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From: Shailee Desai    
Sent: Friday, 13 September 2019 4:41 PM 
To: Select Committee Into Local Government <lgi@parliament.wa.gov.au> 
Subject: Shailee Desai Reporting misconduct by City of Joondalup ‐ PArt 1  

 
To whom it may concern: 
 
I , Shailee Mitesh Desai (resident    wish to report our 
concerns of serious misconduct by Public Officers/ Department of Planning of City of Joondalup as well as 
councillors on the NWJDAP panel for items related to City of Joondalup.  
 

We question the integrity of recommendations and decisions made by City of Joondalup Officers and/ or 
offices that eventuated in approval of developments on subject sites - Lots 1754 and 1840 (98 and 99) 
O'Mara Boulevard, Iluka WA 6028, confusingly, also referred to as Lot 9040, O'Mara Boulevard, Iluka WA 
6028 as well as 34, Kallatina Drive Iluka WA 6028 – i.e. the parcel of land South and North of O’Mara 
Boulevard, Iluka WA 6028 on the western most border of the suburb adjoining Burns Beach Road. 
We believe that the relevant officers or offices within City of Joondalup Council and Administration have 
not exercised their responsible authority in their duties towards the residents of our locality in Iluka 6028, 
by facilitating changes in policy or planning instruments that lead to significant detrimental impact the 
amenity and peace of mind and enjoyment of our homes and properties.  
Some of their decisions do not match with the intent of change as was conveyed to the residents at time of 
public consultation and many of their decisions are based on significant discretion on matters of non 
compliance, leading to departure from the statutory or local government policies, planning instruments and 
guidelines which have ultimately resulted in a benefit to commercial viability of the developers and at the 
detriment of existing residents’ interests. 
We raise our concerns on basis of following observations: 

1. ZONING CHANGES IMPACTING THE SUBJECT SITE:  
a.      In July 2018, the zoning of above referenced subject sites was changed to commercial mixed 

used development with residential code of R80. Previous to that these 2 subject sites were zoned 
Centre and residential code of R60. 

b.      This zoning change was approved by City of Joondalup, based on proposed changes to Iluka 
Structure Plan No. 26 and Iluka Local development Plans 1 and 2, conducted by Robert Day 
Town Planners, at the request of Property Developer - Satterley Property Group, the owners, 
Davidson properties and Catholic Church of Australia. 

c.       While a public consultation exercise was conducted by City of Joondalup, the information on 
proposed changes and draft amendments has been, we believe misleading and not delivering 
outcomes that preserve local amenity without detriment to surrounding residents. The draft 
amendment proposed, as was advertised for public consultation, and council minutes indicate 
that the total non residential floor space in the development across both the lots would be a total 
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of 1500 square meters and that the residential density would remain R60 - please refer to the 
following attachments: 

1. Attachment 1 A Flyer of draft amendments ‐ 9750 Iluka LDP Amends FAQ 
2. Attachment 1 B Billboard Advertisement for public consultation 
3. Attachment 2 ‐  COJ minutes of council meeting post public consultation ‐ 

CJ171212_MIN 
4. Attachment 3 ‐ changes to Iluka Structure plan and draft LDP 1 and 2 ‐ 

Attach3brf171205 
 

2. NON‐OBJECTIVE DISCRETIONARY DECISIONS RECOMMENDING, SUPPORTING OR APPROVING 
NON COMPLIANT DESIGN FEATURES FAVOURING THE DEVELOPERS DESPITE DETRIMENT TO THE 
SURROUNDING RESIDENTS:  
a.      Contravening Local Development Plan 1: As per the changes to Iluka Local Structure plan (as 

per attachment 3), the need to bring in the Local Development Plans (LDP) was to allow 
councils better control in terms of build form regulations to preserve local character and 
amenity. It was cited that Iluka Local Structure Plan did not have ample build‐form regulations 
or guidelines.  
Yet, we find that the previous pre‐2018 Iluka Local structure Plan had very specific definition of 
storeys which resulted in very specific height restrictions. The amended Iluka Local Structure 
plan of 2018 removed this definition of storey and assigned the onus of regulating height 
restrictions on Local Development Plan 1 (Attachment 4) created specifically for these sites. 
Additionally, there is very clear and definite prescription of setbacks, access points, public open 
space and landscaping to regulate built form outcomes for this site.    
There is no mention that the LDP was notional. In fact the LDP states that it either augments or 
amends or replaces many planning instruments including design codes.  Yet, the City of 
Joondalup has allowed several non compliance design elements within their various RAR 
reports (Attachments 5 RAR for DAP Hearing of 5th March 2019, Attachment 6 RAR for DAP 
hearing of 11th March 2019 and Attachment 7 RAR for DAP hearing of 13th May 2019) , with 
significant departure from building regulations prescribed by Iluka Local development Plan 1  as 
below: 

1. The Multi Dwelling Apartment block has been allowed to exceed building height restriction 
of 10.5 meters. This is detrimental to surrounding residents in the form of overlooking and 
privacy issues, but also in relation to views of significance – in particular to the vistas of 
ocean which should have been preserved as per the Iluka Structure Plan. 

2. Minimum setbacks prescriptions of 2 meters on Calis Avenue and Mykonos view have not 
been met with.  In fact, nil setbacks have been allowed for both the Multi Dwelling 
apartment named 1 Iluka Beach as well as the Iluka Plaza, to significant detriment of 
immediate neighbours. 
 
Nil setback do not allow for appropriate transition from residential land to commercial or 
mixed used multi dwelling developments across local access road which are only 6 meters 
wide.  
 
 
 
The developers were asked to clarify as to why did they not design a building that was more 
sympathetic to residents and also adhered to LDP1 setback and landscape provisions. The 
developers conceded that they designed the development to maximise on lot yield. 
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Incorporating minimum setbacks would have meant loss of car parking bays which would 
put restriction on lettable floor space and therefore their commercial yield. 

3. Open space and landscaping: a minimum of 30% of the site is required to comprise of 
communal open space and deep soil areas as per State Planning Policy 7.3 Residential 
design codes. This has not been met with in relation to the Multi Dwelling Apartment within 
the subject site and location of site close to public open space and coastal dunes has been 
used as a justification. However, each site needs to address these design principles within 
their own merits. 
 
Additionally, t e amended Iluka Structure Plan indicates allowance of 1000 sq meters of 
Community space which was raised as an issue through public consultation which was 
dismissed by the developer saying there is no requirement to provide that community 
space. 
 
 
 
The City Officer has however justified that “The original structure plan envisaged the 
creation of a community purpose site for the City as part of the Local Centre. Since then, the 
City has invested significant funds in developing the Currambine Community Centre and the 
community facilities at Bramston Park. The development of these facilities negates the need 
for an additional City of Joondalup community purpose facility in this location. Therefore, 
instead of making space available for a further community facility, which is not needed by 
the City, cash‐in‐lieu of the site has been provided to the City.” However, the Currambine 
Community Centre and Community facilities in Bramston Park have been in existence and 
operational well before the Public consultation of zoning changes and yet, the residents 
were made to believe that the Community Space of 1000 square meters will be one of the 
design features in line with “liveable neighbourhoods”. Iluka does not have any community 
space of same features and facilities as that of Currambine and Bramston Park.  
 
 
 
We find it ironic that COJ is citing proximity of Currambine Community Centre and 
Bramston Park to allow the developers from getting away with short‐change of community 
space but the same principle of proximity is not being applied when looking at shopping 
centre with extended trading hours supermarket and liquor store.  
 
 
 
There is also a significant shortfall in landscaping in the Commercial Development of Iluka 
Plaza with only 1.6% of the required 8% addressed in landscaping, with lack of sufficient 
deep soil areas within the development. The proposed greenwall on Calis avenue is meant 
to sustain from only 300 mm (30 cm) of ground soil which for the scale of the facade seems 
highly in appropriate. 

When residents objected the development on non compliance of LDP 1, the City of 
Joondalup officers dismissed concerns citing LDP 1 was “notional” and that it was not a 
strong enough planning instrument. And yet, the developer for Iluka Plaza are citing the 
same LDP 1 as  

             
Similarly, we believe that CoJ is not making objective irreproachable decisions in 
relation to application of LDP 1 controls. This is evident through their supporting 
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exceeding height restriction and contravening setback stipulation and yet, in relation 
to one of the issues raised with Iluka Plaza’s 3 storey design, the City has stated: 

b.      Contravention of City of Joondalup Child Care policy: 
 

As per City of Joondalup ‘s Child Care Premises Local planning policy – Attachment 8, a Child 
care centre should be located on a local distributer roads and would not encourage use of 
nearby access roads for turning movement. 
 
 
 

The location of proposed child care within this site is totally contradicting the policy guidelines. 
The location of the only entry and egress point for the vehicular and pedestrian access to this 
child care centre is via a ramp off Calis Avanue which is a local access road 
 
 
 

It is of great concern to note that both the developers and planners use an incorrect or 
inappropriate road hierarchy classification in relation to Calis Avenue. Please refer to a 
presentation by one of the residents (attached herewith – Attachment 9, with their consent) 
which clarifies how the road hierarchy is not reported correctly, leading to a skewed traffic 
impact assessment.  
 
 
 

“It is clear from interrogating the Main Roads WA IRIS Database that the correct Road Hierarchy 
information as documented in the Iluka Structure Plan is not being provided to Main Roads by 
the City of Joondalup. Within the Mains Road WA IRIS Database there is facility to record 
accurate road hierarchy information within the Special Use Category within the system 
however, the City of Joondalup fails to make use of this facility and instead provides inaccurate 
data which is placed on the database and results in misinformation being provided to the DAP 
meeting.” 
 
 
 

This inaccurate classification of Calis Avenue adopted by Planners and developers to support 
the developers case comes at a gross detriment to the surrounding residents – not only in 
terms of inappropriate location of Child Care which due to being high traffic generator, will 
cause detrimental impact in accessing existing residences but also because of a ramp which is in 
fact a traffic hazard and located directly opposite a residential drive way across a narrow 6 
meters wide Access road D. 
 
 
 

Mr. Neil Catterall further elucidates non compliance of the Ramp off Calis Avenue to AS/NZS 
2890.1:2004 “Clause 3.2.4 places a requirement for access driveways to be located and 
constructed so there is adequate sight distance. The proponents design fails to achieve these 
minimum requirements and instead offers a compromised cheap fix in the form of convex 
mirrors rather than to design the access driveway correctly and safely in an appropriate 
location in the first instance. Such is the proponent’s pursuit for increased yield for the site and 
hence increased lettable area for sale, or rent, that the safety of the Iluka residents is 
compromised and it is clear that the self‐serving intent is to ignore the setback requirements as 
detailed in LDP No 1 and to dismiss any requests to restore the documented setback 
requirements.” 
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c.       Calis Avenue Access ramp: We will like to point out that in their RAR, the City of Joondalup 
officers failed to pick on non compliance of the Calis Avenue access ramp to the AS/NZS 
2890.1:2004. This was only highlighted through residents’ deputations and addressed on 11th 
March 2019 with introduction of a condition. 
 
 
 

Additionally, due to moving the Northern lot boundary to increase the lot yield for Iluka plaza, 
the access point off Calis Avenue shifted (contrary to LDP 1 vehicular access stipulation) to 
allow the ramp to be placed opposite residence instead of opposite a laneway (which would 
have made a natural extension of laneway). Location of this ramp was raised as a concern due 
to detrimental impact and the CoJ Officers have commented “The City has canvassed the 
possibility of shifting the access point to align with Meco Lane so as to minimise any impact of 
this access point on the property at 6 Calis Avenue. However, this would significantly alter the 
proposed layout of the development and would sterilise useable development area on the site 
to the north of Meco Lane. The applicant has amended the plan to mitigate any impact of 
headlight glare on the property at 6 Calis Avenue by including an overhead screening panel to 
block potential glare where vehicles transition down the ramp.”  

The response of CoJ officers implies that there is most certainly a detrimental impact on 
surrounding residences but that variation to LDP 1 has been allowed to improve lot yield for the 
developer. Mitigation of overhead screening panel may reduce some detriment but it has made 
the ramp now inaccessible by emergency services vehicles due to height limitations imposed by 
the overhead panel. This is detrimental not only to the residents but also a major tenant with 
vulnerable clientele that being children. 

d.      Net Lettable Floor space and Car Parking bay stipulations: 
The City of Joondalup Local Planning Scheme No 3 provides a definition for Net Lettable Area 
as, ‘the area of all floors within the internal finished surfaces of permanent walls but does not 
include the following areas; 

1. stairs, toilets, cleaners’ cupboards, lift shafts and motor rooms, escalators, tea rooms and plant 
rooms, and other service areas; 

2. lobbies between lifts facing other lifts serving the same floor; 
3. areas set aside as public space or thoroughfares and not for the exclusive use of occupiers of the 

floor or building; 
4. areas set aside for the provision of facilities or services to the or building where such facilities are 

not for the exclusive use of occupiers of the floor or building. 
 
 
 
Given the foregoing it is troubling to observe the developers PAI report propose estimated NLA 
figures for the Development Application to be as tabulated in provided Attachment 10 – appendix 
A – Net Lettable Area Calculation anomalies, for the estimated NLA figures to be used to determine 
the number of parking bays required for the development.   
 
   
 
The definition of NLA as applicable to this Development Application has been set out earlier and it 
is clear that the Developer is significantly reducing the values of NLA e.g. Tenancy T1 to T3 and T4 
with a GLA (Gross Lettable Area) of 1030m² and assumed NLA of 360m² equating to 540m² Non‐
NLA for toilets, cleaner’s cupboards, tea rooms, plant rooms and other service areas which seems 
completely implausible and inaccurate.  



6

 
 
 
Essentially, the developers proposal that NLA of 2991 square meters for a gross floor area 4620 
square meters (not including stairwells lift and lobby) so their calculation that over 35% of the total 
build is not Net lettable floor space seems to be ludicrous in terms of their commercial viability 

The motivation for the Developer to provide inaccurate NLA figures would be to provide a 
reduced NLA figure to decrease the number of parking bays which would be required to be 
provided for the development. Example Tenancy T1 – T3 & T4 GLA 1,030m² Developers 
assumed NLA 412m² at 1 parking bay per 5m² indicates 82 parking bays, whereas a realistic NLA 
for Tenancy T1 – T3 & T4 could be 700m² at 1 parking bay per 5m² would be 140 parking bays. 

1. OTHER CONCERNS: 

a.      Anti social behaviour: We raised our concerns about antisocial behaviour in the area due to 
liquor store and traffic flow, lack of passive surveillance of the ground floor car park (due to 
undercroft) as well as the extended trading hours that the City of Joondalup planners 
supported. In rebuttal of developers citing several shopping centres trading extended hours in 
suburban location – Please refer to our deputation of 28th June 2019 – Attachment 11A and 
Attachment 11B. 
We cited several examples of antisocial incidents at many of the cited shopping centres. Yet 
City of Joondalup officers failed to give due regard to our concerns and their answer to our 
concerns was dismissive as below: 
“Anti‐social behaviour is not considered to be created from this development with increased 
surveillance being provided from the afterhours land uses.” 
The Applicant’s comments about passive surveillance only addresses surveillance of 
streetscapes but not that of undercover car park which will be shielded from any passive 
surveillance from surrounding streets due to being undercroft. The developer’s claim that the 
multi dwelling apartment residents will provide passive surveillance is actually against the 
CPTED principles – please refer below: 
Therefore, we find it a difficult pill to swallow that the City of Joondalup planners are so 
insistent that there will be no antisocial behaviour despite us providing factual events of such 
occurrences despite increased activity. 
Our concerns around antisocial behaviour also stem from the increase in retail alcohol supply – 
both in bar/ pub setting as is proposed at this site as well as at supermarket and liquor store 
which is allowed to operate till 10:00 pm despite our vehement oppositions. 

b.      Extended trading hours ‐ Our requests to impose trading regulations to mitigate the exposure 
were also dismissed despite our strong deputations. Extended trading hours were in fact 
supported by City of Joondalup planners despite the developers making a case for extended 
trading to improve their commercial viability. 
 
 
 

The extended trading hours support from City of Joondalup planners has been exceptionally 
hard to digest knowing that the anchor tenant of the developer has 13 other IGAs and therefore
does not qualify as a small retail business to be able to access variation to normal trading hours. 
 
 
 

It seems really unfair that the City of Joondalup has supported the developers bid to improve 
their commercial viability and yet, when we as residents have cited loss in property value due 
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to impact on our views of significance, loss of privacy but also property devaluation, our 
concerns have been dismissed as those concerns not being valid planning consideration. 
 
 
 

Yet, as per following R Code Guidelines:  https://www.dplh.wa.gov.au/…/GD‐SPP_3‐
1_residential_design_… 
Views of significance are important in planning decision making as it adds to the value and 
sense of place and belonging! Please refer to below. 

             

We are very surprised to learn that while in our case, City of Joondalup planners did not place 
due regard on views of significance, sight lines and impact on privacy in their decision making, 
they used the very same principles in rejecting support to other developments in Duncraig. 

1. Mediation meetings between developers, JDAP representative and City of Joondalup 
Planners:  

The JDAP meeting for the shopping plaza was held the following week (the 11 March 2019) and 
again, attracted a huge opposed vote during the initial process in January 2019 (88 opposed and 25 
supporting the development). Yet again, the community consultation was ignored. 
  

On this occasion, the JDAP panel deferred the decision under the following points: 

1. Increased street activation on O’Mara Boulevard via a separate pedestrian entry to the 
Supermarket. 

2. Deletion of vehicle access off Calis Avenue.   
3. Provision of pedestrian access to upper level separate to any driveway off Calis Avenue. 
4. Provision of a 2 metre building setback along Calis Avenue frontage in accordance with the Local 

Development Plan. 

When JDAP deferred the meeting on the 11 March 2019, the developer requested a directional 
mediation hearing at SAT a week later. We wrote to SAT on the 25 April following which we were 
allowed to attend and to ask questions. 
  
Unbeknown to the residents, a SAT mediation hearing was held on the 8th May, between the 
presiding member of JDAP and the developer, which we found out through the notes in the agenda 
of the 13 May meeting. We have no idea what the content of this meeting was, but when we attended 
the official JDAP meeting on the 13 May, it appeared that suddenly all items deemed non-compliant 
and/or previously brought up for deferral, were approved and no notice was given to the resident’s 
objections, including a power point presentation by one of the residents in detail of the ramp not 
complying with the Australian Safety standards. 
  
We could not comprehend how all items previously noted for deferral, were approved by JDAP 
despite not being addressed and with only one item of deferral addressed – that of pedestrian access 
which in our opinion is an unsafe and hazardous feature with pedestrian ramp parallel to vehicle 
access ramp necessitating users (primarily mothers and children wishing to access child care on foot) 
to cross the ramp in path of oncoming cars on the upper car park landing. 
  
On the 14 May, one of the residents discovered that the developer had already announced the 
approval on their website on Friday morning, the 10 May, BEFORE the JDAP meeting of Monday 
13 May which was when the independent unbiased decisions on this matter were to be made.... We 
were gobsmacked .... Why was the developer so confident to announce the approval of this Iluka 
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Plaza premature to actual approval on 13th May, despite not following through with design 
stipulations prescribed by JDAP panel. 
We raised this issue with JDAP appeals team who directed us to SAT process. 
When we found out the Mediation hearing at SAT on the 24 May was still scheduled (after not being 
notified of the previous one, which took place on the 8 May) and we were wondering why, as the 
developer already had everything approved they wanted. After permission received by the Judge to 
attend, the residents discovered that the mediation hearing was about extended trading. 
  
