established urban setting. 

b. The elements, structure and format of the policy and guidelines are 
generally supported.  However sustainability should be recognised as 
an informing principle in all elements, including urban structure and 
servicing.   

c. The intent to enable local government determination of ‘standard’ 
precinct plans is supported. 

d. The intent to enable joint local and state government assessment of 
‘complex’ precinct plans is supported in principle, subject to resolution 
of implementation details achieving balanced and representative input. 
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e. The proposed approach to establish a clear base requirement then 
scoped and capped incentives for defined additional outcomes is 
supported, particularly the direction provided around the need for a 
robust framework to inform and manage this.   

f. Assessment of energy, waste and water outcomes is supported 
however further consideration needs to be given as to how to 
effectively and efficiently manage improved outcomes in these matters 
in fragmented areas.   

g. Consideration of adaptive reuse of buildings is supported. 
h. The consideration of long term strategic outcomes (including potential 

density targets) along with transitional and interim arrangements is 
supported.  However, further consideration needs to be given as to 
how to effectively and efficiently manage these in fragmented areas 
would be beneficial.   

i. The provisions for built form are generally supported in that they 
address a number of concerns/shortcomings in relation to the current 
structure planning process in an infill setting.  Further testing and 
refinement of individual elements and wording is required. 

j. Greater use of design review in assessing complex precinct plans is 
supported however it is recommended that the policy and guidelines 
reference the Design Review Guidelines which explain that this is 
complementary to and not a replacement of the more comprehensive 
assessment of precinct plans.   

k. Consideration should be given to the implications of extending a 
proponent led approach to precinct planning in highly fragmented, 
multi-ownership areas, and how potentially conflicting priorities might 
be mediated.   

l. Direction should be given to the circumstances in which precinct plans 
can be submitted over part of a precinct to avoid these eroding the 
more holistic planning sought be the policy.   

m. Consideration should be given to the role of local government in the 
preparation of proponent driven precinct plans, particularly in 
providing early input into and oversight of community engagement 
strategies. 

n. Consideration should be given to how on-going management (as 
opposed to development) outcomes will be explored, recommended 
and implemented. 

o. Clarification of the long term role of precinct plans to guide and inform 
development versus providing a temporary vehicle to facilitate 
transition prior to normalisation into planning schemes should be 
provided.  This will be particularly relevant in determining the range of 
zones for activity centres provided for in the Planning Schemes Manual 
and recommended for further investigation as part of the planning 
reform process. It also informs the extent to which precinct plans might 
reasonably be expected to guide the ongoing management and 
activation of precincts (along the lines of place plans) versus focussing 
on their transition from one form / function to another. 

p. Review of guideline considerations and guidance to ensure that these 
are robust, comprehensive and appropriate to the range of 
circumstances (precinct types) to which they might apply is 
recommended. 
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q. Design considerations should be consistently worded as 
considerations rather than objectives / criteria. 

r. A process whereby Considerations and, more specifically, Plan 
Outputs are discussed and agreed with the local government and state 
government (where applicable) at the commencement of the planning 
process may assist by establishing agreed scope up front.   

s. The development of a Precinct Plan Framework to inform content and 
structure of precinct plans is recommended. 

t. Minor improvements to the document wording and clarification of 
some terminology (as outlined in the report) is recommended.  

u. Further work on the guidelines is required to remove duplication of 
content to clarify/define a number terms, to clarify supporting 
information requirements and to improve wording is recommended.  

v. The resourcing limitations acting upon local government and limiting 
its capacity to proactively deliver shared planning outcomes should be 
acknowledged. 

w. A cooperative approach to precinct planning should be stated as an 
objective of the policy, recognising that delivery of great places and 
facilitation of change in complex urban environments requires the 
proactive involvement of all stakeholders, and this is can be hard to 
achieve through a lodged document.   

x. In review of State Planning Policy 4.2 ‘Activity Centres for Perth and 
Peel’ consideration should be given to whether precinct plans (acting 
in place of activity centre plans) are required in all circumstances or 
whether other planning and management approaches might be more 
appropriate in established centres such as Fremantle city centre.   

y. Provision should be made for endorsed structure plans and activity 
centre plans to continue to operate in precinct plan areas (where 
applicable) unless and until formally revoked or expired.   

z. As regulatory changes have not been confirmed, a further round of 
consultation is requested once relevant changes to the Regulations 
and associated state planning frameworks have been formulated. 

