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CITY OF JOONDALUP — TOWN PLANNING SCHEME 
Grievance 

MS E. HAMILTON (Joondalup) [9.47 am]: My grievance is directed to the Minister for Planning. As the 
minister is aware, after much communication with her office by myself and the member for Kingsley and the 
member for Mirrabooka, residents in the City of Joondalup’s housing opportunity areas are increasingly 
disappointed with the city’s approach to infill and density as demonstrated in their local housing strategy and the 
developments resulting from it. We hear from both residents’ associations and directly from residents how 
disillusioned they are with the City of Joondalup in this matter and the way in which their attempts to communicate 
their concerns have been met with an absolute lack of regard. Local residents love the communities they are a part of 
and they are stunned by the lack of empathy and responsiveness from the City of Joondalup around their concerns. 

The communication undertaken by the City of Joondalup around its infill strategy appears to be simply a case of 
box ticking minimum requirements; so too their local planning policy, which with a more robust and detailed 
approach could address many of the residents’ concerns related to the quality of build being approved by the city. 
I address this today with the minister because the City of Joondalup residents are incredibly frustrated with the 
lack of proper community consultation and meaningful engagement and a clear reflection in their local planning 
scheme of their aspirations for the community in which they live.  
They feel as if they have been stonewalled by the City of Joondalup, which simply passes the buck rather than take 
responsibility for its poor processes. This is a matter for the local council to address in consultation with its local 
community. We need to put aside politics and find a way to help these local residents. 
I want to clearly detail the communication—or lack of, I should say—by the City of Joondalup on its proposed 
infill strategy. This is at the crux of many residents’ complaints that I hear. In 2010, the City of Joondalup initiated 
consultation on its local housing strategy via a survey distributed to over 50 000 residential properties. The only 
R-code mentioned in the document was R20/30. There was no mention of multiple dwellings or units, despite the 
fact they were possible at R30 and over. It outlined extra provisions to safeguard against poor planning and design 
outcomes. Some three years after this initial consultation, the final version of the LHS was advertised for public 
consultation, and it included significant changes in R-code density. It was open for comment for only 21 days over 
the Christmas period. As an aside, the residents of Duncraig will find this particularly significant, given they were 
denied the opportunity to do the same for their proposed amendments to the City of Joondalup’s District Planning 
Scheme 2, an action that I believe will delay its amendment long enough for the City of Joondalup local planning 
scheme 3 to be approved, and thus render its amendments invalid. It was, however, the only housing opportunity 
area that the City of Joondalup would entertain amendments for; Edgewater residents were told in no uncertain 
terms that the city would not be considering this as an option for their area. 
Returning to my point, letters on this local housing strategy were sent to only 914 households. These were the 
additional households, newly added to the housing opportunity areas that were not previously consulted in 2010. 
These advertisements for the LHS appeared only twice: once in the Joondalup Times and once in the Weekender. 
This strategy was repeated in 2014 for amendment 73 consultation, then for the final approval of amendment 73 and 
implementation of the local housing strategy. They were advertised once or twice in a local paper when many of 
the housing opportunity areas did not even have these papers in circulation. This is simply not good enough. 
I understand that the City of Joondalup may have met its basic obligations to the state on communication with 
residents but given the proposed changes, any reasonable council would have gone beyond this to ensure that the 
community fully understood and endorsed its local housing strategy. 
It is important to highlight some of the strategies that the City of Joondalup may have used in addition to letters, 
surveys and newspaper ads. As part of their consultation, other local governments have undertaken face-to-face 
forums, workshops and mobile information sessions to ensure that they fully understand their residents’ needs, 
especially when, since the last time they were consulted, there had been a significant change in proposed density. The 
lack of understanding is obvious given the level of resistance that the City of Joondalup is facing from residents in 
housing opportunity areas. With changes like this, we expect there will be some resistance, but these residents feel, 
quite rightly, that the City of Joondalup has not consulted them adequately on the whole strategy and, significantly, 
this change in density. I have heard from residents in the housing opportunity areas that the City of Joondalup is 
laying responsibility for this change in density with the state government and the previous state government. 
However, I want to make it clear that successive governments have set out a planning vision for greater density. 
This is to curb urban sprawl and to provide more housing affordability and diversity. We know that if we do not 
control urban sprawl, we will pay more in infrastructure costs and congestion to the economy. However, it is 
ultimately local governments’ responsibility to determine how this greater infill and housing density should be 
delivered in the suburbs. This means a serious engagement with the local community to enable an open, transparent 
and accountable process to all ratepayers. My view is that the City of Joondalup has failed at this and should simply 
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start again. The current situation is high farce, with a new scheme before the minister, plus amendments 
downsizing to the old scheme. 
Residents in the City of Joondalup have also raised with me their concerns about the quality of the building designs 
being approved by the council. Verges are being cut into for parking bays and whole blocks are cleared with no 
landscaping. Initial documentation from the City of Joondalup for the local housing strategy included provisions 
to safeguard against poor quality outcomes, but the residents tell me that the City of Joondalup communicated to 
them that it was directed to remove these provisions by state planning departments. Although this may technically 
be correct, the city was advised that the appropriate place for these provisions was in its local planning policy, 
which is also subject to approval by the Western Australian Planning Commission. 