We were informed by SAT judge that we could only present deputation on the matter of dispute 
between developer and JDAP. Given that developer had already received planning approval for 
Iluka Plaza and were only disputing trading hours restriction so as to seek 24 hour extended trading, 
we requested to be allowed to present deputation at the mediation meeting. We also requested to be 
allowed to remain present though out the mediation meeting which would have been at discretion of 
JDAP and the developer. 
While we were allowed to present our deputation at a mediation meeting on 19th June 2018, we were 
not allowed to remain for the whole duration of the mediation. 
At the outset of our deputation, we queried the developer what gave them confidence to announce 
receipt of approval on 10th Mary 2019. At first the developer’s representative denied making a live 
announcement on their website. When we informed them that we are in possession of metadata 
archives that prove their webactivity making the approval announcement live on 10th May 2019 at 
6:59 am, they back tracked and suggested that they had the confidence based on the RAR report 
from City of Joondalup officers. 
d.      We are baffled as to what motivates the City of Joondalup to afford so many discretions to the 

non compliant design features, with so many variations to site specific development 
requirements prescribed by the Iluka Structure Plan and Iluka Local Development Plan.  WA’s 
Planning and Development Regulations (Local Planning Scheme) 2015 is very clear on the 
circumstances where local government may allow for variations to site and development 
requirements – please see below snip shot and highlighted clauses: 

e.      Contradiction between City’s long standing plans for the site, the draft amendment flyer 
information to facilitate zoning changes on request from Satterley Property group and the 
final outcome of development on the site   
Recently, in response to a Today Tonight feature on opposition of us residents to extended 
trading hours and approval of the plaza despite non compliances, the CEO of City of Joondalup – 
Mr. Garry Hunt stated:  
“While the concern of some residents about the development of the sites is acknowledged, the 
development aligns with the vision for the sites under the original structure plan for the area 
which was in place long before any of the adjoining or nearby neighbours bought their land” 
However, based on all of the above concerns outlined and based on the following we do not 
believe statement of Mr. Garry Hunt to be true. 
Attachment 12 - Letter from City of Joondalup pertaining to our investigations into the land prior 
to settlement as well as information on surrounding land. City of Joondalup referred us to check 
the Local Housing strategy, Iluka Structure plan and the District Planning Scheme no. 2. 
We had checked those at the time and were satisfied, based on City of Joondalup information and
the material representation from Satterley Sales office in relation to the block of land North of 
O'Mara Boulevbard (which is currently under contention over the proposed iluka plaza which we 
deem to be detrimental to our amenity and our property valuations) that, that land would house 
small cottage lots and the small shopping center would only be on the block south of O'Mara 
boulevard and that too not in close proximity of any residences. 
Our rationale was: 

1. That lot was zoned central and was governed by  
1. Local Governmental planning policy, 
2. Iluka Structure Plan 
3. District Planning Scheme No. 2 
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4. Local Housing Strategy 
2. As per then existent District Planning Scheme No. 2 

‐ file:///C:/Users/OWNER/Downloads/coj+districty+planning+scheme+2+‐
+text+amended+17april+2014.pdf, we referred to Clause 3.11 pertaining to Center Zone which 
informs about subdivision and land development in relation to structure plan and intimation of 
land use permissibility in accordance to structure plan , clause 8.2.1 (No building shall be so 
constructed, finished or left unfinished that its external appearance would significantly detract 
from the amenity of the locality or tend to depreciate the value of adjoining property. All land and 
buildings shall be so used and maintained as to preserve the local amenity.)  

3. The Iluka Structure plan ‐ file:///C:/Users/OWNER/Downloads/iluka+structure+plan+‐
++23+nov+09%20(1).pdf  again informed about Center Zoning and Land use permissibility as per 
Clause 6.0, 6.1 and 6.2. Additionally, the record of amendment on the table page 3 of the pdf 
document refers to commercial development on the land block south of O'Mara Boulevard and 
refers to residential coding changes from R25 to R30 for the land north of O'Mara (consistent with 
the material representation by means of concept plans provided by Satterley which showed 
commercial development on South and narrow cottage lots to the North of O'Mara boulevard) 

4. Additionally, No land use permissibility was provided for either pieces of land and at that time we 
did not put much thought to it and relied on concept plans from Satterley sales to be in line with 
Iluka Structure plan 

5. With reference to the Local Government Planning policy, following clause of the District planning 
Scheme No 2 clarify that: 8.11.2 Relationship of Local Planning Policies to Scheme 8.11.2.1 Any 
Local Planning Policy prepared under this Part shall be consistent with the Scheme and if any 
inconsistency arises the Scheme shall prevail. 

6. The Local Housing Strategy did not include the contentious parcels of land as Housing opportunity 
area and therefore, we were blindsided by City of Joondalup's and WAPC's decision to change 
residential zoning from R40 to R80  

7. It should be noted that Satterley commissioned Roberts Day in 2017 to prepare report to change 
Iluka structure plan which then eventuated into change in Residential zoning. Satterley did so in 
order to be able to sell the land. 
 
Therefore, overall, based on our research and information provided to us by City of Joondalup, our 
interpretations based on Advice from Satterley sales office despite lack of land use permissibility 
based on graphic and verbal representations from Ms. Danuta Wnek, we bought our land fully 
believing that the land north of O Mara boulevard was intended for residential development and 
the commercial structure will only be on the land south of O'Mara and that too a small 
development less than 200 square meters!! 
 
 
 
In response to my Freedom of Information application to City of Joondalup, to be able to track 
changes in  Iluka structure plan, the district planning scheme No. 2 etc received a letter from City of 
Joondalup – Attachment 13 herewith in relation to my Freedom of Information application. Please 
note CoJ's response to the request of information as per item 4:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
So again, based on the above, when we bought our land, it was clear that land use permissibility 
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would need to more planning before subdivision development and which as per amendments on 
Iluka structure plan were consistent with the representations of Satterley as at that 
time.  Attachments 14 A, 14B and 14 C – Photos and Flyers from Satterely sales office. 
 
 
 
And yet, in my time line, It is quite apparent that Satterley as land developers have always had 
vested interest in development of the blocks of land under contention, in some commercial 
capacity of the other, however only ever presented once concept plan to us, never indicating 
potential commercial development on the Northern block or on the sides facing Santos and Calis 
avenues which we deem to be misleading if not fraudulent representation to sell the blocks of land 
surrounding the centre zoned land before to gain maximum leverage and value as surely, had their 
intentions to develop the centre zoned lands as commercial, the way the Iluka plaza and Odyssey 
has manifested today, they would have found it very difficult to sell the lands surrounding those 
larger blocks. 
 
 
 
As per council meeting minutes of October 2016 ‐ 
https://api.joondalup.wa.gov.au/files/councilmeetings/2016/CJ161018_MIN%20‐
%20UPDATED.pdf ‐ In relation to the Iluka commercial site, the City is in regular contact with the 
developer of the Iluka Estate and is aware that the developer is actively engaging with potential 
purchasers and developers of the commercial lots. At this time the timing of any development of 
the lots is unknown and is contingent on economic circumstances and market demand. Given this, 
it is recommended that Recommendation 5b in the draft masterpan be amended to state: “That 
the City continues to engage with the Satterley Property group to encourage and facilitate an 
appropriate and high quality development outcome for the commercial node in Iluka as soon as 
possible”. 
 
 
 
So we believe that if the city had a specific vision and plan for the subject sites well before we 
bought our lands (in 2014), neither City nor Satterley sales did anything to convey the true nature 
of those intentions. 
 
 
 
We therefore urge you to look into the dealings and operations of the City Officers and offices in 
the manner in which the subject site zoning changes and developmental approvals have been 
facilitated through City of Joondalup’s planning department processes and RAR reports. 
 
 
 
To that effect we also request you into City’s response and action to address our freedom of 
information application to City of Joondalup – Attachment 15. 
 
 
 
We hope that we have been able to provide enough information to justify our concerns and 
beseech yout o look into this matter further to address, what we believe has been a serious 
misconduct on part of public office/ officers/ councillors of City of Joondalup who have made 
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decision which we do not believe have been objective and which we believe are not in best interest 
of the rate payers and in fact are to detriment of residents despite timely and justifiable objections. 
 
 
 
Please feel free to contact us for any further information or clarifications. 
 
 
 
Kind regards, 
 
 
 
Shailee Desai   

 
PS The attachments are too big so I will attempt to send in 2 emails. 
 



To whom it may concern: 
I , Shailee Mitesh Desai (resident of   wish to report our concerns 
of serious misconduct by Public Officers/ Department of Planning of City of Joondalup as well as councillors 
on the NWJDAP panel for items related to City of Joondalup.  
 
We question the integrity of recommendations and decisions made by City of Joondalup Officers and/ or 
offices that eventuated in approval of developments on subject sites - Lots 1754 and 1840 (98 and 99) 
O'Mara Boulevard, Iluka WA 6028, confusingly, also referred to as Lot 9040, O'Mara Boulevard, Iluka WA 
6028 as well as 34, Kallatina Drive Iluka WA 6028 – i.e. the parcel of land South and North of O’Mara 
Boulevard, Iluka WA 6028 on the western most border of the suburb adjoining Burns Beach Road. 
 
We believe that the relevant officers or offices within City of Joondalup Council and Administration have 
not exercised their responsible authority in their duties towards the residents of our locality in Iluka 6028, 
by facilitating changes in policy or planning instruments that lead to significant detrimental impact the 
amenity and peace of mind and enjoyment of our homes and properties.  
 
Some of their decisions do not match with the intent of change as was conveyed to the residents at time of 
public consultation and many of their decisions are based on significant discretion on matters of non 
compliance, leading to departure from the statutory or local government policies, planning instruments 
and guidelines which have ultimately resulted in a benefit to commercial viability of the developers and at 
the detriment of existing residents’ interests. 
 
We raise our concerns on basis of following observations: 
 

1. ZONING CHANGES IMPACTING THE SUBJECT SITE:  
 
a. In July 2018, the zoning of above referenced subject sites was changed to commercial mixed 

used development with residential code of R80. Previous to that these 2 subject sites were 
zoned Centre and residential code of R60. 

 
b. This zoning change was approved by City of Joondalup, based on proposed changes to Iluka 

Structure Plan No. 26 and Iluka Local development Plans 1 and 2, conducted by Robert Day 
Town Planners, at the request of Property Developer - Satterley Property Group, the owners, 
Davidson properties and Catholic Church of Australia. 

 
c. While a public consultation exercise was conducted by City of Joondalup, the information on 

proposed changes and draft amendments has been, we believe misleading and not delivering 
outcomes that preserve local amenity without detriment to surrounding residents. The draft 
amendment proposed, as was advertised for public consultation, and council minutes indicate 
that the total non residential floor space in the development across both the lots would be a 
total of 1500 square meters and that the residential density would remain R60 - please refer to 
the following attachments: 

i. Attachment 1 A Flyer of draft amendments - 9750 Iluka LDP Amends FAQ 
ii. Attachment 1 B Billboard Advertisement for public consultation 

iii. Attachment 2 -  COJ minutes of council meeting post public consultation - 
CJ171212_MIN 

iv. Attachment 3 - changes to Iluka Structure plan and draft LDP 1 and 2 - 
Attach3brf171205 
 
 



2. NON-OBJECTIVE DISCRETIONARY DECISIONS RECOMMENDING, SUPPORTING OR APPROVING 
NON COMPLIANT DESIGN FEATURES FAVOURING THE DEVELOPERS DESPITE DETRIMENT TO THE 
SURROUNDING RESIDENTS:  

 
a. Contravening Local Development Plan 1: As per the changes to Iluka Local Structure plan (as 

per attachment 3), the need to bring in the Local Development Plans (LDP) was to allow councils 
better control in terms of build form regulations to preserve local character and amenity. It was 
cited that Iluka Local Structure Plan did not have ample build-form regulations or guidelines.  
 
Yet, we find that the previous pre-2018 Iluka Local structure Plan had very specific definition of 
storeys which resulted in very specific height restrictions. The amended Iluka Local Structure 
plan of 2018 removed this definition of storey and assigned the onus of regulating height 
restrictions on Local Development Plan 1 (Attachment 4) created specifically for these sites. 
Additionally, there is very clear and definite prescription of setbacks, access points, public open 
space and landscaping to regulate built form outcomes for this site.    
 
There is no mention that the LDP was notional. In fact the LDP states that it either augments or 
amends or replaces many planning instruments including design codes.  Yet, the City of 
Joondalup has allowed several non compliance design elements within their various RAR reports 
(Attachments 5 RAR for DAP Hearing of 5th March 2019, Attachment 6 RAR for DAP hearing of 
11th March 2019 and Attachment 7 RAR for DAP hearing of 13th May 2019) , with significant 
departure from building regulations prescribed by Iluka Local development Plan 1  as below: 
 

i. The Multi Dwelling Apartment block has been allowed to exceed building height restriction 
of 10.5 meters. This is detrimental to surrounding residents in the form of overlooking and 
privacy issues, but also in relation to views of significance – in particular to the vistas of 
ocean which should have been preserved as per the Iluka Structure Plan. 
 

ii. Minimum setbacks prescriptions of 2 meters on Calis Avenue and Mykonos view have not 
been met with.  In fact, nil setbacks have been allowed for both the Multi Dwelling 
apartment named 1 Iluka Beach as well as the Iluka Plaza, to significant detriment of 
immediate neighbours. 
Nil setback do not allow for appropriate transition from residential land to commercial or 
mixed used multi dwelling developments across local access road which are only 6 meters 
wide.  
 
The developers were asked to clarify as to why did they not design a building that was more 
sympathetic to residents and also adhered to LDP1 setback and landscape provisions. The 
developers conceded that they designed the development to maximise on lot yield. 
Incorporating minimum setbacks would have meant loss of car parking bays which would 
put restriction on lettable floor space and therefore their commercial yield. 
 

iii. Open space and landscaping: a minimum of 30% of the site is required to comprise of 
communal open space and deep soil areas as per State Planning Policy 7.3 Residential design 
codes. This has not been met with in relation to the Multi Dwelling Apartment within the 
subject site and location of site close to public open space and coastal dunes has been used 
as a justification. However, each site needs to address these design principles within their 
own merits. 
Additionally, the amended Iluka Structure Plan indicates allowance of 1000 sq meters of 
Community space which was raised as an issue through public consultation which was 
dismissed by the developer saying there is no requirement to provide that community 
space. 

https://www.dplh.wa.gov.au/departmentofplanninglandsheritage/media/daps/metro%20north-west%20jdap/agenda/2019/march/20190305%20-%20agenda%20-%20no%20246%20-%20city%20of%20joondalup.pdf
https://www.dplh.wa.gov.au/departmentofplanninglandsheritage/media/daps/metro%20north-west%20jdap/agenda/2019/march/20190305%20-%20agenda%20-%20no%20246%20-%20city%20of%20joondalup.pdf
https://www.dplh.wa.gov.au/departmentofplanninglandsheritage/media/daps/metro%20north-west%20jdap/minutes/2019/may/20190513%20-%20minutes%20-%20no%20256%20-%20city%20of%20joondalup.pdf
https://www.dplh.wa.gov.au/getmedia/b439cf06-45b1-4856-9c5c-116ee2bce0e1/SPP_7-3_Residential_Design_Codes_Vol_1
https://www.dplh.wa.gov.au/getmedia/b439cf06-45b1-4856-9c5c-116ee2bce0e1/SPP_7-3_Residential_Design_Codes_Vol_1


 
The City Officer has however justified that “The original structure plan envisaged the 
creation of a community purpose site for the City as part of the Local Centre. Since then, the 
City has invested significant funds in developing the Currambine Community Centre and the 
community facilities at Bramston Park. The development of these facilities negates the need 
for an additional City of Joondalup community purpose facility in this location. Therefore, 
instead of making space available for a further community facility, which is not needed by 
the City, cash-in-lieu of the site has been provided to the City.” However, the Currambine 
Community Centre and Community facilities in Bramston Park have been in existence and 
operational well before the Public consultation of zoning changes and yet, the residents 
were made to believe that the Community Space of 1000 square meters will be one of the 
design features in line with “liveable neighbourhoods”. Iluka does not have any community 
space of same features and facilities as that of Currambine and Bramston Park.  
 
We find it ironic that COJ is citing proximity of Currambine Community Centre and Bramston 
Park to allow the developers from getting away with short-change of community space but 
the same principle of proximity is not being applied when looking at shopping centre with 
extended trading hours supermarket and liquor store.  
 
There is also a significant shortfall in landscaping in the Commercial Development of Iluka 
Plaza with only 1.6% of the required 8% addressed in landscaping, with lack of sufficient 
deep soil areas within the development. The proposed greenwall on Calis avenue is meant 
to sustain from only 300 mm (30 cm) of ground soil which for the scale of the facade seems 
highly in appropriate. 
 
When residents objected the development on non compliance of LDP 1, the City of 
Joondalup officers dismissed concerns citing LDP 1 was “notional” and that it was not a 
strong enough planning instrument. And yet, the developer for Iluka Plaza are citing the 
same LDP 1 as  

 

  
 
 
Similarly, we believe that CoJ is not making objective irreproachable decisions in 
relation to application of LDP 1 controls. This is evident through their supporting 
exceeding height restriction and contravening setback stipulation and yet, in relation 
to one of the issues raised with Iluka Plaza’s 3 storey design, the City has stated: 
 



 
 

 
b. Contravention of City of Joondalup Child Care policy: 

As per City of Joondalup ‘s Child Care Premises Local planning policy – Attachment 8, a Child 
care centre should be located on a local distributer roads and would not encourage use of 
nearby access roads for turning movement. 
 
The location of proposed child care within this site is totally contradicting the policy guidelines. 
The location of the only entry and egress point for the vehicular and pedestrian access to this 
child care centre is via a ramp off Calis Avanue which is a local access road 

 
It is of great concern to note that both the developers and planners use an incorrect or 
inappropriate road hierarchy classification in relation to Calis Avenue. Please refer to a 
presentation by one of the residents (attached herewith – Attachment 9, with their consent) 
which clarifies how the road hierarchy is not reported correctly, leading to a skewed traffic 
impact assessment.  
 
“It is clear from interrogating the Main Roads WA IRIS Database that the correct Road Hierarchy 
information as documented in the Iluka Structure Plan is not being provided to Main Roads by 
the City of Joondalup. Within the Mains Road WA IRIS Database there is facility to record 
accurate road hierarchy information within the Special Use Category within the system 
however, the City of Joondalup fails to make use of this facility and instead provides inaccurate 
data which is placed on the database and results in misinformation being provided to the DAP 
meeting.” 
 
This inaccurate classification of Calis Avenue adopted by Planners and developers to support the 
developers case comes at a gross detriment to the surrounding residents – not only in terms of 
inappropriate location of Child Care which due to being high traffic generator, will cause 
detrimental impact in accessing existing residences but also because of a ramp which is in fact a 
traffic hazard and located directly opposite a residential drive way across a narrow 6 meters 
wide Access road D. 
 
Mr. Neil Catterall further elucidates non compliance of the Ramp off Calis Avenue to AS/NZS 
2890.1:2004 “Clause 3.2.4 places a requirement for access driveways to be located and 
constructed so there is adequate sight distance. The proponents design fails to achieve these 
minimum requirements and instead offers a compromised cheap fix in the form of convex 
mirrors rather than to design the access driveway correctly and safely in an appropriate location 
in the first instance. Such is the proponent’s pursuit for increased yield for the site and hence 
increased lettable area for sale, or rent, that the safety of the Iluka residents is compromised 
and it is clear that the self-serving intent is to ignore the setback requirements as detailed in 
LDP No 1 and to dismiss any requests to restore the documented setback requirements.” 

https://www.joondalup.wa.gov.au/files/committees/POLI/2017/Attach6agnPOLICY171002.pdf


 
c. Calis Avenue Access ramp: We will like to point out that in their RAR, the City of Joondalup 

officers failed to pick on non compliance of the Calis Avenue access ramp to the AS/NZS 
2890.1:2004. This was only highlighted through residents’ deputations and addressed on 11th 
March 2019 with introduction of a condition. 
 