 
2. Forward a copy of its submission to the Western Australian Local 

Government Association (WALGA) for its information in formulating its own 
position on the draft precinct design guidelines and state planning policy. 
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10.3 COUNCIL DECISION 
SPT1909-5 LOT 200 (NO. 119) HOPE STREET, WHITE GUM VALLEY - LOCAL 

DEVELOPMENT PLAN   
 
Meeting Date: 18 September 2019  
Responsible Officer:  Manager Strategic Planning 
Decision Making Authority: Council 
Agenda Attachments: 1. Advertised Local Development Plan 

2. Schedule of Submissions 
3. Applicant’s response to submissions 
4. Revised Local Development Plan 
5. Site Photos 
6. Front Fencing Examples 

 
SUMMARY 

The City has received an application for a local development plan (LDP) at Lot 200 
(No. 119) Hope Street, White Gum Valley.  This plan has been submitted in 
response to Amendment No. 75 to the City’s Local Planning Scheme, which was 
gazetted on 19 July 2019. The amendment provides the ability for development of 
the site at a 'bonus' residential density of R60, subject to satisfying certain design 
criteria under Schedule 8 of the scheme, including establishment of a Local 
Development Plan (LDP) addressing certain design elements. 
 
The LDP shows the subject site, located on the corner of Hope Street and Wongan 
Avenue, White Gum Valley, accommodating up to 28 two storey grouped and 
multiple dwellings. The plan includes detail regarding landscaping, building 
envelopes, fencing and vehicle access. 
 
Consultation on the plan was undertaken between July and August 2019 in 
accordance with Local Planning Policy 1.3.  A total of 30 submissions were 
received, mostly expressing concern with the development indicated on the plan 
and raising issues in respect to streetscape, traffic volumes and the overall scale 
of development proposed.  
 
The LDP is recommended for approval subject to modifications in respect to 
fencing within the street setback area. 
 
BACKGROUND 

Amendment No. 75 
 
An amendment to Local Planning Scheme No. 4 over the site permitting its development 
at a higher density (loosely informed by Freo Alternative) was gazetted on 19 July 2019, 
after being formally considered and endorsed by Council in December 2018 (refer Item 
SPT1812-16). 
 
This amendment, formally referred to as Amendment No. 75, gives the ability for the 
subject site to be developed at a bonus density of R60 subject to satisfying criteria 
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relating to housing diversity, sustainability, open space, trees and landscaping as well as 
built form. In addition, to achieve the bonus density, a Local Development Plan (LDP) is 
required to be approved over the site which addresses: 
 

(i) Vehicle and pedestrian access and egress. 
(ii) Building setbacks, including boundary walls and rear setbacks. 
(iii) Solar access. 
(iv) On-site car parking locations. 
(v) Visitor parking locations 
(vi) Landscaping and open space provision. 
(vii) Fencing and retaining walls. 
(viii) Private open space location and treatments. 
(ix) The interface with existing development on adjoining lots. 

 
 
Local Development Plan 
 
A local development plan was formally submitted to the City on 26 June 2019 (refer 
Attachment 1).  The plan proposes: 
 
• Maximum building height of 2 storeys; 
• A front (northern) setback of 5 metres as measured to the Hope Street boundary, a 3 

metre setback to the rear/southern boundary and lesser setbacks of varying 
distances to the secondary street and side boundaries; 

• The ability for development of both grouped dwellings and multiple dwellings on the 
site; 

• One-way vehicle access through the site, entering via Wongan Avenue (east) and 
exiting via Hope Street (north); 

• On-site carport and parking locations for residents of the development; 
• On-street visitor car parking via the installation of new parallel parking bays on Hope 

Street; 
• Indicative courtyard and landscaping locations within the site; 
• Front, side and rear fencing styles and locations; and 
• Other development standards to be in accordance with the provisions of Scheme 

Amendment No. 75. 
 
Statutory Framework 
 
The Schedule 2 Deemed Provisions of the Planning and Development (Local Planning 
Schemes) Regulations 2015 (‘the Regulations’) outline the statutory framework for LDPs.  
It specifies that they can be prepared where required by the WAPC to respond to site 
specific design considerations, and operate as documents of ‘due regard’ (i.e. without the 
statutory weight of the scheme). 

Consultation on an LDP for a minimum period of 14 days is required under the 
Regulations, with the City’s Local Planning Policy 1.3 (LPP1.3) providing further detail as 
to how the City will consult on LDPs.  The Regulations require that the City consider 
submissions and determine LDP proposals within 60 days of the close of advertising.  
Approval is by the local government (not WAPC) with LDPs operational for a period of 10 
years unless otherwise approved.   



  Agenda – Strategic Planning and Transport Committee 
18 September 2019 

 

Page 41 

The WAPC provide further guidance on the format and scope in LDPs in its ‘Framework 
for Local Development Plans’. 

 
CONSULTATION 
 
Consultation on the plan occurred between 17 July and 7 August 2019 in accordance 
with LPP 1.3.  Consultation involved: 

• Letters to owners and occupiers of properties within 100 metres of the subject 
site;  

• A sign on site; and  
• A community information session held on 30 July 2019 at Sullivan Hall, attended 

by City officers and representatives of the proponent. 
 
At the completion of the comment period, the City had received 31 submissions (refer 
Attachment 2 – Schedule of Submissions), which included the following comments: 
 
• The plan doesn’t include enough open space for gardens and green space and does 

not propose to retain any mature trees. 
• Objection to high/solid walls along Hope Street which are not in keeping with 

surrounding properties. Continuous fencing along Hope Street will have an impact 
upon the open nature of the street. Fencing should reflect those of other recent 
developments along Yalgoo Avenue and Stevens Street.  