I am aware that the City of Joondalup has a very thin, 15-page local planning policy, but it does not appear to be 
in line with community expectations for developments of the HOAs, especially multi-dwellings. Other local 
governments have had policies approved by the WAPC, which are much more detailed and prohibitive, with 
provisions in place to protect the character of the suburbs. Again, put simply, the City of Joondalup has failed to 
put in place a strong local planning policy to guide multi-dwelling development, unlike other local governments 
that face the same challenge. It is sitting on its hands and blaming others. I know that when the minister came into 
government, she initiated a review to address the local government processes related to this issue. I urge the 
minister to take action to remedy this situation and make sure that we provide real help in real time. 
MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan — Minister for Planning) [9.54 am]: I thank the member for Joondalup for that 
grievance and also acknowledge the member for Kingsley’s interest in these issues. 
Mr A. Krsticevic interjected. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Member for Carine; what about me? Who sung that? 
Mr B.S. Wyatt interjected. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: At the corner shop. 
I will start again. I thank the member for Joondalup for that grievance and also acknowledge the member for 
Kingsley and her representations on this issue. I think the member outlined the history but I want to outline some 
parts of that again so that people are clear about where we are at and the path that we need to take to go forward. 
As the member for Joondalup outlined, we are very keen to make sure that we get density where it is deserved and 
that we keep housing choice in communities. It also about making sure that we continue to work with the 
community in getting density outcomes. It is not easy but we have seen it succeed in parts of the metropolitan area. 
Normally it works when there are clear opportunities for infill and when there has been very good communication 
with the community. 
One of the issues and areas of reform being looked at by the Evan Jones planning reform team is the transparency 
and consultation processes through these areas. We are informed that advertising and consultation was undertaken 
but we are not really informed on exactly how that was undertaken and how effective it was. We are very keen to 
try to improve the style and methods of communication for major planning amendments. It is worthy to consider 
the background of draft local planning scheme 3. In December 2003, the city initiated amendment 73 to district 
planning scheme 2. Amendment 73 was initiated to implement the majority of recommendations contained in the 
city’s local housing strategy, which the member for Joondalup outlined. That strategy identified access to public 
transport and other infrastructure within housing opportunity areas, among other things. Amendment 73 was 
advertised, and I think the member for Joondalup outlined how effective that was. Following public advertising, 
submissions on amendment 73 were considered by the city and by the Western Australian Planning Commission in 
making its recommendation to the then Minister for Planning on this issue. The final approval of amendment 73 was 
granted by the then Minister for Planning in January 2016. It was subsequently gazetted and came into effect on 
12 February 2017. Amendment 73 increased permitted residential density in several areas of Joondalup. This is 
the area of most contention. Since amendment 73 came into effect, a number of proposals facilitated by this change 
had been put forward, raising concerns from residents throughout a number of communities. As a result of the 
concerns, the City of Joondalup has now initiated two amendments—88 and 90—to reduce the residential density 
coding in some areas. 
Mr J.N. Carey interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Perth! 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Amendment 73 came into effect on 12 February 2017. A number of months later, amendments 
were initiated to down code some of these areas. In November 2017, the city also made a resolution on the 
preparation of a local planning policy and the initiation of further amendments to district planning scheme 2, as it 
applied to housing opportunities that allowed increased density.  
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The city is now required to conclude advertising of amendments 88 and 90, consider any submissions and provide 
them to the Western Australian Planning Commission. The district planning scheme was gazetted in February. 
A number of months later, changes were made to it. Whilst this has all been happening, the city has been preparing 
a new local planning scheme that will apply to the whole of the City of Joondalup; that is, draft local planning 
scheme 3. The draft local planning scheme was adopted in June 2017 and subsequently submitted to the WAPC 
with the request that it be approved. The WAPC recommendation on the draft local planning scheme will be 
provided to me and I will consider it in making a determination. 
The issue in front of me is that I am faced with draft planning scheme 3 reflecting density increases introduced to 
the city scheme by amendment 73. Before me is a local planning scheme reflecting a plan to which other 
amendments are now being moved. It has created quite a lot of confusion for residents and, from a planning 
perspective, it has created a bit of a mess. A number of conflicting schemes and amendments are being put to me. 
In this regard, it is very difficult for me to understand the city’s actual vision and its new plan. Conflicting 
documents are being provided to me and I need more clarity from the city about exactly how it wants to deliver 
infill and what type of community consultation it will use to do that. I cannot make comments about 
amendments 88 or 90 because they are not yet before me so I do not want to prejudice any decision. However, 
I will seek clarity and understanding from the city about its actual plan, because the current proposal of making 
ad hoc decisions all over the place is not working for community certainty and does not provide a real plan for the 
future of the City of Joondalup. I will seek clarity and certainty from the City of Joondalup about how it will meet 
its targets and, moreover, how it will address the community concerns in that process—in particular, the size and 
location of those areas and how the city will properly communicate and consult with the community to get a plan 
that the community supports and that will not be changed every three months with ad hoc amendments. We will 
do that because Joondalup deserves better. It deserves a plan for the future. 
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