Additionally, due to moving the Northern lot boundary to increase the lot yield for Iluka plaza, 
the access point off Calis Avenue shifted (contrary to LDP 1 vehicular access stipulation) to allow 
the ramp to be placed opposite residence instead of opposite a laneway (which would have 
made a natural extension of laneway). Location of this ramp was raised as a concern due to 
detrimental impact and the CoJ Officers have commented “The City has canvassed the 
possibility of shifting the access point to align with Meco Lane so as to minimise any impact of 
this access point on the property at 6 Calis Avenue. However, this would significantly alter the 
proposed layout of the development and would sterilise useable development area on the site 
to the north of Meco Lane. The applicant has amended the plan to mitigate any impact of 
headlight glare on the property at 6 Calis Avenue by including an overhead screening panel to 
block potential glare where vehicles transition down the ramp.”  

 
The response of CoJ officers implies that there is most certainly a detrimental impact on 
surrounding residences but that variation to LDP 1 has been allowed to improve lot yield for the 
developer. Mitigation of overhead screening panel may reduce some detriment but it has made 
the ramp now inaccessible by emergency services vehicles due to height limitations imposed by 
the overhead panel. This is detrimental not only to the residents but also a major tenant with 
vulnerable clientele that being children. 

 
d. Net Lettable Floor space and Car Parking bay stipulations: 

The City of Joondalup Local Planning Scheme No 3 provides a definition for Net Lettable Area as, 
‘the area of all floors within the internal finished surfaces of permanent walls but does not 
include the following areas; 
 

i. stairs, toilets, cleaners’ cupboards, lift shafts and motor rooms, escalators, tea rooms 
and plant rooms, and other service areas; 

ii. lobbies between lifts facing other lifts serving the same floor; 
iii. areas set aside as public space or thoroughfares and not for the exclusive use of 

occupiers of the floor or building; 
iv. areas set aside for the provision of facilities or services to the or building where such 

facilities are not for the exclusive use of occupiers of the floor or building. 
 
Given the foregoing it is troubling to observe the developers PAI report propose estimated NLA 
figures for the Development Application to be as tabulated in provided Attachment 10 – 
appendix A – Net Lettable Area Calculation anomalies, for the estimated NLA figures to be used 
to determine the number of parking bays required for the development.   
   
The definition of NLA as applicable to this Development Application has been set out earlier and 
it is clear that the Developer is significantly reducing the values of NLA e.g. Tenancy T1 to T3 and 
T4 with a GLA (Gross Lettable Area) of 1030m² and assumed NLA of 360m² equating to 540m² 
Non-NLA for toilets, cleaner’s cupboards, tea rooms, plant rooms and other service areas which 
seems completely implausible and inaccurate.  
 
Essentially, the developers proposal that NLA of 2991 square meters for a gross floor area 4620 
square meters (not including stairwells lift and lobby) so their calculation that over 35% of the 



total build is not Net lettable floor space seems to be ludicrous in terms of their commercial 
viability 
 
The motivation for the Developer to provide inaccurate NLA figures would be to provide a 
reduced NLA figure to decrease the number of parking bays which would be required to be 
provided for the development. Example Tenancy T1 – T3 & T4 GLA 1,030m² Developers 
assumed NLA 412m² at 1 parking bay per 5m² indicates 82 parking bays, whereas a realistic NLA 
for Tenancy T1 – T3 & T4 could be 700m² at 1 parking bay per 5m² would be 140 parking bays. 

 
 

3. OTHER CONCERNS: 
 

a. Anti social behaviour: We raised our concerns about antisocial behaviour in the area due to 
liquor store and traffic flow, lack of passive surveillance of the ground floor car park (due to 
undercroft) as well as the extended trading hours that the City of Joondalup planners 
supported. In rebuttal of developers citing several shopping centres trading extended hours in 
suburban location – Please refer to our deputation of 28th June 2019 – Attachment 11A and 
Attachment 11B. 
 
We cited several examples of antisocial incidents at many of the cited shopping centres. Yet City 
of Joondalup officers failed to give due regard to our concerns and their answer to our concerns 
was dismissive as below: 
 
 “Anti-social behaviour is not considered to be created from this development with increased 
surveillance being provided from the afterhours land uses.” 
 
The Applicant’s comments about passive surveillance only addresses surveillance of 
streetscapes but not that of undercover car park which will be shielded from any passive 
surveillance from surrounding streets due to being undercroft. The developer’s claim that the 
multi dwelling apartment residents will provide passive surveillance is actually against the 
CPTED principles – please refer below: 
 

 
 
Therefore, we find it a difficult pill to swallow that the City of Joondalup planners are so 
insistent that there will be no antisocial behaviour despite us providing factual events of such 
occurrences despite increased activity. 
 
Our concerns around antisocial behaviour also stem from the increase in retail alcohol supply – 
both in bar/ pub setting as is proposed at this site as well as at supermarket and liquor store 
which is allowed to operate till 10:00 pm despite our vehement oppositions. 



 
b. Extended trading hours - Our requests to impose trading regulations to mitigate the exposure 

were also dismissed despite our strong deputations. Extended trading hours were in fact 
supported by City of Joondalup planners despite the developers making a case for extended 
trading to improve their commercial viability. 
 
The extended trading hours support from City of Joondalup planners has been exceptionally 
hard to digest knowing that the anchor tenant of the developer has 13 other IGAs and therefore 
does not qualify as a small retail business to be able to access variation to normal trading hours. 
 
It seems really unfair that the City of Joondalup has supported the developers bid to improve 
their commercial viability and yet, when we as residents have cited loss in property value due to 
impact on our views of significance, loss of privacy but also property devaluation, our concerns 
have been dismissed as those concerns not being valid planning consideration. 
 
Yet, as per following R Code Guidelines:  https://www.dplh.wa.gov.au/…/GD-SPP_3-
1_residential_design_… 
Views of significance are important in planning decision making as it adds to the value and 
sense of place and belonging! Please refer to below. 

  

 
We are very surprised to learn that while in our case, City of Joondalup planners did not place 
due regard on views of significance, sight lines and impact on privacy in their decision making, 
they used the very same principles in rejecting support to other developments in Duncraig. 
 

c.  Mediation meetings between developers, JDAP representative and City of Joondalup Planners:  
The JDAP meeting for the shopping plaza was held the following week (the 11 March 2019) and 
again, attracted a huge opposed vote during the initial process in January 2019 (88 opposed and 25 
supporting the development). Yet again, the community consultation was ignored. 
  

https://www.dplh.wa.gov.au/getmedia/e7da2088-fdce-461c-8b3d-14087020925e/GD-SPP_3-1_residential_design_codes_explanatory_guidelines?fbclid=IwAR2EdujiHs_IMso_ZWEFsA3aElTLuzb-jZXlhgHw_W9cbQKElhqNOHmrnuk
https://www.dplh.wa.gov.au/getmedia/e7da2088-fdce-461c-8b3d-14087020925e/GD-SPP_3-1_residential_design_codes_explanatory_guidelines?fbclid=IwAR2EdujiHs_IMso_ZWEFsA3aElTLuzb-jZXlhgHw_W9cbQKElhqNOHmrnuk


On this occasion, the JDAP panel deferred the decision under the following points: 
 

i. Increased street activation on O’Mara Boulevard via a separate pedestrian entry to the 
Supermarket. 

ii. Deletion of vehicle access off Calis Avenue.   
iii. Provision of pedestrian access to upper level separate to any driveway off Calis Avenue. 
iv. Provision of a 2 metre building setback along Calis Avenue frontage in accordance with 

the Local Development Plan. 
 

When JDAP deferred the meeting on the 11 March 2019, the developer requested a directional 
mediation hearing at SAT a week later. We wrote to SAT on the 25 April following which we were 
allowed to attend and to ask questions. 
  
Unbeknown to the residents, a SAT mediation hearing was held on the 8th May, between the 
presiding member of JDAP and the developer, which we found out through the notes in the agenda 
of the 13 May meeting. We have no idea what the content of this meeting was, but when we 
attended the official JDAP meeting on the 13 May, it appeared that suddenly all items deemed non-
compliant and/or previously brought up for deferral, were approved and no notice was given to the 
resident’s objections, including a power point presentation by one of the residents in detail of the 
ramp not complying with the Australian Safety standards. 
  
We could not comprehend how all items previously noted for deferral, were approved by JDAP 
despite not being addressed and with only one item of deferral addressed – that of pedestrian 
access which in our opinion is an unsafe and hazardous feature with pedestrian ramp parallel to 
vehicle access ramp necessitating users (primarily mothers and children wishing to access child care 
on foot) to cross the ramp in path of oncoming cars on the upper car park landing. 
  
On the 14 May, one of the residents discovered that the developer had already announced the 
approval on their website on Friday morning, the 10 May, BEFORE the JDAP meeting of Monday 13 
May which was when the independent unbiased decisions on this matter were to be made.... We 
were gobsmacked .... Why was the developer so confident to announce the approval of this Iluka 
Plaza premature to actual approval on 13th May, despite not following through with design 
stipulations prescribed by JDAP panel. 
 
We raised this issue with JDAP appeals team who directed us to SAT process. 
 
When we found out the Mediation hearing at SAT on the 24 May was still scheduled (after not 
being notified of the previous one, which took place on the 8 May) and we were wondering why, as 
the developer already had everything approved they wanted. After permission received by the 
Judge to attend, the residents discovered that the mediation hearing was about extended trading. 
  
We were informed by SAT judge that we could only present deputation on the matter of dispute 
between developer and JDAP. Given that developer had already received planning approval for 
Iluka Plaza and were only disputing trading hours restriction so as to seek 24 hour extended trading, 
we requested to be allowed to present deputation at the mediation meeting. We also requested to 
be allowed to remain present though out the mediation meeting which would have been at 
discretion of JDAP and the developer. 
 
While we were allowed to present our deputation at a mediation meeting on 19th June 2018, we 
were not allowed to remain for the whole duration of the mediation. 
 



At the outset of our deputation, we queried the developer what gave them confidence to announce 
receipt of approval on 10th Mary 2019. At first the developer’s representative denied making a live 
announcement on their website. When we informed them that we are in possession of metadata 
archives that prove their webactivity making the approval announcement live on 10th May 2019 at 
6:59 am, they back tracked and suggested that they had the confidence based on the RAR report 
from City of Joondalup officers. 
 
d. We are baffled as to what motivates the City of Joondalup to afford so many discretions to the 

non compliant design features, with so many variations to site specific development 
requirements prescribed by the Iluka Structure Plan and Iluka Local Development Plan.  WA’s 
Planning and Development Regulations (Local Planning Scheme) 2015 is very clear on the 
circumstances where local government may allow for variations to site and development 
requirements – please see below snip shot and highlighted clauses: 
 

 
 

https://www.legislation.wa.gov.au/legislation/prod/filestore.nsf/FileURL/mrdoc_28845.pdf/$FILE/Planning%20and%20Development%20(Local%20Planning%20Schemes)%20Regulations%202015%20-%20%5B00-d0-02%5D.pdf?OpenElement


 
 

e. Contradiction between City’s long standing plans for the site, the draft amendment flyer 
information to facilitate zoning changes on request from Satterley Property group and the 
final outcome of development on the site   

 
Recently, in response to a Today Tonight feature on opposition of us residents to extended 
trading hours and approval of the plaza despite non compliances, the CEO of City of Joondalup – 
Mr. Garry Hunt stated:  
“While the concern of some residents about the development of the sites is acknowledged, the 
development aligns with the vision for the sites under the original structure plan for the area 
which was in place long before any of the adjoining or nearby neighbours bought their land” 
 
However, based on all of the above concerns outlined and based on the following we do not 
believe statement of Mr. Garry Hunt to be true. 
Attachment 12 - Letter from City of Joondalup pertaining to our investigations into the land 
prior to settlement as well as information on surrounding land. City of Joondalup referred us to 
check the Local Housing strategy, Iluka Structure plan and the District Planning Scheme no. 2. 
We had checked those at the time and were satisfied, based on City of Joondalup information 
and the material representation from Satterley Sales office in relation to the block of land North 
of O'Mara Boulevbard (which is currently under contention over the proposed iluka plaza which 
we deem to be detrimental to our amenity and our property valuations) that, that land would 
house small cottage lots and the small shopping center would only be on the block south of 
O'Mara boulevard and that too not in close proximity of any residences. 
Our rationale was: 

1. That lot was zoned central and was governed by  
a. Local Governmental planning policy, 
b. Iluka Structure Plan 
c. District Planning Scheme No. 2 
d. Local Housing Strategy 

2. As per then existent District Planning Scheme No. 2 -
 file:///C:/Users/OWNER/Downloads/coj+districty+planning+scheme+2+-
+text+amended+17april+2014.pdf, we referred to Clause 3.11 pertaining to Center Zone 
which informs about subdivision and land development in relation to structure plan and 
intimation of land use permissibility in accordance to structure plan , clause 8.2.1 (No 
building shall be so constructed, finished or left unfinished that its external appearance 
would significantly detract from the amenity of the locality or tend to depreciate the 
value of adjoining property. All land and buildings shall be so used and maintained as to 
preserve the local amenity.)  

3. The Iluka Structure plan - file:///C:/Users/OWNER/Downloads/iluka+structure+plan+-
++23+nov+09%20(1).pdf  again informed about Center Zoning and Land use 

file:///C:/Users/OWNER/Downloads/coj+districty+planning+scheme+2+-+text+amended+17april+2014.pdf
file:///C:/Users/OWNER/Downloads/coj+districty+planning+scheme+2+-+text+amended+17april+2014.pdf
file:///C:/Users/OWNER/Downloads/iluka+structure+plan+-++23+nov+09%20(1).pdf
file:///C:/Users/OWNER/Downloads/iluka+structure+plan+-++23+nov+09%20(1).pdf


permissibility as per Clause 6.0, 6.1 and 6.2. Additionally, the record of amendment on 
the table page 3 of the pdf document refers to commercial development on the land 
block south of O'Mara Boulevard and refers to residential coding changes from R25 to 
R30 for the land north of O'Mara (consistent with the material representation by means 
of concept plans provided by Satterley which showed commercial development on 
South and narrow cottage lots to the North of O'Mara boulevard) 

4. Additionally, No land use permissibility was provided for either pieces of land and at that 
time we did not put much thought to it and relied on concept plans from Satterley sales 
to be in line with Iluka Structure plan 

5. With reference to the Local Government Planning policy, following clause of the District 
planning Scheme No 2 clarify that: 8.11.2 Relationship of Local Planning Policies to 
Scheme 8.11.2.1 Any Local Planning Policy prepared under this Part shall be consistent 
with the Scheme and if any inconsistency arises the Scheme shall prevail. 

6. The Local Housing Strategy did not include the contentious parcels of land as Housing 
opportunity area and therefore, we were blindsided by City of Joondalup's and WAPC's 
decision to change residential zoning from R40 to R80  

7. It should be noted that Satterley commissioned Roberts Day in 2017 to prepare report to 
change Iluka structure plan which then eventuated into change in Residential zoning. 
Satterley did so in order to be able to sell the land. 

Therefore, overall, based on our research and information provided to us by City of Joondalup, 
our interpretations based on Advice from Satterley sales office despite lack of land use 
permissibility based on graphic and verbal representations from Ms. Danuta Wnek, we bought 
our land fully believing that the land north of O Mara boulevard was intended for residential 
development and the commercial structure will only be on the land south of O'Mara and that 
too a small development less than 200 square meters!! 
 
In response to my Freedom of Information application to City of Joondalup, to be able to track 
changes in  Iluka structure plan, the district planning scheme No. 2 etc received a letter from 
City of Joondalup – Attachment 13 herewith in relation to my Freedom of Information 
application. Please note CoJ's response to the request of information as per item 4:  
 

 
 
So again, based on the above, when we bought our land, it was clear that land use permissibility 
would need to more planning before subdivision development and which as per amendments 
on Iluka structure plan were consistent with the representations of Satterley as at that time.  
Attachments 14 A, 14B and 14 C – Photos and Flyers from Satterely sales office. 
 
And yet, in my time line, It is quite apparent that Satterley as land developers have always had 
vested interest in development of the blocks of land under contention, in some commercial 
capacity of the other, however only ever presented once concept plan to us, never indicating 
potential commercial development on the Northern block or on the sides facing Santos and 
Calis avenues which we deem to be misleading if not fraudulent representation to sell the 
blocks of land surrounding the centre zoned land before to gain maximum leverage and value as 
surely, had their intentions to develop the centre zoned lands as commercial, the way the Iluka 



plaza and Odyssey has manifested today, they would have found it very difficult to sell the lands 
surrounding those larger blocks. 
 

As per council meeting minutes of October 2016 - 
https://api.joondalup.wa.gov.au/files/councilmeetings/2016/CJ161018_MIN%20-%20UPDATED.pdf - In 
relation to the Iluka commercial site, the City is in regular contact with the developer of the Iluka Estate 
and is aware that the developer is actively engaging with potential purchasers and developers of the 
commercial lots. At this time the timing of any development of the lots is unknown and is contingent on 
economic circumstances and market demand. Given this, it is recommended that Recommendation 5b in 
the draft masterpan be amended to state: “That the City continues to engage with the Satterley Property 
group to encourage and facilitate an appropriate and high quality development outcome for the 
commercial node in Iluka as soon as possible”. 
 
So we believe that if the city had a specific vision and plan for the subject sites well before we bought our 
lands (in 2014), neither City nor Satterley sales did anything to convey the true nature of those intentions. 
 
We therefore urge you to look into the dealings and operations of the City Officers and offices in the 
manner in which the subject site zoning changes and developmental approvals have been facilitated 
through City of Joondalup’s planning department processes and RAR reports. 
 
To that effect we also request you into City’s response and action to address our freedom of information 
application to City of Joondalup – Attachment 15. 
 
We hope that we have been able to provide enough information to justify our concerns and beseech youto 
look into this matter further to address, what we believe has been a serious misconduct on part of public 
office/ officers/ councillors of City of Joondalup who have made decision which we do not believe have 
been objective and which we believe are not in best interest of the rate payers and in fact are to detriment 
of residents despite timely and justifiable objections. 
 
Please feel free to contact us for any further information or clarifications. 
 
Kind regards, 
 
Shailee Desai  
  
 
 
 

https://api.joondalup.wa.gov.au/files/councilmeetings/2016/CJ161018_MIN%20-%20UPDATED.pdf
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Draft Amendment to the Iluka Local Structure 
Plan and Local Development Plans
Frequently Asked Questions
What is the purpose of the consultation?
In accordance with the requirements of the Planning and 
Development (Local Planning Scheme) Regulations 2015, 
the City is seeking community feedback on a draft 
amendment to the Iluka Local Structure Plan (LSP) as well 
as two draft Local Development Plans (LDPs) for Lots 1754 
and 1840 (98 and 99) O’Mara Boulevard, Iluka. 

Who has prepared and submitted the 
proposals?
The draft LSP amendment and draft LDPs have been 
prepared by Roberts Day (Planning Consultants) on behalf 
of Satterley Property Group.  The City did not prepare the 
draft amendment to the LSP or the draft LDPs, however is 
required to assess the proposals. Advertising of the 
proposals does not indicate support or otherwise from the 
City for the proposals.