• There is no longer any communal open space within the site or within the verge area 
as proposed in previous concepts. 

• The setback of buildings from Wongan Avenue will have a negative impact upon the 
open and green feel of the suburb. There is no interface with Wongan Avenue. 

• Number of dwellings is too much for the site and they are set back too close to Hope 
Street compared with surrounding houses. 

• Numerous concerns raised in respect to increased traffic on Hope Street and 
Wongan Avenue which will result from the anticipated number of dwellings on the 
site. 

• Numerous questions regarding the vehicle access arrangements through the site with 
entry on Wongan and exit on Hope Street, and concerns this will have an impact 
upon congestion and safety for pedestrians/cyclists. Some submissions stated a 
preference for access to occur exclusively via Hope Street. 

• Concern regarding the 51 parking spaces on the site, with all to be used as parking 
for the residential dwellings and no visitor parking.  

• Further detail requested regarding the impact upon rear neighbours in respect to the 
finish/material of the 2.1m high dividing fence and the proposed building design on 
the southern side. 

• There is no detail on the plan in relation to the nature of the building ‘articulations’ 
along the southern elevation and what these will look like. 

• The layout of buildings and housing diversity is different to what was anticipated 
during the scheme amendment process.  

• The plan does not show how service vehicles will access the site, in particular for 
waste collection. 

• There is minimal landscaping along the communal access driveway and it mostly 
consists of car parking areas. 
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The applicant provided a response to the submission themes (refer Attachment 3) and 
made minor modifications to the plan in response to feedback.  
 
Revised plans (at Attachment 4) submitted on 29 August 2019 made minor changes to 
the street fencing provisions, and also included other administrative changes to avoid 
duplication with the provisions of sub-area 6.3.2.  Discussion on some of the key points 
raised in consultation and identified during assessment is provided below, with further 
responses provided in the Schedule of Submissions.  
 
OFFICER COMMENT 
 
The local development plan corresponds with the criteria outlined in Schedule 8 and 
provides a design response to those items specified.  A discussion on the key aspects of 
the plan is provided as follows: 
 
Density and Diversity 
 
The number of dwellings is consistent with the maximum R60 zoning established by 
Amendment 75.  Based on an average site area of 150sqm per grouped dwelling, as per 
Table 1 the Residential Design Codes Volume 1, a density of R60 can support up to 36 
grouped dwellings. The plan submitted shows up to 28 dwellings, inclusive of multiple 
dwellings.  
 
The layout and extent of housing diversity has changed from the original concept 
provided with the Scheme Amendment, in part due to changes in the amendment 
provisions which notably restricted the height of buildings to 2 storeys, reducing potential 
for multiple dwellings.  The change in layout is also understood to have been informed by 
more detailed site and feasibility analysis.  The requirements for a proportion of smaller 
(<120sqm) dwellings specified in the scheme remains applicable.   
 
Open Space and Landscaping 
 
The proposal is consistent with the minimum open space established by Amendment 75, 
being 60 percent of the total site area. The applicant provided further information during 
the assessment of the LDP to confirm the open space compliance and this will be further 
assessed and verified at development application stage.  
 
The plan shows compliance with scheme provisions for landscaping, including the 
provision of a deep planting area for each grouped dwelling within the development. The 
plan also shows location of mature trees within the site, as well as water permeable 
areas as required by the scheme.  The retention of existing trees on site is yet to be 
formally decided by the proponent however the majority appear to conflict with the layout.  
 
The plan originally submitted to the City showed no communal open space for the 
development.  This represented a change to the preliminary versions of the plan 
submitted with the Amendment, and occurred because the Minister for Planning removed 
any requirement for communal open space from the scheme requirements.  In response 
to feedback from officers and comments made by submitters during consultation, the 
proponent has reintroduced an area of communal open space on the corner of Hope 
Street and Wongan Avenue on the most recent version of the plan. 
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Vehicle and Pedestrian Access  
 
Pedestrian access to the development is shown via access pathways from Hope Street, 
as well as through the communal access driveway via the Wongan Avenue side. Whilst 
the 6 metre width of the access leg is not fully paved, as per the R-Codes, it is noted that 
soft landscaping is shown on the plan to comply with the relevant planning scheme 
requirements. Given the moderate scale of the development the width of the access leg 
based on a one-way operation is considered acceptable to support the necessary vehicle 
and pedestrian access arrangements.  
 
The LDP shows vehicle access entering via Wongan Avenue and exiting onto Hope 
Street. The proponent has argued that this configuration serves to assist with maximising 
a north-facing orientation to the development as well as assist with vehicle access and 
safety, as opposed to having two-way vehicle access points on each street. 
 
Some submissions raised concern regarding the location of the access points, being in 
close proximity to the intersection of Hope and Wongan.  Comment in relation to safety 
and congestion were also raised. In response, the City’s Infrastructure Engineering 
officers advise that:  
 
There has been one non-injury crash incident in the last 5 years at this intersection, a 
thru-thru (right angle). There is historic evidence that drivers tend to exceed the speed 
limit at the eastern end of the WGV road network along the long east/west roads. These 
items are outside the development scope but currently are not a road safety issue, more 
of an anti-social Police issue. 
 
The location has good sight lines on all approaches free of structures. It is most likely a 
legacy item that the ‘STOP’ control still exists at this location. 
 
The intersection and roadways have capacity to absorb the additional trips. This is due to 
the relatively low volumes at present. The scale of the development will create noticeable 
peak hour movements, however it is not something to warrant turn restrictions or 
additional intersection controls. 
 
The proposed vehicle access for the development shares load between Wongan Avenue 
and Hope Street whilst minimising hard surfaces for driveways, and as such is 
supported. 
 
Parking 
 
Some concern was raised during consultation regarding the high number of car parking 
bays on site and the amount of traffic that this could generate. The LDP shows a total of 
51 car parking bays within the site. The R-Codes require a minimum of 1 or 2 car parking 
bays per dwelling, depending on the dwelling size and/or number of bedrooms. 
 
Parking provision cannot be assessed in detail at this stage of planning because of the 
absence of dwelling detail (i.e. number of bedrooms), however it is noted that the 
provision of parking exceeds the maximum 1 bay per dwelling specified in Freo 
Alternative (which originally applied to this site, and applies to surrounding sites) by 
approximately 13 bays.  The principle of providing a second bay for larger (non Freo 
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Alternative) dwellings is supported to reduce (but not remove) the probability and scale of 
shortfall, noting Council’s objectives, in Freo Alternative, to provide dwellings suitable for 
smaller households and to reduce the predominance of car-centric design.  The scale of 
the development and the absence of front driveways (whilst positive) also reduces the 
capacity for visitors to be informally accommodated on site, with the availability of extra 
bays assisting to counter balance this.  Whilst subject to more detailed assessment at 
DA stage, the scale and arrangement of parking illustrated in the LDP is supported. 
 
In addition to onsite bays, the developer is proposing to install indented parallel car 
parking bays within the road reserve.  The provision of these bays has been supported in 
principle by the City’s Infrastructure team and will provide a further parking option for 
visitors to the site and general locality (in place of informal verge or street parking, which 
raised concern during consultation).  They will not preclude visitors parking on-street 
elsewhere but provide some supplementary bays.  The LDP shows these bays marked 
for the use of visitors however allocation of public bays to private use is not supported 
and this therefore requires amendment.  Infrastructure officers have previously advised 
that the verge bays may be signed (with a time limit) to ensure that the bays are not used 
as permanent/overflow parking for residents.  Design and approval of the on street bays 
will be subject to further engineering approvals during and subsequent to a development 
approval. 
 
Traffic generation from the development will ultimately be a result of the density (already 
established through the rezoning) and lifestyle / transport choices of residents, with the 
rezoning supported in part because of the availability of other transport options reducing 
absolute dependence on car travel.  Increasing traffic and congestion remain common 
and understandable themes in response to urban infill however it is only by providing infill 
where other transport options are available that this can feasibly be reduced in a growing 
city. 

 
Building Setbacks 
 
External side and rear boundaries are generally in accordance with the R-Codes, with 
minor variations proposed at ‘pinch points’ due to the angled south-eastern boundary 
line. Grouped dwelling walls, internally within the site, are shown abutting one another 
and as such are supportable under the R-Codes:  walls are abutting other walls of a 
similar or greater dimension are deemed-to-comply under the R-Codes. 
 
A variation to the City’s Streetscape Policy is proposed to the street setbacks of the 
development. The plan shows a setback of 5 metres to the front of the development 
(namely balconies and verandas) whilst Local Planning Policy 2.9 stipulates a minimum 
setback of 7 metres for ground floors and 10 metres for upper floors. The proponent has 
argued that the provision of an internal access leg within the development has, in part, 
resulted in the front setback reduction proposed.   
 
The internal access leg was not mandated by Council but is a logical design response to 
the requirement for access points to be limited.  Maintenance of a consistent deep street 
setback is an important principle to maintain streetscape consistency however is 
challenged in this instance by the depths of the lot.   
 
It is noted that the plans shows the location of balconies and verandas along the front of 
the building resulting in a setback of 5.0 metres. Balconies and verandas are, however, 
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excluded from the front setback calculation under LPP 2.9, meaning the actual setback 
to the building façade may be greater than 7.0 metres.  A deeper setback would have 
been desirable however the constraints on the site and the implications for the rear 
setback if imposed are acknowledged.  As a consequence, the street setbacks shown on 
the LDP are supported. 
 