Where are the subject sites?
The subject sites are Lots 1754 and 1840 (98 and 99) 
O’Mara Boulevard, Iluka (see Figure 1). 

Figure 1: Lots 1754 and 1840 (98 and 99)  
O’Mara Boulevard, Iluka

What is the Iluka Structure Plan?
A Structure Plan establishes a framework to guide the 
assessment of future subdivision and development 
proposals. The development of the Beaumaris Beach 
Estate has been guided by the Iluka Local Structure Plan.

Why are amendments proposed to the Iluka 
Structure Plan?
The local centre was originally identified as potentially 
accommodating up to 3,300m² of retail floor space. The 
applicant has stated that a lack of market interest in the site 
has resulted in an inability to secure a viable anchor retail 
tenancy. As such, amendments to the LSP are proposed to 
change the land use zoning allocated to the subject sites as 
well as to revise the identified retail floor space area 
originally allocated to the sites. The main amendments have 
been summarised in Table 1 below.

Current Iluka LSP Proposed amendment

Three storey  
building height

Three storey building height 
unless demonstrated that 
additional height will comply 
with the Design Principles of the 
Residential Design Codes.

A retail floor space 
figure of 3,300m² is 
included within Part 2 
– explanatory report.

The retail floor space figure of 
3,300m² is to be replaced with 
a minimum of 1,500m² of street 
activating non-residential floor 
space in Part 1 – 
Implementation Section.

Within Part 1 – 
Statutory Planning, the 
subject sites have an 
allocated land use 
zoning of ‘Centre’ 
which requires a 
separate Structure Plan 
over the subject sites 
prior to commencing 
development

Within Part 1 – Implementation 
Section, replacement of the 
‘Centre’ land use zoning with a 
‘Commercial’ land use zoning.  
A requirement for a Local 
Development Plan to be 
prepared prior to commencing 
development will also be 
inserted.

Table 1: Proposed amendments to the Iluka LSP



What is a Local Development Plan?
A LDP is a plan which sets out specific and detailed 
development standards applicable to future development 
on the subject site.

What do the draft LDPs propose?
The draft LDPs contain the following details for the local 
centre:

• Indicative lot boundaries

• Location of desired active frontages

• Preferred primary and secondary vehicle access points

• Development standards such as building height and 
street and lot boundary setbacks.

What residential densities are proposed?
A R60 density coding would apply to residential 
development within the local centre. This remains 
unchanged from the current Iluka Local Structure Plan.

How many dwellings are proposed?
The draft LDPs outline a potential dwelling yield of up to 
200 units/apartments over both sites. There is potential for 
housing options to include retirement units, single dwellings, 
grouped dwellings (townhouses/units) and/or multiple 
dwellings (apartments).

What building heights are proposed?
A height of three storeys is proposed for both subject sites. 
However, additional height in the form of a fourth storey 
may be permitted where it can be demonstrated that there 
is no undue impact on surrounding residents.

How much non-residential floor space is 
proposed? 
A total of 1,500m² non-residential floor space is proposed 
with a mix of land uses. 

Who is being consulted on this project?
The City will be consulting directly with all landowners and 
occupiers within the Iluka Local Structure Plan area. To 
verify this, landowners and occupiers were given a specific 
property number within their letter, which will need to be 
quoted within the comment form. In addition, anyone 
interested in the proposals can provide feedback.

How do I provide feedback?
To provide feedback, you are encouraged to complete  
the Online Comment Form via the City’s website  
joondalup.wa.gov.au

Hard copy comment forms will also be made available  
upon request.

While submissions will be accepted in other formats,  
(i.e. emails and letters) the comment form remains the  
City’s preference in maintaining a consistent approach to 
collating feedback across all its community engagement 
projects. Collecting responses through this method  
allows the demographic information provided to be  
easily authenticated and enables a more efficient data 
analysis process.

When does the consultation period close?
In accordance with the requirements of the Planning and 
Development (Local Planning Scheme) Regulations 2015, 
community consultation will be conducted over a 28–day 
period, from Thursday 12 October to Wednesday 8 
November 2017.

If you would like to be informed via email on the progress of 
these proposals, please tick the box on the Online 
Comment Form and ensure your email address is provided 
in the ‘Your details’ section.

What happens next?
After the close of the advertising period, the City will 
consider all submissions received and prepare a report for 
Council on the outcomes of the consultation and the 
assessment of the local structure plan amendment and 
local development plans.

Council will then make a recommendation on the draft LSP 
amendment to the Western Australian Planning 
Commission (WAPC) who will decide to either approve the 
proposed amendment (with or without modification/s) or 
refuse the amendment. 

As the determining authority for LDPs, Council can approve 
(with or without modification/s) or refuse the draft LDPs. 

Development of the local centre cannot occur until the 
following steps have been completed:

• The WAPC has granted approval to the structure  
plan amendment.

• Council has granted approval to the local  
development plans.

• A development application(s) has been lodged by  
the applicant and is subsequently approved by the 
determining authority. 

Who do I contact for more information  
on the project?
For further information, please contact the City’s  
Planning Services team on 9400 4100 or email  
info@joondalup.wa.gov.au 
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CITY OF JOONDALUP 
 
COUNCIL MEETING HELD IN THE COUNCIL CHAMBER, JOONDALUP CIVIC CENTRE, 
BOAS AVENUE, JOONDALUP ON TUESDAY 12 DECEMBER 2017.  
 
 
DECLARATION OF OPENING 
 
The Mayor declared the meeting open at 7.20pm. 
 
 
 
ANNOUNCEMENT OF VISITORS 
 
Mayor: 
 
HON. ALBERT JACOB, JP 
 
Councillors:  
 
CR KERRY HOLLYWOOD North Ward  from 7.21pm 
CR TOM McLEAN, JP North Ward absent from 8.54pm to 8.56pm 
CR PHILIPPA TAYLOR North Central Ward  from 7.21pm 
  absent from 9.32pm to 9.34pm 
CR NIGE JONES North Central Ward 
CR CHRISTOPHER MAY Central Ward 
CR RUSSELL POLIWKA Central Ward – Deputy Mayor  absent from 9.31pm to 9.34pm 
CR CHRISTINE HAMILTON-PRIME  South-West Ward 
CR MIKE NORMAN South-West Ward  
CR JOHN CHESTER South-East Ward  
CR JOHN LOGAN South-East Ward absent from 7.52pm to 7.55pm 
CR SOPHIE DWYER South Ward 
 
Officers: 
 
MR GARRY HUNT Chief Executive Officer 
MR MIKE TIDY Director Corporate Services 
MR JAMIE PARRY Director Governance and Strategy 
MS DALE PAGE Director Planning and Community Development 
MR NICO CLAASSEN Director Infrastructure Services 
MR BRAD SILLENCE Manager Governance  
MR MIKE SMITH Manager Leisure and Cultural Services 
MR CHRIS LEIGH Manager Planning Services 
MR MARK McCRORY Manager Marketing and Communications 
MR DANIEL DAVINI Media Advisor 
MR JOHN BYRNE Governance Coordinator  
MRS LESLEY TAYLOR Governance Officer 
MRS DEBORAH GOUGES Governance Officer 
 
 
There were 70 members of the public and one member of the press in attendance. 
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DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
 
Disclosures of Financial / Proximity Interest 
 
A declaration under this section requires that the nature of the interest must be disclosed.  
Consequently a member who has made a declaration must not preside, participate in, or be 
present during any discussion or decision-making procedure relating to the matter the subject 
of the declaration. An employee is required to disclose their financial interest and if required to 
do so by the Council must disclose the extent of the interest. Employees are required to 
disclose their financial interests where they are required to present verbal or written reports to 
the Council. Employees are able to continue to provide advice to the Council in the decision 
making process if they have disclosed their interest. 
 
Name/Position Cr Russell Poliwka. 
Item No./Subject CJ208-12/17 - Proposal for a Kingsley Commemorative Peace 

Precinct at Lot 971 (52) Creaney Drive, Kingsley and Kingsley Park, 
Lot 15031 (72) Kingsley Drive, Kingsley - Alternative Location 
Proposal. 

Nature of Interest Proximity Interest.  
Extent of Interest Cr Poliwka owns property in proximity. 

 
Name/Position Mr Garry Hunt, Chief Executive Officer. 
Item No./Subject CJ210-12/17 - Request for Leave - Chief Executive Officer. 
Nature of Interest Financial Interest. 
Extent of Interest The Chief Executive Officer is requesting annual leave. 

 
 
Disclosures of interest affecting impartiality 
 
Elected Members (in accordance with Regulation 11 of the Local Government  
[Rules of Conduct] Regulations 2007) and employees (in accordance with the Code of 
Conduct) are required to declare any interest that may affect their impartiality in considering a 
matter.  This declaration does not restrict any right to participate in or be present during the 
decision-making process. The Elected Member/employee is also encouraged to disclose the 
nature of the interest. 
 
Name/Position Mayor Hon. Albert Jacob, JP. 
Item No./Subject CJ191-12/17 - Proposed Unlisted Use (Telecommunications 

Infrastructure) at HBF Arena Lot 103 (25) Kennedya Drive, Joondalup. 
Nature of Interest Interest that may affect impartiality. 
Extent of Interest Mayor Jacob’s children attend Lake Joondalup Baptist College which 

is adjacent to the proposed tower. 
 
Name/Position Cr Philippa Taylor. 
Item No./Subject CJ206-12/17 - Prince Regent Park, Heathridge - Community Sporting 

Facility. 
Nature of Interest Interest that may affect impartiality. 
Extent of Interest Residents in Heathridge (both for and against) are known to Cr Taylor. 

 
Name/Position Mr Brad Sillence, Manager Governance. 
Item No./Subject CJ206-12/17 - Prince Regent Park, Heathridge - Community Sporting 

Facility. 
Nature of Interest Interest that may affect impartiality. 
Extent of Interest As a Heathridge resident, Mr Sillence made a submission as part of 

the community consultation process. 
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Name/Position Cr Mike Norman. 
Item No./Subject CJ207-12/17 - Mullaloo Coastal Foreshore Reserve Management 

Plan 2018-2022. 
Nature of Interest Interest that may affect impartiality. 
Extent of Interest Cr Norman is the Treasurer of the Joondalup Community Coast Care 

Forum of which the Mullaloo Beach Community Group is a member. 
 
Name/Position Cr John Chester. 
Item No./Subject CJ208-12/17 - Proposal for a Kingsley Commemorative Peace 

Precinct at Lot 971 (52) Creaney Drive, Kingsley and Kingsley Park, 
Lot 15031 (72) Kingsley Drive, Kingsley - Alternative Location 
Proposal. 

Nature of Interest Interest that may affect impartiality. 
Extent of Interest Cr Chester is a member of the Kingsley and Greenwood Residents 

Association. 
 
Name/Position Cr John Logan. 
Item No./Subject CJ208-12/17 - Proposal for a Kingsley Commemorative Peace 

Precinct at Lot 971 (52) Creaney Drive, Kingsley and Kingsley Park, 
LOT 15031 (72) Kingsley Drive, Kingsley - Alternative Location 
Proposal. 

Nature of Interest Interest that may affect impartiality. 
Extent of Interest Cr Logan is a member of the Kingsley and Greenwood Residents 

Association which supports the proponent’s proposal and is known to 
a number of the stakeholders. 

 
 
 
 
PUBLIC QUESTION TIME 
 
The following questions were taken on notice at the Council meeting held on 
21 November 2017: 
 
Mr L Sparks, Hillarys: 
 
Re:  CJ187-11/17 – Petitions regarding the installation of toilet facilities and additional car 
 parking on Broadbeach Park, Hillarys. 
 
Q1 What can Council do to reduce the activity rather than increase the burden on the 
 native flora and fauna in Broadbeach Park by the additional toilet block proposal? 
 
A1 At its meeting held on 21 November 2017 (CJ187-11/17 refers), it was resolved that 

Council does not support the installation of toilet facilities at Broadbeach Park, Hillarys. 
 
Q2 Will the installation of the proposed toilet block increase the pressure on the native 

inhabitants of Broadbeach Park due to increased human activity in the park and also 
increase the drug use in the park near the playground area? 

 
A2 Refer A1 above. 
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Mrs M Wegg, Hillarys: 
 
Re:   CJ187-11/17 – Petitions regarding the installation of toilet facilities and additional car 

parking on Broadbeach Park, Hillarys. 
 

Q1 Does Council believe it would be a better use of funds to improve the core facilities of 
other local public open spaces within the City rather than install expensive and 
unnecessary facilities at Broadbeach Park and the impost of ongoing expenses? 
 

A1 At its meeting held on 21 November 2017 (CJ187-11/17 refers), it was resolved that 
Council: 

 
1 DOES NOT SUPPORT the installation of toilet facilities at Broadbeach Park, 

Hillarys; 
 
2 DOES NOT SUPPORT the installation of additional car bays at Broadbeach 

Park, Hillarys; 
 
Q2 Does Council acknowledge that if toilets and additional parking were to be installed at 

Broadbeach Park that this would set a precedent for other local parks to also have 
toilets and parking that is normally located in regional parks? 
 

A2 Refer A1 above. 
 
 
Mrs N Stuart-Richardson, Hillarys: 
 
Re: CJ187-11/17 – Petitions regarding the installation of toilet facilities and additional car 

parking on Broadbeach Park, Hillarys. 
 
Q1 Does Council acknowledge that toilet facilities at Broadbeach Park will be detrimental 

to the surrounding local residents through crime, vandalism, graffiti, drug use and 
dealings and other anti-social behaviour. How will Council manage these issues in a 
real and cost effective manner? 

 
A1 At its meeting held on 21 November 2017 (CJ187-11/17 refers), it was resolved that 

Council does not support the installation of toilet facilities at Broadbeach Park, Hillarys. 
 
 
Ms N Dangar, Beldon: 
 
Re: Hire / Bookings of Council facilities. 
 
Q1 Which part or clause under Australian State and Federal legislation guided the City 

planning in the community facility program which has had the effect of denying the 
Beldon community any access or booking rights to the Beldon kitchen inside the toilet 
block which was a community amenity prior to the makeover in 2012? 

 
Q2 When providing clarification of the City’s current term of ‘user groups’, please provide 

a definition of what a hireable community facility is. 
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A1 & 2 There is no state or federal legislation that guides the City’s planning in the community 
facility program. The City defines a hireable community facility as a facility that has 
been designed and constructed with a functional hireable space (such as meeting 
room or function room) and multi-purpose and shared use principles.  These facilities 
are designed in a way that provides for secure and safe usage of the community facility 
by a number of regular user groups while also allowing the facility to be utilised by 
casual users.  An example of this type of facility would be the Bramston Park 
Community Sporting Facility which has a meeting room, kitchen, furniture store and 
internal community group store.   
 
Regular hire groups for the purpose of facility bookings are defined by the City as a 
group that makes a minimum of 12 recurring bookings, being a booking made for the 
same day, time and venue across a recurring and consecutive period (that is every 
Monday, first Monday of every month and the like). Regular bookings are made either 
annually or seasonally (summer or winter sporting seasons).    
 
Some of the City’s toilet / change room buildings have what is called a kiosk included 
(Beldon Park, Charonia Park and Ocean Reef Park being examples).  Such buildings 
are not hireable facilities as they were built by the City in the past to provide basic 
additional infrastructure to assist those sporting clubs while accessing the adjoining 
playing fields. 

 
 
Mrs L Dawson, Heathridge: 
 
Re: Proposed Redevelopment of Prince Regent Park. 
 
Q1 As the JUFC is identified as a not-for-profit community sporting organisation, does 

Council view payment of NPL players by the Joondalup United Football Club as a 
commercial arrangement? 

 
A1 The City does not govern organisations in line with the Associations Incorporation  

Act 2015,  however guidance provided by the Department of Mines, Industry 
Regulation and Safety who are the department responsible for managing the  
Act advises that incorporated associations "may not use honorariums as a way of 
distributing its income to members, but can make payments of wages or other 
remuneration to members, so these payments may be made if they represent 
remuneration for services actually provided to the association (even if the rate at which 
payment is made is less than the usual market rate)". 

 
 
Mrs B McGhie, Duncraig: 
 
Re: Festivals held in City of Joondalup -  Kaleidoscope. 
 
Q1 When festivals are held in the City of Joondalup, particularly the recent Kaleidoscope 

Festival, are there any provisions for Councillors to ensure that festivals do not mitigate 
or run the risk of mismanagement when they are staged? 

 
A1 The City of Joondalup holds a number of annual events, including the recent 

Kaleidoscope Festival, which are delivered by qualified and experienced event 
professionals. 
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During the event planning process, a significant number of documents are prepared to 
assist with the delivery of events. These include: 
 
• Event Management Plan 
• Risk Management Plan 
• Emergency Management Plan 
• Security Management Plan 
• Traffic Management Plan.  

 
Elected Members are regularly updated during the planning process for major events. 
 
The 2017 Kaleidoscope Festival attracted 88,000 people to the Joondalup City Centre 
over the four nights of the event which made it one of the biggest free events ever 
staged in the northern corridor. 
 
As a result of such large numbers, the event organisers arranged a series of one-way 
journeys and a large open space around the food trucks and in Central Park to ensure 
pedestrian traffic moved throughout the Festival safely.  
 
Roped-off queuing areas were also used to ensure safe and orderly journeys through 
the most popular attractions.  
 
The City undertakes detailed reviews and debriefs of its events to ensure all feedback 
received and lessons learnt are used in the planning and delivery of future events.  

 
 
The following questions were submitted prior to the Council meeting on  
12 December 2017: 
 
Ms N Dangar, Beldon: 
 
Re: CJ206-12/17 – Prince Regent Park, Heathridge – Community Sporting Facility. 
 
Q1 When will the City acknowledge and confirm that we were informed by the 

administration by email dated 5 December 2017, that the facilities and the park were 
available for booking and that the Community Facilities Officer agreed that Saturdays 
were not booked by any club, and that the right forms were supplied to us at the time?  

 
A1 The City is aware of an email sent Ms Dangar on 5 December 2017 by the City 

answering a number of questions raised in regard to Beldon Park, Beldon. This email 
responded to a number of questions in regard to the kiosk at Beldon Park, Beldon 
including: 

 
• the building’s compliance with relevant building standards and fire and safety 

requirements 
(The City’s response was that it did meet the standards of the time it was 
constructed) 

• the relevant insurance policies and requirements in relation to the building 
(The City’s response was that the City held a public liability insurance for all 
public venues, however regular hirers were required to hold their own insurance 
as well) 

• the City’s management of the kiosk and storage 
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(The City’s response was that the kiosk was only approved for limited food 
preparation and the sale of pre-packaged food and beverages, and that the 
toilets, change rooms and umpires rooms were made available to all Beldon Park 
hirers, while the kiosk and any available storage areas may be made available 
to regular hirers) 

• the usage agreements between the City and the Joondalup United Football Club 
(The City’s response was that the JUFC held a number of seasonal hire 
agreements with the City for Beldon Park, Charonia Park and Prince Regent 
Park) 

• information in regard to the City’s public toilets 
(The City’s response was that the City managed 28 public toilets which 
automatically opened at 6.00am and locked at 8.00pm seven days a week).  

 
This email does not refer to any park availability or booking application forms.  

 
Q2 Is the City in receipt of the Event and Casual User Booking forms submitted on Friday 

8 December 2017 for a proposed car boot sale? 
 
A2 Yes, the City received a Booking and Event Application Form from the Beldon 

Resident’s Association on Friday 8 December 2017. 
 
 
Mr A Potter and Ms J Jurak, Iluka: 
 
Re:  CJ192-12/17 – Proposed Amendment to the Iluka Structure Plan and two Proposed 

Local Development Plans – Consideration following public consultation. 
 
Q1 Where the developer has stated:  
 
 ‘releases will be developed and timed to respond to market demand…’.  
 
 Will Council prevent the development to occur based on market demands, which only 

benefits the developer and if partially completed or completed over a number of years 
will negatively impact our property, quality of life and quiet enjoyment, as our property 
price will drop.  

 
A1 The City cannot control when a property is developed, however issues associated with 

sand drift, noise and other associated impacts during construction are generally 
managed by a condition of planning approval which requires a construction 
management plan be lodged with the City prior to commencement of works. This 
management plan states how the developer / builder will manage works to limit any 
impact on surrounding landowners during construction. 

 
Q2 How will Council prevent the lots remaining empty lots if the developer feels it is no 

longer viable to develop the remaining land?  
 
A2 The City cannot control when a property is developed and has no ability to require a 

landowner to commence development on vacant land. 
 
Q3 Will Council please explain how the plans for the proposed development are in keeping 

with the State Planning Policy No. 2.6: State Coastal Planning Policy, Section 5.4: 
Building height limits that states:  
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 (iii)  When determining building height controls in a local planning scheme and/or 
structure plan, building heights should have due regard to the following 
planning criteria: 
(a)  development is consistent with overall visual theme identified as part of 

land use planning for a locality or in an appropriate planning control 
instrument such as a local planning strategy; 

(e)  there is overall visual permeability of the foreshore and ocean from 
nearby residential areas, roads and public spaces. 

 
A3 The height provisions within State Planning Policy 2.6: State Coastal Planning Policy 

only apply to development within 300 metres of the horizontal shoreline. 
Notwithstanding, a fourth storey element within the locations specified under the draft 
Local Development Plans would be considered in detail once a development 
application is lodged for determination and would consider the impact on nearby 
residential areas, roads and public spaces. 
 

Q4 Will Council please explain how they know the development's building height will not 
interfere with the cooling coastal sea breeze, an integral factor for cooling our energy 
efficient and sustainably designed home? 

 
A4 There are no provisions within the planning framework which considers how 

development will impact ventilation when the affected land is not located directly 
adjacent to the site. As a result, this has not been considered as part of the assessment 
of the proposal. 

 
 
Mr P Oliver, Iluka: 
 
Re:  CJ192-12/17 – Proposed Amendment to the Iluka Structure Plan and two Proposed 

Local Development Plans – Consideration following public consultation. 
 
Q1 Why is Council supporting strip retail instead of a local village style retail precinct?  
 
A1 The lot configuration and local road network have been subdivided / designed on the 

basis of a ‘main street’ local centre being developed on the subject sites. This was the 
original intent under the Iluka Structure Plan when it was initially adopted in 2002.  
No modification has been proposed to this aspect of the Iluka Structure Plan. 

 
Q2 Why is Council not recommending removal of the amendment to Clause 6.1.1 Building 

Size in the LDP’s, when it is not permitted to be amended in Clause 7.3.1 of the  
R Codes?  

 
A2 As stated in the report, it is considered that the bulk and scale of the development will 

be effectively controlled without a prescribed plot ratio area, as the proposed setback, 
building height and open space development provisions under the draft local 
development plans control these impacts more effectively than a simple plot ratio 
requirement will. 

 
Should Council resolve to approve the local development plans, this approval will be 
subject to the Western Australian Planning Commission (WAPC) supporting the 
proposed amendments to the Residential Design Code clauses 6.1.1 (building size), 
6.1.5 (open space) and 6.4.3 (dwelling size) as required by the Residential Design 
Codes. If the proposed amendments are not supported by the WAPC, the applicant / 
developer will be required to modify the draft local development plans for further 
consideration by the City.   
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Q3  Why is Council supporting four storeys when there is a clear objection from the 
residents to the four storey height for the proposed development?  

 
A3 Council has not yet formed a position on this matter. The City’s planning staff have 

formed a recommendation for Council’s consideration.  It is noted that a decision on 
the structure plan amendment and local development plans will not approve four storey 
development ‘as of right’. A subsequent development application will need to 
demonstrate that a fourth storey would not have a negative impact on the surrounding 
community.  

 
Feedback from residents is not the sole determining factor on whether or not a 
proposed structure plan or development proposal should be approved or refused. 
Planning justification for the proposal by the applicant and the general planning merits 
of a proposal, combined with feedback received from residents, assists the City in 
forming a position on a proposal.  

 
Q4 Why is council not recommending removal of the proposed amendment to the R Codes 

Context Clause 6.1 – Clause 6.1.5 Open Space in the LDP’s, when it is not permitted 
to be amended under Clause 7.3.1 of the R Codes unless supported by the City of 
Joondalup?  

 
A4 As outlined above, should Council resolve to approve the local development plans, this 

approval will be subject to the Western Australian Planning Commission (WAPC) 
supporting the proposed amendments to clauses 6.1.1 (building size), 6.1.5 (open 
space) and 6.4.3 (dwelling size) as required by the Residential Design Codes. If the 
proposed amendments are not supported by the WAPC, the applicant / developer will 
be required to modify the draft local development plans for further consideration by the 
City.   

 
Q5 Will Council give any consideration to the comments made by the residents in regard 

to the amendments to the ISP, the proposed LDP’s and ask the proponent to modify 
both and re-submit? 

 
A5 The key issues / themes raised during public consultation have been outlined and 

addressed within the report. This information will assist Council in forming a view and 
making a decision. 

 
 
Mr N Catterall, Iluka: 
 
Re: CJ192-12/17 – Proposed Amendment to the Iluka Structure Plan and two Proposed 

Local Development Plans – Consideration following public consultation. 
 

In relation to agenda item CJ192-12/17 at page 18 - ‘Executive Summary’ it states: 
 
‘A further approval process, via a development application which will include public 
consultation, will need to be undertaken before any concept or design proposal for the 
site is granted approval.’ 

 
Q1 As this is not always the case in relation to Development Applications, please can 

Council confirm that any Development Application received in relation to the ‘Iluka 
Local Centre Lot No. 1754’ and also ‘Iluka Local Centre Lot No. 1840’ if submitted 
would be subject to public consultation prior to any concept or design proposals for the 
sites being granted approval? 
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A1 Yes, as indicated in the report to Council, further public consultation will be undertaken 
in regard to any detailed development proposal received for the site.  

 
Q2  Can Council confirm what extent and format the above public consultation exercises 

would take, if a Development Application was submitted in relation to either ‘Iluka Local 
Centre Lot No.1754’ or ‘Iluka Local Centre Lot No. 1840? 

 
A2 The extent of consultation and exact method of consultation will be determined by the 

City once any proposal is received. Consultation normally includes writing to 
landowners and occupants of properties directly affected by a development proposal; 
making documents available for viewing at the City’s Administration building and 
placing a notice on the City’s website.  For more significant development proposals, 
consultation may also include erecting a sign on site and placing a notice through the 
City’s social media platforms. 

 
 
Mr M Dickie, Perth: 
 
Re: CJ177-11/17 – Local Housing Strategy – Addressing Issues in Housing Opportunity 

Areas. 
 
Q1 With reference to questions raised at the Council meeting held on 21 November 2017 

by Mr D Charron and given that Members should know that conformity with “any policy 
of the Commission” is only one of 11 items in Clause 6.8 of the scheme to which 
Council “shall have due regard”, why did the Mayor advise that “Council does not have 
the ultimate authority in these matters”? 

 
A1 The question asked by Mr D Charron at the Council meeting held on 21 November 

2017 referenced a number of issues, including the amalgamation of lots and the 
change of residential density codes. In regard to the amalgamation of parcels of land, 
the Western Australian Planning Commission are the decision-making authority.  In 
regard to amendments to a planning scheme to change the residential density code, 
the Minister for Planning is the decision maker.  

 
 
Re:  Cities Climate Protection Program. 
 
Q2 Since the City endorsed a target in 2002 as part of the Cities for Climate Protection 

Program “to reduce corporate greenhouse gas emissions by 20% by 2010 based on 
2000 levels and a stretch target of 35% reduction” and, as reported in 2010, it was 
failing to meet this objective since greenhouse gases had only been reduced by 16% 
could you please relate to the Year 2000 baseline the figures given on page 132 of the 
Annual Report tabled at the last meeting of Council? 

 
A2 The emissions was included in the City of Joondalup Greenhouse Action Plan 2007 – 

2010.  
 
The implementation of this plan is now complete and the CCP Program ended in 2009 
when Federal funding ceased. 
 
Since the end of the Greenhouse Action Plan and the cessation of the CCP Program 
the City has developed the Climate Change Strategy 2014 – 2019 to guide its climate 
change mitigation and adaptation activities. The Annual Report 2016-17 provides the 
City’s total greenhouse gas emissions (18,366 t/CO2-e) and amount of emissions that 
are offset (1,607 t/CO2-e) for 2016-17.  
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Emission data collected under the CCP Program related to net greenhouse gas 
emissions (total emissions minus offsets). The City’s net greenhouse gas emissions 
for 2016-17 were 16,759 t/CO2-e which is a 26% reduction compared to the 2000-01 
CCP Program baseline.  
 
 

Mr R Hanna, Beldon: 
 
Re:  Proper and Legislated Procurement Procedure of Awarded Contract. 
 
Q1 Did the City recently award a contract of high value without following the proper and 

legislated procurement procedure? 
 
A1 The City has well established and documented procurement procedures to ensure 

compliance with legislated requirements and procurement best practice. All 
procurement is required to follow these. These procedures have been subject to 
independent scrutiny and procurement is subject to annual audit. 

 
 
The following questions were submitted verbally at the Council meeting: 
 
Mr D McFarlane, Joondalup: 
 
Re: CJ205-12/17 – 2017 Active Reserve and Community Facility Review. 
 
Q1 If Council decides to vote against the proposed upgrade of Prince Regent Park, how 

does that align with the City’s active reserve management strategy? 
 
A1 Mayor Jacob stated that was a speculative question and that Elected Members will 

consider all the relevant issues when debating and determining the matter.  
 
Q2 Why has the Joondalup United Football Club in its 18 year history never formed a part 

of the Five Year Capital Works Program or the 20 Year Strategic Financial Plan in any 
capacity when they have always been a successful club with rapid growth over the 
years? 

 
A2 Mayor Jacob commented that the Five Year Capital Works Program is focussed on 

facilities not the users of the facilities, with a focus on community needs within the City 
of Joondalup. 

 
 
Mr N Sherwin, Currambine: 
 
Re: CJ206-12/17 – Prince Regent Park, Heathridge – Community Sporting Facility. 
 
Q1 As a result of concerns previously raised about liquor licences for sporting clubs, will 

there be any implications for those sporting clubs who have been approved licences 
by Racing, Gaming and Liquor who rely on the revenue generated to keep their 
organisation afloat, bearing in mind that the City of Joondalup must also approve the 
licence for application before it goes to Racing, Gaming and Liquor? 

 
A1 Mayor Jacob believed this was a speculative question and commented that Council in 

making its decision this evening should not consider the aspect of a liquor licence as 
this was not part of the process.  The granting of a liquor licence was a separate matter 
to be processed by the Department of Racing, Gaming and Liquor. 
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Q2 Are there any plans in place by the City to audit sporting clubs and community 
organisations in the City to ensure that they are not selling alcohol illegally or are 
operating without a liquor licence? 

 
A2 Mayor Jacob commented the City of Joondalup has no intention at this stage of 

conducting pre-emptive audits across the City. The City hires out these facilities, and 
while it is not the regulator of liquor licences, the City does investigate complaints 
relating to illegal or inappropriate consumption of alcohol at its facilities.   

 
 
Mr J Stone, Kinross: 
 
Re: CJ206-12/17 – Prince Regent Park, Heathridge – Community Sporting Facility. 
 
Q1 With only 3% of the residents in the suburb  of Heathridge in total and only 18% within 

200 metres responding, would voting against a proposal based on such low numbers 
set a precedent for every proposal moving forward? 

 
A1 Mayor Jacob stated that Council is not bound by precedence when it considers a 

discretionary matter.  
 
Q2 Does Council generally vote against recommendations made by the City’s 

administration? 
 
A2 Mayor Jacob commented in his experience of observing Council meetings, Council’s 

may make decisions contrary to an officer’s recommendation. Mayor Jacob stated that 
this is not by any means the norm, with the officer’s recommendation usually carried. 

 
 
Mr L Sparks, Hillarys: 
 
Re: Footpath – Broadbeach Park, Hillarys. 
 
Q1 Who first proposed Council to construct a footpath around Broadbeach Park, Hillarys 

that was installed on 1 December 2014? 
 
A1 Mayor Jacob advised this question would be taken on notice. 
 
 
Mrs S Thompson, Duncraig: 
 
Re: Housing Opportunity Area No. 1. 
 
Q1 Is it possible for Amendments No. 88 and No. 90 to be advertised as soon as the 

Western Australian Planning Commission return its verdict on Amendment No. 90, 
likely January 2018 at the earliest? 

 
A1 Mayor Jacob advised that was a decision for Council to consider later in the meeting. 
 
Q2 How is Amendment No. 73 a good policy, which benefits no one other than the 

developers’ pockets? 
 
A2 Mayor Jacob advised the question was subjective in nature and the Item would be 

considered later in the meeting. 
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Mr J Summers, Iluka: 
 
Re:  CJ192-12/17 – Proposed Amendment to the Iluka Structure Plan and two Proposed 

Local Development Plans – Consideration following public consultation. 
 
Q1 If any areas of the proposed development do not include a commercial ground floor 

unit and instead include a residential ground floor unit would the developer be held to 
a maximum building height of only nine metres?  If so, can this clarification be included 
in the amended structure plan? 

 
A1 The Director Planning and Community Development advised there was a standard 

requirement for commercial non-residential tenancies to have extra height because of 
the different servicing needs.  The structure plan is attempting to reflect that if it is a 
commercial premises additional height is required.   

 
Q2 Current provisions state a maximum building height restriction of three storeys shall 

apply for development within the commercial zone unless it can be demonstrated to 
the satisfaction of the determining authority that additional height will not negatively 
impact on the amenity of surrounding landowners.  Why is Council considering allowing 
four storeys, when a building of three storeys would struggle to satisfy any of the 
provisions? 

 
A2 The Director Planning and Community Development advised the Structure Plan and 

two Local Development Plans are seeking flexibility in the design outcomes of the 
corner lot and any future development application will need to prove that the proposed 
development is not going to cause undue negative impact. The proposed structure 
plan amendment allows for consideration of height above the existing three storey limit.  

 
 
C89-12/17 FIRST EXTENSION OF PUBLIC QUESTION TIME - [01122, 02154] 
 
MOVED Mayor Jacob, SECONDED Cr Poliwka that Public Question Time be extended 
for a period of 10 minutes. 
 
The Motion was Put and          CARRIED (12/0) 
 
In favour of the Motion:  Mayor Jacob, Crs Chester, Dwyer, Hamilton-Prime, Hollywood, Jones, Logan, McLean, 
May, Norman, Poliwka and Taylor. 
 
 
Ms J Quan, Edgewater: 
 
Re: Plot Ratio Requirements. 
 
Q1 Was there anything in the community consultation package in either 2010 or 2014 in 

relation to housing opportunity areas stating that multiple dwellings are governed by 
plot ratio? 

 
Q2 In relation to Housing Opportunity Area No. 8 (HOA No. 8), is it correct there are 

currently two options: firstly to modify the scheme to improve design outcomes for 
apartment developments; secondly to support the petition to reduce density code to 
R20/30 and that both amendments would be complex amendments, with the risks of 
being overruled by WAPC over both options being the same, with no conflict between 
either amendment? 

 
A1 & 2 Mayor Jacob advised these questions would be taken on notice.  
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Ms N Dangar, Beldon: 
 
Re: CJ205-12/17 – 2017 Active Reserve and Community Facility Review and
 CJ206-12/17 – Prince Regent Park, Heathridge – Community Sporting Facility. 
 
Q1 Will the City of Joondalup release the often referred to confidential in-house 

documentation that is used to determine which park is active or passive and what type 
of facilities should be allocated to particular parks such as BBQs, shade over 
playgrounds and the like? 

 
A1  Mayor Jacob advised the question would be taken on notice. 
 
 
Ms B Hewitt, Edgewater: 
 
Re: Amendment No. 88. 
 
Q1 Are there examples of local planning schemes, amendments or local housing policies 

that have led to better outcomes and greater community acceptance of densification 
than that which is currently failing in the City of Joondalup? 

 
A1 Mayor Jacob advised this was often a controversial issue in almost every community.   
 
Q2 In relation to Amendment No. 88 for Housing Opportunity Area 1 (HOA1) and the 

subsequent request by ratepayers and residents of Edgewater for their zoning to be 
reduced to the original proposal of R20/R30 in order to protect and retain their 
residential amenity are all residents in the City of Joondalup equal, or are some more 
equal than others? 

 
A2 Mayor Jacob stated all residents are equal and listened to equally. Mayor Jacob noted 

that it is often the case that additional weight is given to the residents most immediately 
affected by a Council decision. Mayor Jacob elaborated that in relation to Duncraig 
residents in HOA1, almost all of the residents who raised concerns reside within the 
housing opportunity area itself, in contrast to the situation in Edgewater, where the vast 
majority of residents who raised concerns did not reside within the housing opportunity 
area.  

 
 
Mrs R Millet, Beldon: 
 
Re: Provision of BBQ at Prince Regent Park, Heathridge. 
 
Q1 Who authorised the inclusion of BBQ facilities and drink fountains as part of the public 

consultation of the proposed redevelopment at Prince Regent Park given none of these 
items were identified, costed and included in reports that were submitted to Council 
prior to the public consultation? 

 
A1 Mayor Jacob advised this question would be taken on notice. 
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Mr S Slater, Iluka: 
 
Re:  CJ192-12/17 – Proposed Amendment to the Iluka Structure Plan and two Proposed 

Local Development Plans – Consideration following public consultation. 
 
Q1 If planning is designated for commercial in this development, will Council assist in 

ensuring that a reasonable setback of no less than 20 metres opposite residential 
housing on Santos Vista and Calis Avenue and if so how, and if not, why not? 

 
A1 Mayor Jacob commented that this matter will be determined by Council this evening. 
 
Q2 Will Council ensure that the proposed commercial lots which may be used as a café or 

eatery are located on the corner of O’Mara Boulevard and Burns Beach Roads instead 
of the intersections of Santos Vista, O’Mara Boulevard and Calis Avenue to provide 
more privacy to residents and less noise from patrons such as has been done at Lot 
One Kitchen located in Hillarys which overlooks bushland? If so, how would this be 
achieved and if not, why not? 

 
A2 Mayor Jacob advised such conditions would be considered as part of a potential future 

development application, not the Local Structure Plan (LSP) and Local Development 
Plan (LDP) which are before Council this evening. 

 
 The Director Planning and Community Development commented that when a 

development application is submitted to the City it will be known where it is intended to 
position tenancies. At this stage the Local Structure Plan amendment and the Local 
Development plans do not restrict a particular land use such as a café or an eatery to 
a specific location. 

 
 
C90-12/17 SECOND EXTENSION OF PUBLIC QUESTION TIME - [01122, 02154] 
 
MOVED Mayor Jacob, SECONDED Cr McLean that Public Question Time be extended 
for a further period of 10 minutes. 
 