Fencing  
 
Fencing within the prevailing streetscape is typically low in height and / or open style 
(refer site photos in Attachment 5).  The LDP proposes open-style fencing to the front but 
with solid dividing fences between these to maintain a degree of privacy between the 
outdoor living areas of front units.  The proponent has argued that this is necessary to 
achieve an appropriate quality of development and ‘liveability’ with other examples cited 
including development within the Knutsford Street (west) development and Landcorp’s 
WGV development. 
 
Whilst these arguments are understood, the rezoning was supported on the basis that it 
represents a variation to Freo Alternative, which seeks to accommodate density which is 
harmonious with a suburban setting (including a general open presentation to the street).  
Whilst the street setbacks of the development are, in isolation, supported, the addition of 
solid fencing within the front setback may add an unacceptably contrasting element to 
the streetscape and is consequently not supported.   
 
Modification of the LDP to specify dividing fences within the front setback as open style 
above 1.2m is consequently recommended, with a provision included to potentially allow 
small sections of higher solid wall where these are demonstrated to have negligible 
impact upon the streetscape.  Fencing examples are provided in Attachment 6 to allow 
Council some visual reference as to different side fencing options and their potential 
impacts.  None are identical to the situation but provide a point of reference. 
 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 

Nil.  
 
LEGAL IMPLICATIONS 

The Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015 specify the 
process for the advertising, assessment and approval of local development plans. 
 
VOTING AND OTHER SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS 
 
Simple Majority Required. 
 
OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION 

Council:  
 
1. Note the submissions received as detailed in the report relating to the local 

development plan considered at the meeting of the Strategic Planning and 
Transport Committee on 18 September 2019 and Attachment 2 to that report. 
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2. In accordance with Regulation 52 of the Deemed Provisions in Schedule 2 of 

the Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015, 
approve the local development plan submitted for Lot 200 (No. 119) Hope 
Street, White Gum Valley, plan dated 29 August 2019 provided below, subject 
to the following modifications being made: 

 
a. Fencing to be amended to satisfy the deemed-to-comply criteria of the 

Residential Design Codes Volume 1 between the Hope Street 
boundary and the front wall of the building i.e. visually permeable 
where exceeding 1.2 metres in height, with provision for limited 
higher solid wall returns between lots where necessary to provide a 
degree of privacy to primary outdoor living spaces, and demonstrably 
negligible impact on the streetscape. 

b. Visitor Parking being renamed ‘Verge Parking’ 
 

 
 
3. In accordance with Regulation 55 of the Deemed Provisions in Schedule 2 of 

the Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015, 
publish a copy of the approved local development plan on the City of 
Fremantle website. 
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SPT1909-6 FISHING BOAT HARBOUR - POSITION STATEMENT  
 
Meeting Date: 18 September 2019 
Responsible Officer: Manager Strategic Planning 
Decision Making Authority: Council 
Agenda Attachments: 1. Local Planning Policy DGF 10 – Fishing Boat Harbour 
 2. Alternative 3 Harbours Concept (2008) 
 
SUMMARY 

The Fremantle Fishing Boat Harbour is a significant precinct within the Fremantle 
city centre, and has historic, economic, social and environmental significance.  
Council adopted a local planning policy to guide future redevelopment in the 
1990’s and participated in a further (unconcluded) planning exercise coordinated 
by the Department of Planning in 2007-2008.  The Department of Transport has 
indicated a desire to review the vision for the harbour and the associated policy 
direction guiding its future management.  At the same time, the lessee of the ‘Boat 
Lifters’ site at No. 38 Mews Road has commenced a community engagement 
process as a preliminary stage in the preparation of redevelopment proposals for 
the site. This report seeks to confirm Council’s current position on some key 
principles to guide the City’s participation in these processes. 
 
This report recommends that Council adopt a position based on a series of 
principles which seek to maintain the harbour as a working commercial harbour as 
the primary objective, but accommodate other land uses and public domain 
improvements where these don’t undermine this objective.   
 
BACKGROUND 

The Fishing Boat Harbor has played an important role on the development of Fremantle 
since it was established in the early 20th century.  The hosting of the America’s Cup and 
a changing economy has seen its evolution from purely utilitarian harbour to one which 
incorporates tourism and entertainment functions and an increasing focus on recreational 
and leisure use (both maritime-related and otherwise). 
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Aerial Photograph of Bathers Beach, Challenger and Fishing Boat Harbour (Source:  Wikipedia.  
Photograph taken by Kristian Maley, 4 June 2005) 
 
Council adopted a policy on the harbour in November 1993 (refer attachment 1 – 
incorporating amendments) which seeks to: 
 

•  “Protect and facilitate the continued and orderly development and expansion of 
fishing and related industries.   

• Expand and diversify the economic base, including recreational, tourism, cultural 
and educational opportunities, as secondary yet related activities to the fishing 
industries. 

• Improve the city to water relationship and improve access to the waterfront. 
• Improve the waterfront pedestrian environment and enhance opportunities for the 

community’s appreciation of the waterfront and of maritime activities. 
• Maintain the authenticity of the precinct through appropriate mix and vitality of 

uses, appropriate building scale and form and recognition of cultural heritage. 
• Ensure that the Boat Harbours support and complement the activities of the CBD.” 