The Motion was Put and          CARRIED (12/0) 
 
In favour of the Motion:  Mayor Jacob, Crs Chester, Dwyer, Hamilton-Prime, Hollywood, Jones, Logan, McLean, 
May, Norman, Poliwka and Taylor. 
 
 
Ms A Field, Heathridge: 
 
Re: CJ206-12/17 – Prince Regent Park, Heathridge – Community Sporting Facility. 
 
Q1 Why does page 125 of the Council agenda still state that the Heathridge Residents 

Association (HRA) submitted a comment form during the consultation period and 
strongly supported all proposed components of the redevelopment project when at the 
Briefing Session held on 5 December 2017 Peter Lancaster, a HRA committee 
member stated that contrary to the interpretation on page 121 of the Briefing Session 
agenda, the HRA does not strongly support all proposed components of the 
redevelopment project as they wish to remain neutral. 

 
A1 Mayor Jacob advised Mr Lancaster’s comments were noted by the meeting and indeed 

prior to his comments an email was received by Elected Members advising the position 
of the HRA.  However, the report had already been drafted and prepared for the 
Council meeting.  
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Mr N Catterall, Iluka: 
 
Re:  CJ192-12/17 – Proposed Amendment to the Iluka Structure Plan and two Proposed 

Local Development Plans – Consideration following public consultation. 
 
Q1 In relation to the preferred primary and secondary vehicle access points, there is 

minimal information provided by the applicant defining the intended purpose of these 
access points and to differentiate between the specific purposes of a preferred primary 
vehicle access point with respect to a secondary vehicle access point.  Is it possible to 
seek clarification on the differences? 

 
A1 Mayor Jacob stated the local structure planning process signalises intent with the 

actual location and usage to be defined through a development application process at 
a later stage. 

 
The Director Planning and Community Development advised the Local Development 
Plan indicates the preferred primary vehicle access point is off Burns Beach Road  and 
that the preferred secondary vehicle access point will be off Santos Vista. However, 
specific reliable access point locations will only be identified at the development 
application stage. Once a development application is received there will be a traffic 
analysis undertaken about how that access will work, the impact that that will have on 
the network, whether the sight lines are adequate and so on. This occurs at the next 
stage of development and will also be subject to public consultation, enabling the 
community to see exactly where those access points are proposed and providing the 
opportunity to comment. 
 
 

Cr Logan left the Chamber at 7.52pm. 
 
 

Q2 Based on information provided on Pages 22 (vehicle access) and Page 27 (residential 
parking) the report provides contradictory information in relation to the intended 
purpose of the secondary vehicle access point.  The former states to allow for a small 
number of staff parking and visitor parks if required, whereas the latter states 
secondary vehicle access points have been included on a number of access streets 
adjoining the site to accommodate service and delivery vehicles associated with the 
future development. Why is there such contradictory information in the report and why 
was the applicant not required to clarify such an important aspect of the LDPs? 

 
A2 Mayor Jacob advised this question would be taken on notice. 
 
 
Ms M O’Byrne, Kinross: 
 
Re: Pedestrian Crossing on Marmion Avenue, Kinross. 
 
Q1 In January 2017 approval was granted by Main Roads WA for installation of a 

signalised crossing on Marmion Avenue. In the interests of transparency, please 
explain the points of difference between Main Roads WA and the City of Joondalup in 
the matter of the pedestrian crossing on Marmion Avenue? 

 
A1 Mayor Jacob advised this question would be taken on notice. 
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Q2 Can the City of Joondalup negotiate a compromise with Ms Rita Saffioti, MLA – 
Minister for Transport, Planning and Lands to put in the crossing as the City of 
Joondalup recommends, subject to a review after one year or any qualifying period 
that the Minister considers appropriate? 

 
A2 Mayor Jacob stated the City was keen to provide this facility on a permanent basis as 

there is some doubt having it installed on a temporary basis would serve the needs of 
the community. The City will continue to negotiate in good faith with the Minister. 

 
Cr Logan entered the Chamber at 7.55pm. 
 
 
Mr A Anderson, Edgewater: 
 
Re: Communication with Councillors. 
 
Q1 It is understood that by law Councillors are not required to respond to residents who 

contact them through formal channels.  Is this correct? 
 
A1 Mayor Jacob confirmed that was correct, but believed in the main Councillors did 

respond to contact from the community. However, if a matter was complex it may take 
some time to provide a full response because accuracy was important.  

 
Q2 It is understood there is a principle and ethic that Councillors who have been elected 

by residents have a duty to respond to residents who contact them through formal 
channels.  Is that correct? 

 
A2 Mayor Jacob believed this was a value judgement for individual Councillors.  
 
 
 
 
PUBLIC STATEMENT TIME 
 
The following statements were submitted verbally at the Council meeting: 
 
Ms A Field, Heathridge: 
 
Re: CJ206-12/17 - Prince Regent Park, Heathridge - Community Sporting Facility. 
 
Ms Field spoke against the redevelopment of Prince Regent Park, stating that should the 
proposal be approved, the City will remove the ability for residents and ratepayers to use the 
park in line with the local park classification it falls under. 
 
 
Mr T Hoskin, Heathridge: 
 
Re: CJ206-12/17 - Prince Regent Park, Heathridge - Community Sporting Facility. 
 
Mr Hoskin spoke against the redevelopment of Prince Regent Park, asking Councillors to vote 
against the redevelopment of the park in its current form. Mr Hoskin stated that the 
consultation results show that residents do not support the redevelopment.  
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Mrs R Millett, Heathridge: 
 
Re: CJ206-12/17 - Prince Regent Park, Heathridge - Community Sporting Facility. 
 
Mrs Millett spoke against the redevelopment of Prince Regent Park and questioned why the 
Joondalup United Football Club left the HBF Arena. 
 
 
Mrs S Wilberforce, Edgewater: 
 
Re: CJ193-12/17 -Initiation of Scheme Amendment No. 90 to District Planning Scheme No. 

2 – Recoding from R20/60 and R20/40 to R20/30. 
 
Mrs Wilberforce spoke in relation to her opposition to R20/60 zoning, stating that the zoning 
will result in high density, high rise apartments that do not fit with the area and will destroy 
local habitat. Mrs Wilberforce asked Council to give the residents of Edgewater a voice and 
represent the community. 
 
 
Ms L Dawson, Heathridge: 
 
Re: CJ206-12/17 - Prince Regent Park, Heathridge - Community Sporting Facility. 
 
Ms Dawson spoke against the redevelopment of Prince Regent Park, requesting that Council 
does not proceed with the proposal as the community does not support the redevelopment.  
 
 
Mr N Catterall, Iluka: 
 
Re: CJ192-12/17 - Proposed Amendment to the Iluka Structure Plan and Two Proposed 

Local Development Plans – Consideration Following Public Consultation. 
 
Mr Catterall spoke against the proposed amendment to the Iluka Structure Plan and requested 
that Council preserve the integrity of the original vision for Iluka and not approve the 
submission in its current form. 
 
Mr P Lancaster, Heathridge: 
 
Re: CJ206-12/17 - Prince Regent Park, Heathridge - Community Sporting Facility. 
 
Mr Lancaster spoke on behalf of the Heathridge Residents Association (HRA), stating that the 
HRA wants to work constructively with all parties to reach the best outcome for all. Mr 
Lancaster noted that the current proposal for Prince Regent Park will not result in an 
acceptable outcome for Heathridge residents.  
 
 
Mr R Duckham, Perth: 
 
Re: CJ192-12/17 - Proposed Amendment to the Iluka Structure Plan and Two Proposed 

Local Development Plans – Consideration Following Public Consultation. 
 
Mr Duckham spoke on behalf of Satterley and the land owner of Beaumaris Beach Estate, 
speaking in favour of the proposed amendment to the Iluka Structure Plan. Mr Duckham 
acknowledged concerns raised regarding building height, advising that should Council believe 
applications need further refinement regarding height and land use permissibility Satterley will 
work with the City and the WA Planning Commission to resolve these matters.  
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APOLOGIES AND LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
 
Leave of Absence previously approved 
 
Cr Russ Fishwick, JP 15 November to 20 December 2017 inclusive; 
Cr Russ Fishwick, JP 25 January to 18 February 2018 inclusive; 
Cr Mike Norman  22 February to 3 March 2018 inclusive; 
Cr Mike Norman  6 April to 13 April 2018 inclusive. 
 
 
C91-12/17 REQUEST FOR LEAVE OF ABSENCE – CR DWYER - [105628] 
 
Cr Sophie Dwyer requested Leave of Absence from Council duties covering the period  
21 February to 31 March 2018 inclusive. 
 
MOVED Cr Logan, SECONDED Cr McLean that Council APPROVES the Request for 
Leave of Absence from Council Duties covering the following dates: 
 
1 Cr Sophie Dwyer 21 February to 31 March 2018 inclusive.  
 
The Motion was Put and          CARRIED (12/0) 
 
In favour of the Motion:  Mayor Jacob, Crs Chester, Dwyer, Hamilton-Prime, Hollywood, Jones, Logan, May, 
McLean, Norman, Poliwka and Taylor. 
 
 
 
 
CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES 
 
C92-12/17 MINUTES OF COUNCIL MEETING HELD 21 NOVEMBER 2017 - 

[01122, 02154] 
 
MOVED Cr Hamilton-Prime, SECONDED Cr May that the Minutes of the Council Meeting 
held 21 November 2017 be CONFIRMED as a true and correct record. 
 
The Motion was Put and          CARRIED (12/0) 
 
In favour of the Motion:  Mayor Jacob, Crs Chester, Dwyer, Hamilton-Prime, Hollywood, Jones, Logan, May, 
McLean, Norman, Poliwka and Taylor. 
 
 
 
 
ANNOUNCEMENTS BY THE PRESIDING MEMBER WITHOUT DISCUSSION 
 
Valentine’s Concert 
 
Mayor Jacob announced that the stars of the hip musical blockbuster Wicked will take centre 
stage at the Joondalup Resort for the City’s annual Valentine’s Concert in February 2018. 
 
Mayor Jacob stated that Witches will see leading ladies of Australian musical theatre  
Amanda Harrison, Lucy Durack, Helen Dallimore and Jemma Rix, along with male protagonist 
Simon Gleeson, performing classic hits from stage and screen backed by the West Australian 
Symphony Orchestra (WASO). 
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Mayor Jacob advised a capacity audience of 8,000 people is expected to attend the free 
annual concert for City residents and ratepayers. 
 
Mayor Jacob commented that the City’s Valentine’s Concert is one of the most popular events 
held in the northern corridor, bringing the community together for a relaxing night with family 
and friends, while having the opportunity to witness free world-class entertainment. 
 
Mayor Jacob stated that tickets are to be in high demand when they are made available on 
Saturday 20 January 2018 and advised for more information people should visit 
joondalup.wa.gov.au or the City’s social media platforms. 
 
 
Twlight Markets 
 
Mayor Jacob advised that the Twilight Markets have been held in the Joondalup City Centre 
throughout November and December. 
 
Mayor Jacob stated that the Twilight Markets offer locally sourced, designed and created art, 
craft, clothing, jewellery, homewares and giftwares, as well as delicious food stalls. 
 
Mayor Jacob informed that there are children’s activities, live music and roving performers to 
keep the whole family entertained.  
 
Mayor Jacob notified the final Twilight Market of 2017 will be held on Friday night 
15 December 2017 in Central Walk from 5:30pm to 9:00pm. 
 
 
Season’s Greetings 
 
Mayor Jacob, on behalf of the City and the Council, took the opportunity to publicly wish 
everyone in the City of Joondalup a very happy Christmas and a safe and prosperous New 
Year. 
 
Mayor Jacob thanked the many individuals and groups who have made invaluable 
contributions to the continued growth and development of the City of Joondalup in 2017. 
 
Mayor Jacob also  thanked the City’s Chief Executive Officer Mr Garry Hunt and the staff of 
the City of Joondalup for their tireless work delivering outstanding services, programs and 
events for our local community. 
 
Mayor Jacob advised that the City’s Elected Members will be taking a break in January, 
returning in February and that the time away will allow all Elected Members time to refresh 
and recharge their batteries before a busy and exciting 2018. 
 
 
 
 
IDENTIFICATION OF MATTERS FOR WHICH THE MEETING MAY BE CLOSED TO THE 
PUBLIC 
 
Nil.  
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PETITIONS 
 
C93-12/17 PETITION REQUESTING BROADBEACH PARK, HILLARYS BE 

ZONED AS A ‘DOGS ON LEASH’ PARK – [05386, 01525] 
 
Cr Hamilton-Prime tabled a 167 signature petition on behalf of the residents of the City of 
Joondalup requesting Council zone Broadbeach Park, Hillarys as a ‘Dogs on Leash’ park.  
 
 
MOVED Cr Hamilton-Prime, SECONDED Cr May that the following petition be 
RECEIVED, REFERRED to the Chief Executive Officer and a subsequent report 
presented to Council for consideration: 
 
1 Petition in relation to zoning Broadbeach Park Hillarys as a ‘Dogs on Leash’ 

park.  
 
The Motion was Put and          CARRIED (12/0) 
 
In favour of the Motion:  Mayor Jacob, Crs Chester, Dwyer, Hamilton-Prime, Hollywood, Jones, Logan, May, 
McLean, Norman, Poliwka and Taylor. 
  



CITY OF JOONDALUP - MINUTES OF MEETING OF COUNCIL  -  12.12.2017 22 
 

REPORTS 
 
 
CJ190-12/17 DEVELOPMENT AND SUBDIVISION APPLICATIONS 

– OCTOBER 2017 
 
WARD  All 
 
RESPONSIBLE  Ms Dale Page 
DIRECTOR  Planning and Community Development 
 
FILE NUMBER  07032, 101515 
 
ATTACHMENTS Attachment 1 Monthly Development Applications 

Determined – October 2017  
  Attachment 2 Monthly Subdivision Applications 

Processed – October 2017  
 

AUTHORITY / DISCRETION Information - includes items provided to Council for 
information purposes only that do not require a decision of 
Council (that is for 'noting'). 

 
 
 
PURPOSE 
 
For Council to note the number and nature of applications considered under delegated 
authority during October 2017. 
 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
Schedule 2 (deemed provisions for local planning schemes) of the Planning and Development 
(Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015 (the Regulations) provide for Council to delegate 
powers under a local planning scheme to the Chief Executive Officer (CEO), who in turn has 
delegated them to employees of the City. 
 
The purpose of delegating certain powers to the CEO and officers is to facilitate the timely 
processing of development and subdivision applications. The framework for the delegations of 
those powers is set out in resolutions by Council and is reviewed every two years, or as 
required. 
 
This report identifies the development applications determined by the administration under 
delegated authority powers during October 2017 (Attachment 1 refers), as well as the 
subdivision application referrals processed by the City during October 2017 (Attachment 2 
refers). 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Schedule 2 clause 82 (deemed provisions for local planning schemes) of the Regulations 
enables Council to delegate powers under a local planning scheme to the CEO, and for the 
CEO to then delegate powers to individual employees. 
 
At its meeting held on 27 June 2017 (CJ091-06/17 refers) Council considered and adopted 
the most recent Town Planning Delegations. 



CITY OF JOONDALUP - MINUTES OF MEETING OF COUNCIL  -  12.12.2017 23 
 

DETAILS 
 
Subdivision referrals 
 
The number of subdivision and strata subdivision referrals processed under delegated 
authority during October 2017 is shown in the table below: 
 

Type of subdivision referral Number of referrals Potential additional 
new lots 

Subdivision applications 10 11 
Strata subdivision applications 20 31 

TOTAL 30 42 
 
Of the 30 subdivision referrals 25 were to subdivide in housing opportunity areas, with the 
potential for 35 additional lots. 
 
Development applications 
 
The number of development applications determined under delegated authority during  
October 2017 is shown in the table below: 
 

Type of development application Number Value ($) 
Development applications processed by Planning Services  

117 
 

$ 26,159,407 

Development applications processed by Building Services  
1 

 
4,000 

TOTAL 118 $ 26,163,407 
 
Of the 118 development applications, 15 were for new dwelling developments in housing 
opportunity areas, proposing a total of 37 additional dwellings. 
 
The total number and value of development applications determined between July 2014 and 
October 2017 is illustrated in the graph below: 
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The number of development applications received during October was 114. (This figure does 
not include any development applications to be processed by Building Approvals as part of 
the building permit approval process). 
 
The number of development applications current at the end of October was 213. Of these,  
52 were pending further information from applicants and 16 were being advertised for public 
comment. 
 
In addition to the above, 301 building permits were issued during the month of October with 
an estimated construction value of $26,841,873. 
 
Issues and options considered 
 
Not applicable. 
 
Legislation / Strategic Community Plan / policy implications 
 
Legislation City of Joondalup District Planning Scheme No. 2. 

Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) 
Regulations 2015. 

 
Strategic Community Plan 

 

Key theme Quality Urban Environment. 
  
Objective Quality built outcomes. 
  
Strategic initiative Buildings and landscaping is suitable for the immediate 

environment and reflect community values. 
  
Policy  Not applicable. All decisions made under delegated authority 

have due regard to any of the City’s policies that apply to the 
particular development. 

 
Schedule 2 clause 82 of the Regulations permits the local government to delegate to a 
committee or to the local government CEO the exercise of any of the local government’s 
powers or the discharge of any of the local government’s duties. Development applications 
were determined in accordance with the delegations made under Schedule 2 clause 82 of the 
Regulations. 
 
All subdivision applications were assessed in accordance with relevant legislation and 
policies, and a recommendation made on the applications to the Western Australian Planning 
Commission. 
 
Risk management considerations 
 
The delegation process includes detailed practices on reporting, checking and cross checking, 
supported by peer review in an effort to ensure decisions taken are lawful, proper and 
consistent. 
 
Financial / budget implications 
 
A total of 118 development applications were determined for the month of October with a total 
amount of $77,277 received as application fees. 
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All figures quoted in this report are exclusive of GST. 
 
Regional significance 
 
Not applicable 
 
Sustainability implications 
 
Not applicable. 
 
Consultation 
 
Consultation may be required by the provisions of the R-Codes, any relevant policy and/or 
DPS2 and the Regulations. 
 
 
COMMENT 
 
Large local governments utilise levels of delegated authority as a basic business requirement 
in relation to town planning functions. The process allows for timeliness and consistency in 
decision-making for rudimentary development control matters.  The process also allows the 
elected members to focus on strategic business direction for the Council, rather than 
day-to-day operational and statutory responsibilities. 
 
All proposals determined under delegated authority are assessed, checked, reported on and 
cross checked in accordance with relevant standards and codes. 
 
 
VOTING REQUIREMENTS 
 
Simple Majority. 
 
 
MOVED Mayor Jacob, SECONDED Cr Jones that Council NOTES the determinations 
and recommendations made under delegated authority in relation to the: 
 
1 development applications described in Attachment 1 to Report CJ190-12/17 

during October 2017; 
 
2 subdivision applications described in Attachment 2 to Report CJ190-12/17 

during October 2017. 
 
The Motion was Put and CARRIED (12/0) by Exception Resolution after consideration of 
CJ210-12/17, page 178 refers. 
 
In favour of the Motion:  Mayor Jacob, Crs Chester, Dwyer, Hamilton-Prime, Hollywood, Jones, Logan, May, 
McLean, Norman, Poliwka and Taylor. 
 
 
 
Appendix 1 refers 
 
To access this attachment on electronic document, click here:  Attach1brf171205.pdf  
 
  

Attach1brf171205.pdf
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Disclosure of interest affecting impartiality 
 

Name/Position Mayor Hon. Albert Jacob, JP. 
Item No./Subject CJ191-12/17 - Proposed Unlisted Use (Telecommunications 

Infrastructure) at HBF Arena Lot 103 (25) Kennedya Drive, 
Joondalup. 