 
It also establishes three broad land use areas focussing around boat mooring, tourism 
and marine industry, and a series of planning requirements applicable to these.   
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In 2007-2008, the City participated in the preparation of a new ‘Three Harbours’ policy in 
a collaborative process coordinated by the then Department for Planning and 
Infrastructure. The process envisaged significant outward extension of harbour 
breakwaters and new development in areas of current open water. In considering the 
draft policy, the Council endorsed the following position: 
 

1. That preparation of a policy to guide the future development of the harbour over 
the next 30 years is supported; 
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2. That prior to finalisation of any policy, a comprehensive environmental and 
heritage assessment of the harbour should be conducted; 

3. That subject to satisfactory resolution of environmental and heritage 
considerations, the policy should be based on the following three principles: 

a. Provision of improved public facilities 
b. Maintenance of Fishing Boat Harbour as a working harbour; 
c. Improvement of connectivity and linkages with the Fremantle CBD and 

public access to the waterfront…… 
4. (That, additionally): 

a. The current character and outlook from Bathers Beach and Bathers Bay 
should be maintained, with the predominant view from the beach remaining 
as open water….; 

b. New development could incorporate an interpretation of the Long Jetty, on 
an alignment which minimises visual intrusion into the outlook from Bathers 
Beach 

c. Intensive non-marine development sites shall be concentrated in the 
northern area based around the existing location of Challenger Harbour 
and within walkable distance from and with strong linkages to the West End 
of Fremantle.  The preferred land uses for this area are Tourism based 
commercial and short stay residential, at a three storey walk up scale.  
Permanently occupied residential use is not considered acceptable.  In 
order to provide for strong activation of this area a Hotel development may 
be considered at a height of 6 to 8 storeys, subject to the design and 
location minimising visual introduction on the outlook from Bathers Beach; 

d. No public boat launching facilities ramp should be included in the 
Fremantle Habours Policy area.  Any new public boat ramp for the region 
should be located north of the Swan River; 

e. Private vehicle parking within the Harbours development should be 
minimised, with additional required parking strategically provided within 
central Fremantle based on cash in lieu arrangement; 

f. Provision should be made within the plan for public moorings and berths for 
casual use and ‘bare boat’ charter facilities; 

g. Marine Services and industries should be encouraged, with the current 
Boat Lifters site’ being incorporated into the tourism area and this use 
being accommodated elsewhere within the harbour; 

h. New boat stacking facilities may be incorporated in locations where no 
significant impact on views is expected; 

i. A protected safe sailing space should be provided if possible (for junior 
sailors); 

j. Integration with other strategic planning projects in the area, namely future 
planning for West Victoria Quay to the north and Cockburn Coast to the 
south.  The policy should have particular regard to connectivity and public 
transport within the region; 

k. Impacts and issues associated with construction, including transport of 
materials and access.  Consideration should be given to rail or water based 
transport on construction materials.  
 

A community-initiated preferred (alternative) concept for the harbour was attached to the 
report (see attachment 2 of this item) and referenced in the full wording of Council’s 2008 
resolution. 
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Following the election of the Barnett-led State Government in 2008 the project was 
deferred and subsequently never finalised.  
 
Recently, the City has been approached by the leaseholders for the Boat Lifters site at 
Lot 2023 (No. 38) Mews Road (AMB Capital Partners) regarding their desire to examine 
alternative uses for the site.  Their consultants are conducting their own community 
engagement to ascertain public attitudes to the harbour and the site, to inform their 
development of concept plans for it. 
 
The site is reserved under the Metropolitan Region Scheme for Public Purposes (Special 
Use).  As a consequence, approval of development under the City’s local planning 
scheme is not required.  The Western Australian Planning Commission (or, most likely, a 
JDAP) will determine any application lodged.  Applications will require the consent of the 
Department of Transport as the vested body for this area.   
 
The Department of Transport has indicated that it has not taken any formal stance on the 
investigation other than to support the conduct of consultation.  However re-examination 
of the vision for the harbour and establishment of development principles has been 
proposed by the Department given the age of current policy documents and changing 
imperatives.   
 
The City’s input on this has been invited.  The purpose of this report is consequently to 
establish an up-to-date position statement to inform the City’s participation in this and in 
any subsequent discussions. Officers consider such a position statement would also 
assist the City in responding to emerging proposals for the Boat Lifters site. 
 
 
OFFICER COMMENT 

The Fishing Boat Harbour is a vital part of the City Centre, both in terms of its function as 
an employment and activity centre and visitor destination, and as a component of 
Fremantle’s historic entity and sense of place.  In planning exercises, City staff have 
been keen to emphasise that it functions as a part of the larger whole, not as a 
standalone entity.  Given its physical separation (by virtue of the rail line) and its 
separate planning control and management (by virtue of its vesting), this perhaps 
otherwise obvious statement requires acknowledgement.  The Department of Transport 
has been similarly keen to recognise that the harbour forms part of the larger Fremantle 
port function and the wider network of maritime infrastructure and activity up and down 
the coast.   
 
Many of the principles previously established remain relevant today.  However given the 
passage of time and change in economic and political context, it is worth reviewing these 
and also reconsidering how they might translate physically.  The following brief overview 
is provided as the basis for the slightly updated principles proposed to form the basis of 
the City’s participation in the upcoming Department of Transport workshop.  These focus 
on the Fishing Boat Harbour (as opposed to the larger three harbours area discussed 
above).   
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1. Overview 

a. Fishing and marine industries have traditionally been an important part of 
the Fremantle economy and social fabric.  The City wishes to see this 
heritage acknowledged, and these economies continue as a viable and 
authentic function within the harbour area. 

b. Changing economics and operational needs are recognised to alter the 
traditional use of the harbour and have seen an increase in recreational 
boating and the introduction of tourism and entertainment uses initially 
building off the sale of seafood, and accommodation associated with sailing 
events.  This is recognised as part of a global trend. 

c. The Council has consistently expressed a desire to support the continued 
operation of the harbours as a viable port incorporating fishing fleet and 
marine industries, whilst allowing greater diversity of land-use and 
development where these do not undermine the viability or authenticity of 
the port.  This continues to represent a primary objective.  

2. Land use 
a. The operational needs and future requirements of the fishing industry, 

marine services and other water-based uses should be established in any 
replanning of the harbour.  This should be done in a holistic and proactive 
fashion. 

b. Key services (such as boat lifting and hull maintenance) should be 
maintained in an appropriate location within the harbour.   

c. The expansion of entertainment and tourism uses should be managed and 
contained to avoid conflict with traditional marine industries or their forced 
relocation, and to maintain the underpinning authenticity of the harbour as 
a working port, on which its attraction is based.  Any expansion of the 
tourism precinct should be clearly defined.   

d. The introduction of noise sensitive land uses (including residential uses - 
short or long term) should only be considered where these are 
demonstrably consistent with the operational needs of the working port, 
including adequate sound proofing, notifications on title and, if necessary, 
modifications to the environmental health regulations relating to noise.  
Introduction of permanent residential accommodation should only occur 
within a clearly defined precinct where the above issues can be effectively 
managed. 

e. The introduction of office and retail uses other than uses associated with or 
incidental to marine industries is not supported: this function is more 
appropriately provided for within the core of the Fremantle city centre.   

3. Built form 
a. The built form of the harbour has traditionally been industrial in nature with 

a horizontal coarse grain character.  New development should respond to 
this existing context and character. Use of rigorous design review 
processes in the consideration of new development proposals could assist 
in this. 

b. Maintenance and / or introduction of glimpses of the water between 
buildings is desirable to maintain and preferably increase a connection 
between the public realm and Mews Road with the water. 
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4. Access and parking 
a. Vehicular access to the Fishing Boat Harbour needs to be maintained for 

its industrial and marine uses.  In some locations, this may require 
exclusion of public access. 

b. Tourists and short stay visitors to the harbour should be encouraged to 
access it by foot or bicycle to reduce traffic congestion. 

c. A consolidated parking station(s) should be provided at or near the 
entrance to the harbour to accommodate visitors and entertainment venue 
patrons.   

d. Extension of Norfolk Street across the railway line and upgrades to the 
public realm should be planned for and a fully funded implementation 
program established in any replanning exercise of the harbour.    

5. Public domain 
a. Improved public access to the waterfront should be facilitated in any 

redevelopments within the tourist areas of the harbour.   
b. The area between Norfolk Street and Bathers Beach should introduce 

parking reconfiguration and road treatments which increase the priority of 
pedestrian movement and amenity, both into and through the precinct. 

c. Improved visual and pedestrian connections to Bathers Beach should be 
facilitated through replanning of the breakwater immediately south of 
Bathers Beach House, and redesign of the section of Mews Road adjoining 
this.  

d.  Whilst the Esplanade represents the primary green space servicing this 
area, opportunities to introduce additional small green spaces within the 
tourism precinct should be investigated, particularly in the event of any 
introduction of residential land uses. 

e. A comprehensive landscaping and tree planting plan (involving suitability 
resilient species) should be established and implemented to increase the 
amenity and environmental quality of the precinct.   

6. Environment 
a. Any significant change to the harbour should be supported by 

comprehensive environmental assessment to avoid any adverse impacts. 
b. Projected sea level rise and coastal processes need to be planned for and 

accommodated within any new development within the precinct. 
 
These thoughts have been translated into the general principles outlined in the officer’s 
recommendation.  Further refinement is likely to occur through the planning process 
however early establishment of a clear starting position will enhance the City’s ability to 
constructively contribute to discussions and shape the outcomes.   
 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 

Nil. 
LEGAL IMPLICATIONS 

Nil 
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CONSULTATION 

This position statement is broadly aligned with previously established positions of 
Council and will inform the City’s input to state planning decisions. The City may decide 
to initiate or participate in further public consultation depending on the progress and 
direction taken by the current planning processes. 
 