Nature of interest Interest that may affect impartiality. 
Extent of Interest Mayor Jacob’s children attend Lake Joondalup Baptist College 

which is adjacent to the proposed tower. 
 
 

CJ191-12/17 PROPOSED UNLISTED USE 
(TELECOMMUNICATIONS INFRASTRUCTURE) AT 
HBF ARENA, LOT 103 (25) KENNEDYA DRIVE, 
JOONDALUP 

 
WARD  North 
 
RESPONSIBLE  Ms Dale Page 
DIRECTOR  Planning and Community Development 
 
FILE NUMBER 05005, 101515 
 
ATTACHMENTS Attachment 1 Location plan 

Attachment 2 Development plans 
Attachment 3 Photomontage 
Attachment 4 Environmental EME report 

 
AUTHORITY / DISCRETION Administrative - Council administers legislation and applies 

the legislative regime to factual situations and 
circumstances that affect the rights of people. Examples 
include town planning applications, building licences and 
other decisions that may be appealable to the State 
Administrative Tribunal. 

 
 
 

PURPOSE 
 
For Council to determine a development application for proposed telecommunication 
infrastructure at HBF Arena, Lot 103 (25) Kennedya Drive, Joondalup. 
 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
An application for planning approval was received by the City on 14 July 2017 for a proposed 
telecommunication tower and associated ground infrastructure at HBF Arena, Lot 103 (25) 
Kennedya Drive, Joondalup.  
 
The infrastructure is proposed to be located on the western-most playing field of HBF Arena, 
adjacent to Waabiyn Way.  
 
The proposed development has been assessed having due regard to the City’s District 
Planning Scheme No. 2 (DPS2), the Western Australian Planning Commission’s State 
Planning Policy No. 5.2 – Telecommunications Infrastructure (SPP 5.2) and the City’s 
Telecommunications Infrastructure Local Planning Policy.  
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The proposal was advertised for a period of 21 days and the City received a total of  
12 submissions. Of the 12 submissions received, two stated no objection and 10 objections 
were raised regarding health concerns associated with electromagnetic emissions (EME), 
visual impact of the tower, its proximity to Lake Joondalup Baptist College and the affect the 
proposal would have on property values.  
 
Having regard to the nature of the proposed facility and the issues raised by submitters it is 
considered that the proposal meets the requirements of DPS2, SPP 5.2 and the City’s 
Installation of Telecommunications Facilities Policy. 
 
It is recommended that Council approves the proposed development, subject to conditions. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Suburb/Location HBF Arena, Lot 103 (25) Kennedya Drive, Joondalup. 
Applicant Planning Solutions Pty Ltd. 
Owner WA Sports Centre Trust. 
Zoning  DPS2 Centre. 
 MRS  City Centre Area. 
Site area 301,200m2. 
Structure plan Joondalup City Centre Development Plan and Manual (JCCDPM). 

Draft Joondalup Activity Centre Plan (JACP).  
 
The subject site is bound by the Mitchell Freeway reserve to the west, Moore Drive to the 
north, Joondalup Drive to the east and Kennedya Drive, Lake Joondalup Baptist College and 
the railway reserve to the south (Attachment 1 refers). The proposed works are located on the 
western-most playing field of HBF Arena, adjacent to Waabiyn Way. 
 
The site is zoned ‘City Centre Area’ under the Metropolitan Region Scheme (MRS) and is 
zoned ‘Centre’ under DPS2. The site is also located within the Arena Joondalup precinct under 
the Joondalup City Centre Development Plan and Manual (JCCDPM) and the Health and 
Wellness precinct under the draft Joondalup Activity Centre Plan (JACP).  
 
The tower is located approximately 210 metres from the HBF Arena building, 350 metres from 
Lake Joondalup Baptist College and the closest residential property is located 200 metres to 
the north.  
 
 
DETAILS 
 
The development consists of the following: 
 
• A galvanised monopole telecommunications tower with six panel antennas to a 

maximum height of 41.25 metres. 
• A ground equipment shelter. 
• Bollards to surround the infrastructure. 
• Replacement of the existing flood light pole and flood light. 
 
The development plans are included in Attachment 2. 
 
The proposed facility is not exempt from the need to obtain planning approval as it is not 
considered ‘low impact’ under the Federal Government’s Telecommunications (Low Impact 
Facilities) Determination 1997. 
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City of Joondalup Installation of Telecommunications Facilities Policy 
 
Clauses 67(g) and (y) of the Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) 
Regulations 2015 (the Regulations) detail that Council should have due regard to local 
planning policies and submissions received in the determination of development applications. 
Accordingly, the City’s Installation of Telecommunications Facilities Policy is considered 
below: 
 
• The provisions outlined in State Planning Policy 5.2: Telecommunications 

Infrastructure. 
 
The proposed location of the telecommunication tower is considered to be consistent 
with the provisions of the Western Australian Planning Commission’s State Planning 
Policy No. 5.2 – Telecommunications Infrastructure which states, where practical, 
telecommunication towers should be located within commercial areas and should be 
designed and sited to minimise adverse impacts on the visual character and amenity 
of residential areas.  
 
The proposed telecommunication facility is located approximately 200 metres from the 
nearest residential development and approximately 350 metres from the Lake 
Joondalup Baptist College. The photomontages provided by the applicant demonstrate 
the minimal visual impact upon residential areas (Attachment 3 refers). 
 

• Compliance with the Telecommunications Code of Practice 1997. 
 

The proposed infrastructure is considered to comply with the code of practice as the 
subject site has been selected in order to minimise its impact upon the locality while 
improving service delivery. Furthermore, it has been demonstrated through the 
provision of an Environmental EME report (Attachment 4 refers) that community 
exposure to electromagnetic energy will comply with the relevant legislation. 

 
• The topography of the site and surrounding area, the size, height and type of the 

proposed facility, the location and density of surrounding vegetation, and the general 
visibility of the proposal from surrounding development. 

 
The tower is located in a low-lying area on the site and is significantly lower than the 
natural ground level of the surrounding land.  
 
The photomontage images (Attachment 3 refers) provided by the applicant depict the 
tower being relatively unobtrusive as viewed south from Moore Drive due to the 
significant level difference. The residential properties adjacent are approximately two 
to three metres above the ground level of Moore Drive and therefore the tower will not 
be visually dominant as viewed south from these residential properties. It is also noted 
that the proposed tower will replace an existing flood light pole which is currently 
located in the same vicinity.   
 

• The merits of the particular proposal, including the need for services to be located to 
optimise coverage. 

 
In selecting the site Optus identified a lack of adequate mobile network coverage in 
the immediate area of the subject site, “occasioned by substantial increased demand 
for wireless data download coverage and capacity by users of tablets and 
smartphones”.  
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• Submissions received in response to public consultation, noting that submissions on 
health or safety grounds cannot be considered. 
 
The submissions received are discussed within the consultation section of this report.  

 
State Planning Policy No. 5.2 – Telecommunications Infrastructure 
 
Clause 67(c), Schedule 2 of the Regulations details that the Council should have due regard 
to State planning policies in the determination of development applications. Accordingly, State 
Planning Policy No. 5.2 – Telecommunications Infrastructure is considered below: 
 
The Western Australian Planning Commission’s State Planning Policy No. 5.2 – 
Telecommunications Infrastructure provides matters for consideration in determining 
development applications for telecommunications infrastructure.  
 
Clause 6.3(a) recommends the consideration of the extent to which the proposal adheres to 
the policy measures relating to the minimisation of the visual impact of above ground 
infrastructure:  
 
Clause 5.1.1 ii) Telecommunications infrastructure should be designed to minimise visual 
impact and whenever possible:  
 
a)  Be located where it will not be prominently visible from significant viewing locations 

such as scenic routes, lookouts and recreation sites. 
 

The proposed development will not be readily visible from scenic routes or lookouts as 
the location is low-lying relative to surrounding properties and development. Although 
the HBF Arena could be considered a recreation site itself, the proposed 
telecommunication tower will replace an existing floodlight and will therefore integrate 
with its surrounds. 

 
b)  Be located to avoid detracting from a significant view of a heritage item or place, a 

landmark, a streetscape, vista or a panorama, whether viewed from public or private 
land. 

 
 The proposed telecommunication infrastructure is well setback from surrounding 

properties and development. The level difference between the location and Moore 
Drive is such that the majority of the tower will be concealed from this streetscape.  

 
c)  Not be located on sites where environmental or cultural heritage, social and visual 

landscape values may be compromised. 
 
 The works are located on an existing cleared area and will replace a floodlight pole. 

Therefore, it is not considered to have a significant environmental, cultural, social or 
visual landscape impact. 

 
d)  Display design features, including scale, materials, external colours and finishes that 

are sympathetic to the surrounding landscape. 
 

The proposed finish of the tower is intended to be unobtrusive as it will be constructed 
in materials in keeping with the existing power poles and floodlight poles located 
on-site. Therefore, the tower is consistent in its appearance with existing features 
within the surrounding area. 
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Clause 6.3(b) gives consideration to the necessity of the proposed development in providing 
optimised coverage. In selecting the site Optus identified a lack of adequate mobile network 
coverage in the immediate area of the subject site, “occasioned by substantial increased 
demand for wireless data download coverage and capacity by users of tablets and 
smartphones”. 
 
Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015 (the Regulations). 
 
Clause 67 of Schedule 2 of the Regulations sets out the matters to be considered by Council 
when determining an application for development approval. In addition to the matters 
discussed above, the following matters for consideration are relevant to the proposal: 
 
• Clause 67(m) - the compatibility of the development with its setting including the 

relationship of the development to development on adjoining land or on other land in 
the locality including, but not limited to, the likely effect of the height, bulk, scale, 
orientation and appearance of the development. 
 
The development is compatible with its setting as it will integrate with the existing power 
poles and floodlight poles on-site. It is not considered to be visually obtrusive to 
adjacent properties as the subject site is setback 200 metres from residential land uses 
and 350 metres from Lake Joondalup Baptist College.  
 
The photomontages submitted (Attachment 3 refers) demonstrate that the proposed 
tower will replace an existing 20-metre-high light pole for the playing field/s and will be 
generally consistent with the remaining light poles and the high voltage power poles 
located to the west of the development site. 
 

• Clause 67(n) - the amenity of the locality including the following —  
 

(i)  environmental impacts of the development;  
(ii)  the character of the locality; 
(iii) social impacts of the development. 
 
• An EME report has been submitted with the application (Attachment 4 refers) 

which demonstrates that there will be no environmental impact as a result of 
the proposal.  

• The character of the locality includes existing power poles and floodlight poles 
which are consistent with the proposed telecommunication facility.  

• The setback of the tower from surrounding residential properties and other 
development ensures that there will be no social impacts associated with the 
development.  

 
• Clause 67(r) - the suitability of the land for the development taking into account the 

possible risk to human health or safety. 
 
The applicant has provided a report confirming that the proposed development will be 
compliant with relevant federal legislation which relates to the minimisation of health 
risks in the installation of telecommunications infrastructure. 

 
Joondalup City Centre Development Plan Manual 
 
The subject site is located within the ‘Northern Recreation’ district of the JCCDPM. The 
proposed development complies with the relevant development provisions under the 
JCCDPM, including setbacks to Moore Drive and building heights. The development does not 
impact the recreational use / nature of the land and therefore does not contradict the objectives 
of the Northern Recreation district. 
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Draft Joondalup Activity Centre Plan 
 
The subject site is located within the ‘Health and Wellness’ precinct under the draft JACP 
which is a ‘seriously entertained’ document. Telecommunications Infrastructure is a 
discretionary (“D”) land use as listed in the land use permissibility table of the draft JACP.  
 
The maximum building height permitted within the ‘Health and Wellness’ precinct is 
13.5 metres. While the proposed structure exceeds this height, it is considered appropriate 
due to the proximity of the subject site to surrounding development, the height of the existing 
light poles for the playing field/s being 20 metres high, and minimal bulk and scale of the pole 
being only approximately 0.5 metres in width.  
 
The proposed works are considered appropriate in facilitating improved telecommunications 
services to the Joondalup City Centre area and surrounding.  
 
Issues and options considered 
 
Council must consider the proposed telecommunication facility in accordance with the City’s 
Local Planning Policy and State Planning Policy and determine whether the proposed 
development is appropriate or not. 
 
Council has the discretion to: 
 
• approve the application without conditions 
• approve the application with conditions 

or 
• refuse to grant its approval of the application. 
 
Legislation / Strategic Community Plan / policy implications 
 
Legislation • Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) 

Regulations 2015. 
• City of Joondalup District Planning Scheme No. 2. 
• Telecommunications Act 1997. 

Strategic Community Plan  
  
Key theme Quality Urban Environment. 
  
Objective Quality built outcomes. 
  
Strategic initiative Buildings and landscaping is suitable for the immediate 

environment and reflect community values.  
 

Structure plan Joondalup City Centre Development Plan and Manual. 
Draft Joondalup Activity Centre Plan. 
 

Policy  • City of Joondalup Telecommunications Infrastructure 
Local Planning Policy. 

• State Planning Policy No. 5.2 Telecommunications 
Infrastructure. 
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Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015 (the Regulations). 
 
Clause 67 of Schedule 2 of the Regulations sets out the matters to be considered by Council 
when determining an application for development approval. 
 
In considering an application for development approval the local government is to have due 
regard to the following matters to the extent that, in the opinion of the local government, those 
matters are relevant to the development the subject of the application —  
 
(a)  the aims and provisions of this Scheme and any other local planning scheme operating 

within the Scheme area;  
 
(b)  the requirements of orderly and proper planning including any proposed local planning 

scheme or amendment to this Scheme that has been advertised under the Planning 
and Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015 or. any other proposed 
planning instrument that the local government is seriously considering adopting or 
approving; 

 
(c) any approved State planning policy;  
 
(d) any environmental protection policy approved under the Environmental Protection Act 

1986 section 31(d);  
 
(e) any policy of the Commission;  
 
(f) any policy of the State;  
 
(g) any local planning policy for the Scheme area;  
 
(h) any structure plan, activity centre plan or local development plan that relates to the 

development;  
 
(i) any report of the review of the local planning scheme that has been published under 

the Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015;  
 
(j) in the case of land reserved under this Scheme, the objectives for the reserve and the 

additional and permitted uses identified in this Scheme for the reserve;  
 
(k) the built heritage conservation of any place that is of cultural significance; 
 
(l) the effect of the proposal on the cultural heritage significance of the area in which the 
 development is located;  
 
(m) the compatibility of the development with its setting including the relationship of the 

development to development on adjoining land or on other land in the locality including, 
but not limited to, the likely effect of the height, bulk, scale, orientation and appearance 
of the development;  

 
(n) the amenity of the locality including the following —  
 (i)  environmental impacts of the development;  
 (ii)  the character of the locality; 
 (iii)  social impacts of the development;  
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(o) the likely effect of the development on the natural environment or water resources and 
any means that are proposed to protect or to mitigate impacts on the natural 
environment or the water resource; 

 
(p) whether adequate provision has been made for the landscaping of the land to which 

the application relates and whether any trees or other vegetation on the land should 
be preserved;  

 
(q) the suitability of the land for the development taking into account the possible risk of 

flooding, tidal inundation, subsidence, landslip, bush fire, soil erosion, land degradation 
or any other risk; 

 
(r) the suitability of the land for the development taking into account the possible risk to 

human health or safety;  
 
(s) the adequacy of —  
 (i) the proposed means of access to and egress from the site; and  
 (ii) arrangements for the loading, unloading, manoeuvring and parking of vehicles;  
 
(t) the amount of traffic likely to be generated by the development, particularly in relation 

to the capacity of the road system in the locality and the probable effect on traffic flow 
and safety; 

 
(u) the availability and adequacy for the development of the following —  
 (i) public transport services;  
 (ii) public utility services;  
 (iii) storage, management and collection of waste;  
 (iv) access for pedestrians and cyclists (including end of trip storage, toilet and  

shower facilities);  
 (v) access by older people and people with disability;  
 
(v) the potential loss of any community service or benefit resulting from the development 

other than potential loss that may result from economic competition between new and 
existing businesses;  

 
(w) the history of the site where the development is to be located; 
 
(x) the impact of the development on the community as a whole notwithstanding the 

impact of the development on particular individuals;  
 
(y) any submissions received on the application;  
 
(za) the comments or submissions received from any authority consulted under clause 66; 
 
(zb) any other planning consideration the local government considers appropriate. 
 
City of Joondalup Installation of Telecommunications Facilities Policy 
 
The City’s Installation of Telecommunications Facilities Policy sets out provisions for 
telecommunications facilities deemed not to be ‘low impact’ under the Telecommunications 
(Low-impact Facilities) Determination Act 1997. In addition to provisions regarding the 
advertising of an application, the policy sets out the follow criteria which Council is to have 
regard to when determining an application: 
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• The provisions outlined in State Planning Policy 5.2: Telecommunications 
Infrastructure. 

• Compliance with the Telecommunications Code of Practice 1997. 
• The topography of the site and surrounding area, the size, height and type of the 

proposed facility, the location and density of surrounding vegetation, and the general 
visibility of the proposal from surrounding development. 

• The merits of the particular proposal, including the need for services to be located to 
optimise coverage. 

• Submissions received in response to public consultation, noting that submissions on 
health or safety grounds cannot be considered. 

 
State Planning Policy No. 5.2 – Telecommunications Infrastructure 
 
The Western Australian Planning Commission’s State Planning Policy No. 5.2 – 
Telecommunications Infrastructure provides matters for consideration in determining 
development applications for telecommunications infrastructure. Clause 6.3(a) requires the 
consideration of the extent to which the proposal adheres to the policy measures relating to 
the minimisation of the visual impact of above ground infrastructure. Clause 6.3(b) gives 
consideration to the necessity of the proposed development in providing optimised coverage. 
 
Risk management considerations 
 
The proponent has the right of review against Council’s decision, including any conditions 
included therein, in accordance with the State Administrative Tribunal Act 2004 and the 
Planning and Development Act 2005.  
 
Financial / budget implications 
 
The applicant has paid fees of $576 (excluding GST) for the assessment of the application. 
The cost of the consultation undertaken by the City is to be paid by the applicant in accordance 
with the City’s Installation of Telecommunications Facilities Policy. 
 
Regional significance 
 
Not applicable. 
 
Sustainability implications 
 
The City recognises the importance of telecommunication facilities in supporting the 
community and commercial industries. One of the key strategic initiatives of the City’s 
Strategic Community Plan 2012 – 2022 is to actively seek opportunities for improving local 
communication network infrastructure. The proposal will provide improved telecommunication 
services within the City of Joondalup.   
 
Consultation 
 
The application was advertised to 140 property owners and occupiers within a 400 metre 
radius of the development site for a period of 21 days concluding on 26 October 2017. A total 
of 12 submissions were received, being 10 objections and two submissions with no objection 
from Main Roads WA and Western Power. The majority of the objections received by the City 
came from residents located north of Moore Drive. 
 
The issues raised during public consultation are included below, along with the City’s response 
to each concern: 
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• Visual impact.  
 
The proposed telecommunication infrastructure is located approximately 200 metres 
away from the nearest residential development, and is separated by Moore Drive to 
the north and the Mitchell Freeway to the west. 
 
The photomontages (Attachment 3 refers) demonstrate that the installation of the 
telecommunication infrastructure in this location will not be unduly visually obtrusive 
due to the presence of other vertical elements such as light poles and power lines in 
the immediate vicinity, landscape screening and its location within a low-lying area in 
comparison to surrounding land.  
 