VOTING AND OTHER SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS 

Simple Majority 
 
OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION 

Council: 
 
1. Adopts the following as a statement of its current position in respect of the 

future of Fremantle Fishing Boat Harbour: 
 

a. The Council recognises the Fishing Boat Harbour as a vital part of 
Fremantle City Centre, both in terms of its function as an employment 
and activity centre and visitor destination, and is supportive of 
investment and appropriate new development to sustain the harbour 
into the future. This can be most effectively achieved through the 
preparation of a comprehensive up-to-date plan for the whole of the 
Fishing Boat Harbour to guide investment, activities and development. 

b. The harbour should be recognised as a component of the Fremantle 
City Centre, and as a part of the state’s marine network.  It should not 
be treated as an isolated precinct. 

c. The harbour should continue to operate as an authentic working 
harbour with fishing fleet-related and other marine industries. 

d. Landside infrastructure and services to support ongoing use of the 
harbour by a range of commercial and recreational vessels (including 
boat lifting facilities with no less lifting capacity than current facilities) 
should be maintained, or suitably replaced if existing facilities/services 
are affected by development proposals.  Review and redefinition of 
necessary infrastructure in collaboration with the fishing fleet industry 
should occur. 

e. Management of land uses within the harbour to minimise conflict and 
contain non-marine uses (such as entertainment and tourism uses) 
should continue.  The harbour ‘zones’ defined in policy DGF10 should 
be used as a starting point for guiding land use locations, but with 
some flexibility. 

f. Any proposal to introduce noise sensitive land uses (e.g. short or long 
stay accommodation) should acknowledge the primacy of the working 
harbour function, and demonstrate provisions to manage any potential 
conflict (for example built form noise mitigation measures, 
management arrangements, title/lease notifications). 

g. Employment-generating uses not directly related to maritime industries 
and/or needing a harbour location should complement, not draw away, 
investment in the Fremantle City Centre core.  Specifically, retail and 
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office uses should only be supported where they are directly related 
and/or incidental to the primary marine or tourism related use.  
Convenience retailing should not be supported.   

h. Built form in any new development should respond to existing context 
and sense of place, and harmonise with the traditional low profile 
coarse grain industrial character of the area (whilst still making 
adequate provision for pedestrians and passive surveillance).  Views to 
and connection with the water from the public realm should be 
provided. Some additional height beyond the typical height of existing 
harbour buildings could be entertained on a single key site if a 
development could demonstrably deliver significant public benefits 
and amenity in the vicinity. 

i. Any substantial new development proposal (particularly anything large 
scale) should be subject to formal design review (potentially by the 
State Design Review Panel). 

j. Coordinated improvement of the public domain to establish a more 
coordinated and amenable pedestrian and cycling environment is 
supported.  Any redevelopment of the public domain should avoid a net 
loss of parking (incorporating nodal parking provided at the entrance). 

k. Key connections and vistas should be retained and reinforced.  
Connection to the Esplanade, Bathers Beach and to the waterfront 
should be improved and made more legible.  Extension of Norfolk 
Street should be pursued as the primary entrance to the harbour.   

l. Establishment of public infrastructure necessary to facilitate 
improvement of the harbour and funding and contribution mechanisms 
to achieve these should occur as a priority to ensure a coordinated and 
equitable approach. This should involve contribution to Norfolk St 
extension/relocated railway crossing, public realm enhancements and 
waterfront access. 

m. Car parking provision and management should recognise the different 
needs of different harbour user groups.  Day tourists and visitors to the 
harbour should be provided with a consolidated parking venue/s at or 
near the entrance/s to the harbour (potentially supported by cash in 
lieu payments for new development) and encouraged to walk into it 
rather than seek parking within the precinct.  Conversely the 
operational requirements of marine industries and maritime activities 
need to be accommodated within the harbour. 

n. Any significant expansion of tourism function or introduction of 
residential uses should incorporate or facilitate a high quality area of 
open space including green elements. 
 

 
2. Notes continued officer participation in the process of Fishing Boat Harbour 

visioning and policy review and in doing so officers will advance Council’s 
position outlined in (1) above 
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11. MOTIONS OF WHICH PREVIOUS NOTICE HAS BEEN GIVEN 

A member may raise at a meeting such business of the City as they consider 
appropriate, in the form of a motion of which notice has been given to the CEO. 

Nil 

12. URGENT BUSINESS 

In cases of extreme urgency or other special circumstances, matters may, on a motion 
that is carried by the meeting, be raised without notice and decided by the meeting. 

Nil 

13. LATE ITEMS 

In cases where information is received after the finalisation of an agenda, matters may 
be raised and decided by the meeting.  A written report will be provided for late items. 

Nil 

14.  CONFIDENTIAL BUSINESS 

Members of the public may be asked to leave the meeting while confidential business is 
addressed. 

Nil 

15.  CLOSURE 
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