• Health risks. 
 
The main community concern raised related to the perceived adverse health risk 
associated with telecommunication facilities as a result of electromagnetic emissions 
(EME). EME is controlled and regulated by separate Federal Government legislation 
and EME is not considered to be a valid land use planning consideration. 
 
It is a mandatory requirement for all telecommunications carriers to comply with the 
Australian Safety Standards set by the Australian Communication and Media Authority 
and the EME limits established by the Australian Radiation Protection and Nuclear 
Safety Agency.  A report submitted with this application (Attachment 4 refers) indicates 
estimates for the EME levels that will be present at different areas surrounding the 
proposed communication facility. The estimated maximum level of cumulative EME at 
ground level is 4.52% of the Australian Radiation Protection and Nuclear Safety 
Agency general public exposure limit, and is well within the mandatory standards. 

 
• Impact on property values. 

 
The potential impact of a proposed development on property values is not a valid land 
use planning consideration. There is no known published data to link property values 
to telecommunication facilities. It is considered that the design and location of the 
proposed telecommunication facility is sufficient to minimise the visual impact as 
viewed from nearby properties due to the separation from nearby residential properties 
and the presence of other vertical elements such as light poles and power lines in the 
vicinity of the subject site. 
 

• Distance from Lake Joondalup Baptist College. 
 
The proposed telecommunication infrastructure is located approximately 350 metres 
from the Lake Joondalup Baptist College. Due to the location, level difference and 
distance from the school, there will be limited visibility of the tower from the school site. 
EME emissions (as stated previously within this report) are not a valid planning 
consideration, however the maximum EME level calculated for the proposed system 
is well within the public exposure limits. 
 

• Necessity of the tower. 
 
In selecting the site Optus identified a lack of adequate mobile network coverage in the 
immediate area of the subject site, “occasioned by substantial increased demand for 
wireless data download coverage and capacity by users of tablets and smartphones”.  
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COMMENT 
 
As outlined above, it is considered that the development is appropriate in the context of its 
location and meets the requirements of relevant legislation. 
 
The application is therefore recommended for approval, subject to conditions. 
 
 
VOTING REQUIREMENTS 
 
Simple Majority. 
 
 
MOVED Mayor Jacob, SECONDED Cr Jones that Council APPROVES under clause 68(2) 
of Schedule 2 of the Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 
2015 the application for development approval, dated 14 July 2017 submitted by 
Planning Solutions, for proposed UNLISTED USE (Telecommunications Infrastructure) 
at Lot 103 (25) Kennedya Drive, Joondalup (HBF Arena) subject to the following 
conditions: 
 
1 This approval relates to the telecommunications infrastructure and associated 

works only, as indicated on the approved plans. It does not relate to any other 
development on the lot; 

 
2 All development shall be contained within the property boundaries; 
 
3 All stormwater shall be collected on-site and disposed of in a manner acceptable 

to the City; 
 
4 The external surface of the development shall be finished in materials and 

colours that have low reflective characteristics, to the satisfaction of the City. 
The external surfaces shall be treated to the satisfaction of the City if it is 
determined by the City that glare from the completed development has a 
significant adverse effect on the amenity of adjoining or nearby neighbours; 

 
5 The monopole and associated infrastructure shall be finished in colours that are 

unobtrusive to the specifications and satisfaction of the City; 
 
6 The works are to be established and thereafter maintained to the specifications 

and satisfaction of the City; 
 
7 The lighting shall operate in accordance with the Australian Standards 

(AS4282-1997 – control of the obtrusive effects of outdoor lighting). 
 
The Motion was Put and CARRIED (12/0) by Exception Resolution after consideration of 
CJ210-12/17, page 178 refers. 
 
In favour of the Motion:  Mayor Jacob, Crs Chester, Dwyer, Hamilton-Prime, Hollywood, Jones, Logan, May, 
McLean, Norman, Poliwka and Taylor. 
 
 
 
Appendix 2 refers 
 

To access this attachment on electronic document, click here:  Attach2brf171205.pdf 
 

Attach2brf171205.pdf
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CJ192-12/17 PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO THE ILUKA 
STRUCTURE PLAN AND TWO PROPOSED LOCAL 
DEVELOPMENT PLANS – CONSIDERATION 
FOLLOWING PUBLIC CONSULTATION  

 
WARD  North 
 
RESPONSIBLE  Ms Dale Page 
DIRECTOR  Planning and Community Development 
 
FILE NUMBER 48934, 101515 
 
ATTACHMENTS Attachment 1 Location plan 

Attachment 2 Proposed Amendment No. 4 to LSP No. 
26 (available electronically only)  

Attachment 3 Proposed Local Development Plans 
Attachment 4 LSP – Schedule of submissions 
Attachment 5 LDP – Schedule of submissions 
Attachment 6 LSP – Schedule of modifications 
Attachment 7 LDP – Schedule of modifications 
Attachment 8 Building height cross section 
Attachment 9 Indicative perspective drawings 

 
AUTHORITY / DISCRETION Administrative - Council administers legislation and applies 

the legislative regime to factual situations and 
circumstances that affect the rights of people.  Examples 
include town planning applications, building licences and 
other decisions that may be appealable to the State 
Administrative Tribunal. 

 

 
 
PURPOSE 
 
For Council to consider a proposed amendment to the Iluka Structure Plan and two proposed 
local development plans following public consultation. 
 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The subject site comprises two large, vacant land parcels at the western end of  
O’Mara Boulevard. 
 
The existing Iluka Structure Plan (LSP) has been in place since 2002. Under the existing LSP 
the subject site is identified as a neighbourhood centre and is zoned ‘Centre’. The existing 
LSP currently allows for retail floorspace provision of 3,300m2 on the subject site and it already 
allows for an R60 residential density coding and building heights of three storeys.  
 
The existing LSP does not however contain any land use permissibility or detailed 
development provisions for the subject site. Instead, it requires the preparation of a further 
plan over the sites to provide more specific details on future land uses, building development 
standards and car parking and access.  
 
The proposed LSP amendment and Local Development Plans (LDPs) are intended to provide 
the additional details mentioned above, though the documents also seek to vary or broaden 
some of the provisions of the existing LSP.  
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The key differences between the existing provisions that apply to the subject site and the 
proposed provisions are: 
 
• Reduction in the amount of retail floorspace anticipated. 

 

• Change in zoning from ‘Centre’ to ‘Commercial’. Under a ‘Centre’ zoning, land use 
permissibility would need to be specifically stated in the structure plan.  
 

Under a ‘Commercial’ zoning, land use permissibility is contained in the City’s planning 
scheme. This is a technical difference only and in practical terms makes no difference 
to the actual land uses that would have been proposed by the applicant; 
 

• Introduction of a provision that allows additional height (over the three storeys currently 
permitted) to be contemplated at development application stage, if it can be 
demonstrated via this subsequent approval process that the additional height would 
be appropriate. 
 

Introduction of this provision into the LSP amendment at this stage does not 
automatically constitute approval for additional height.  

 
As part of the documentation submitted by the applicant, artist’s impressions have been 
provided that show the type of development that could be contemplated under the proposed 
LSP and LDP provisions. These artist’s impressions are indicative only and approval of the 
proposed LSP amendments and proposed LDPs does not constitute approval or even 
in-principle approval for the type of development shown in the artist’s impressions.  
 
A further approval process, via a development application which will include public 
consultation, will need to be undertaken before any concept or design proposal for the site is 
granted approval. 
 
The proposed LSP amendment and LDPs assist in guiding development of the Iluka local 
centre through appropriate zoning and development provisions included as part of the 
applicant’s proposal. The overall intent and aspirations for a mixed-use development at the 
local centre are supported as it will assist in providing housing diversity, local employment and 
facilities for the surrounding community. The land uses expected within the local centre include 
restaurants, cafes, professional services and other non-residential businesses on the ground 
floor along O’Mara Boulevard, with residential apartments and aged persons dwellings with 
associated communal facilities. The first stage of development is expected to be undertaken 
across the southern land parcel of the local centre. 
 
A number of modifications are recommended to the LSP amendment and LDPs as a result of 
the City’s assessment of the proposal, as well as the submissions received, to improve the 
wording and ensure the documents provide an appropriate framework against which to assess 
development applications.  
 
It is recommended that Council supports the proposed LSP amendment, subject to 
modifications, and forwards its recommendation to the Western Australian Planning 
Commission (WAPC) for determination. The recommended modifications to the LSP 
amendment primarily relate to minor typographical errors, updating terminology and improving 
the legibility of the document. 
 
It is also recommended that the proposed LDPs are adopted by Council, subject to 
modifications. The key modifications recommended to the LDPs are inclusion of an overall 
maximum building height in metres as measured from natural ground level, inclusion of 
additional building setbacks to some street boundaries, and the requirement for visitor parking 
bays to be provided on-site, instead of being permitted in the verge as of right. 
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BACKGROUND 
 
Suburb/Location Lot 9039 (98 and 99) O’Mara Boulevard, Iluka. 
Applicant RobertsDay. 
Owner Davidson Pty Ltd & Roman Catholic Archbishop. 
Zoning  DPS Urban Development. 
 MRS Urban. 
 LSP Centre. 
Site area 2.004 hectares. 
Structure plan Iluka Structure Plan No. 26. 
 
The Iluka LSP came into effect in August 2002. The LSP zones the subject site ‘Centre’ and 
requires a further structure plan in order to provide detailed planning for the establishment of 
a local centre within the LSP area.  
 
The subject site is currently undeveloped and is bounded by Burns Beach Road to the west, 
Fernando Parkway to the south, Calis Avenue and Santos Vista to the east and Mykonos View 
to the north. The two land parcels are intersected by O’Mara Boulevard which runs east to 
west and connects with Burns Beach Road (Attachment 1 refers).  
 
 
DETAILS 
 
The Iluka LSP provides a guiding framework for the consideration of development and 
subdivision within the Beaumaris estate within the suburb of Iluka. The proposed amendment 
to the LSP relates specifically to the subject site and the guiding principles for the local centre.  
 
The current LSP includes the following key provisions which relate to the local centre: 
 
• The zoning of the site as ‘Centre’. 
• A residential density coding of R60. 
• An indicative retail floorspace provision of 3,300m2. 
• A permitted building height of three storeys. 
• The requirement for a further structure plan for the site to address land use 

permissibility, maximum permissible areas of retailing, development standards, 
overshadowing and protection of privacy, car parking and vehicular access 
requirements. 

 
In accordance with the WAPC’s Structure Plan Framework, introduced after the original  
Iluka LSP was put in place, a structure plan is no longer intended to determine built form detail 
(such as building setbacks and car parking provision) and therefore the applicant has prepared 
two LDPs in place of a further structure plan, which are designed to provide detailed provisions 
related to the design and intended built form of development on the subject site. 
 
The details of the proposed LSP amendment (Attachment 2 refers) and the two LDPs 
(Attachment 3 refers) are included below. 
 
Proposed amendment to the Iluka Structure Plan 
 
The amendments proposed by the applicant to the Iluka LSP include the following: 
 
• Updating the overview section of the LSP to ensure the wording is consistent with the 

Regulations. 
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• Modifying the Iluka LSP map to change the zoning of the subject site from ‘Centre’ to 
‘Commercial’ and update all wording within the LSP which references the ‘Centre’ 
zone. 

• Removing reference to Part 9 of DPS2, as this section is now obsolete with the gazettal 
of the Regulations. 

• Removing the definition of ‘Storey’, noting that a provision is recommended to be 
included in the LDPs to address the overall building height. 

• Modifying and including additional provisions under clause 6 of the LSP related to the 
proposed ‘Commercial’ zone, including: 
o removing the objectives of the ‘Centre’ zone and referencing the objectives for 

the ‘Commercial’ zone included under DPS2 
o requiring the preparation and adoption of a LDP/s prior to subdivision including 

provisions which the LDP/s will need to address, specifically; creating a 
non-residential main street along O’Mara Boulevard, built form controls, height 
limits, R-Code variations and car parking and vehicle access arrangements 

o remove the requirement to address overshadowing and privacy as part of an 
LDP, so that overshadowing and privacy will be assessed in accordance with 
the R-Codes 

o requiring a minimum of 1,500m2 of street-activating non-residential floorspace 
fronting O’Mara Boulevard 

o a maximum building height of three storeys unless demonstrated that additional 
height is appropriate 

o a non-residential car parking standard of one bay per 20m2 of net lettable area. 
• Updating all references from ‘neighbourhood centre’ (outdated) to ‘local centre’ to 

reflect the classification of the centre as defined by State Planning Policy 4.2: Activity 
Centres. 

• Modifying and including additional wording under clause 4 – Context Analysis and 
clause 5.2 – Coastal Village, Part 2 of LSP regarding the subject site, specifically its 
‘Commercial’ zoning, the required minimum non-residential floorspace and the 
mixed-use nature of the future development. 

• Including additional wording under clause 8 – Traffic, Part 2 of LSP referring to the car 
parking provision for non-residential development, on-street parking and the reciprocal 
use of parking over the subject site. 

• Updating clause 9 – Staging, Part 2 of LSP stating that development will occur based 
on market demands and that the local centre will be among the last land to be 
developed in order to be supported by a mature/complete catchment.  

 
Draft Local Development Plans 
 
The provisions proposed by the applicant to be included in the LDPs include the following: 
 
• Removal of the plot ratio provision for multiple dwellings to allow the inclusion of 

specific design provisions within the LDP to control built form, bulk and scale of the 
development. 

• Inclusion of a provision related to the permitted building height, including where and 
when a fourth storey element could be considered appropriate by the determining 
authority.  

• Permitting a nil setback to the O’Mara Boulevard street boundary to achieve the main 
street vision for the subject site.  

• Allowing nil setbacks to internal lot boundaries in certain circumstances.  
• Allowing a reduced open space provision where communal facilities are proposed as 

part of the development. 
• Encouraging angled or parallel public visitor parking bays within the verge surrounding 

the LDP area. 
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• Identifying the locations of primary and secondary vehicle access points. 
• Removal of the requirement for a diversity of unit types (such as single bedroom 

apartments) for aged persons dwellings (persons over 55 years old). 
• Including an active frontage to O’Mara Boulevard with applicable built form provisions 

which assist in achieving a main street environment, such as extensive glazing, 
pedestrian awnings, footpaths and alfresco dining. 

• Provisions which refer to the staging of development and the aesthetic treatment of 
walls and sections of building where they will be abutting another wall/building in the 
future (as part of a separate stage).  

 
Applicant’s justification 
 
The applicant has provided justification to support the proposed development provisions in the 
two draft LDPs which has been summarised below: 
 
Plot ratio 
 

The applicant has stated that guidance in the LDPs provides a more specific set of built form 
parameters for the sites, which is easier understood as a design outcome rather than plot ratio 
limits. The controls will allow for architectural expression to occur within the parameters of the 
LDP built form controls. 
 
Building Height 
 

As the applicant has indicated that the proposal is consistent with the principles formulated 
within the State Government’s draft Design WA documents, local provisions responding to 
site-specific conditions can allow for additional height provided there has been an appropriate 
consideration of local implications. Specifically, Design WA suggests that building height 
should consider context, character, built form and scale. 
 
Locational guidance for a potential fourth storey element has been added in the corner of the 
sites (adjacent to the O’Mara Boulevard and Burns Beach Road intersection), to create a 
landmark entrance to the centre, while ensuring that built form above three storeys does not 
impact existing residents to the north and east of the sites and public open space to the south.   
 
Additional height in the location marked can only be achieved by demonstrating that the 
Design Principles of the Residential Design Codes (R-Codes) can be satisfied, including, 
adequate access to direct sun, maintenance of views of significance, and developing to a 
human scale. 
 
In order to maintain consistent ground floor levels for non-residential uses fronting O’Mara 
Boulevard, some site levelling interventions are likely to occur in the west of the sites  
(nearest the intersection of O’Mara Boulevard and Burns Beach Road).  Providing for flexibility 
of up to two metres will cater for any changes that may be necessary to the natural ground 
levels, combined with additional floor to ceiling height for non-residential uses 
 
A building height cross-section (east-west) from Santos Vista to Burns Beach Road has been 
provided to illustrate the impact an indicative fourth storey element would have on surrounding 
landowners (Attachment 8 refers). 
 
Street Setbacks 
 

The applicant has stated that in order to create a vibrant main street pedestrian environment, 
it is crucial that shopfronts and built form have a strong relationship with the public realm and 
frame the boundary of the road reserve.  A setback of nil will be provided, taking into account 
any potential need for space to facilitate angled or parallel parking, width of footpath and 
allowance for services and street trees and any alfresco area. 
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Lot boundary setbacks 
 
The applicant has indicated that as the scale of the sites lend itself to being developed in 
stages on separate titles, therefore the provision is to encourage developers to coordinate 
between each title (if created), by providing party walls, as to not undermine the broader 
objective for development to face outward toward the surrounding streets.  It is important that 
the final outcome as viewed from the street appears integrated as if it were one parcel of land. 
 
Open Space 
 
The applicant’s intention is to reduce the open space provision to incentivise developers to 
provide high quality internal facilities to cater for a mixed community within the sites.  A high 
level of urban amenity shall be offered to residents along O’Mara Boulevard.  This shall be 
combined with the proximity to public open space immediately south of the local centre and 
the short walk to the coast.  Importantly, the concession can only be used if the proponent 
demonstrates higher quality internal amenity (consistent with the draft Design WA provisions 
regarding functional open space).    
 
Parking 
 
The applicant’s proposed provision allows for visitor bays to be provided on the street, instead 
of on-site, affording greater opportunities for reciprocal use with non-residential uses (which 
have their own parking requirements also). Legible parking on-street means less confusion 
and less circulation from people looking for parking, reducing traffic. It also reflects the 
convenience goods base of local centres, so convenient short-term parking is appropriate.  
 
Importantly, the words ‘where justified’ are inserted to ensure the objective for achieving a 
high quality urban design streetscape is not undermined by excessive amounts of on-street 
parking. 
 
Vehicle access 
 
The applicant has indicated that providing primary access from Burns Beach Road can 
substantially remove traffic from the estate, significantly reducing the impact on existing 
residents.  Secondary access opportunities are provided from the local road network, to allow 
for a small number of staff parking and visitor bays, if required.  It is likely that the primary 
access points will lead to basement parking. 
 
Dwelling size 
 
The applicant has stated that the southern half of the southern land parcel is best suited for 
retirement living, being immediately adjacent the public open space to the south.  The inclusion 
of this use will create the diversity in community this particular R-Code clause seeks to 
encourage, in addition to providing a consistent stream of customers (from both staff and 
residents) to support viable commercial offerings on O’Mara Boulevard. This will serve the 
overall objective of dwelling diversity in lieu of prescriptive requirements for single bedroom 
dwellings.  
 
Active frontage  
 
The applicant has indicated that the proposed provision provides clear guidance to proponents 
for what is an acceptable outcome fronting O’Mara Boulevard. The reference to floorspace is 
necessary to retain the commitment to the overall 1,500m2 of non-residential floorspace within 
the centre, practically split between the two land parcels (700m2 and 800m2 respectively). This 
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safeguards the main street style local centre proposed for O’Mara Boulevard and is considered 
the amount of floorspace that can be guaranteed for the centre as a minimum. 
 
Staging 
 
The applicant has stated that this provision allows for the sites to be developed in stages, 
which may be necessary given the scale of development. However, the provision affords the 
City with a level of comfort that requirements such as open space, parking and the like, must 
be satisfied for each individual stage.   
 
Aesthetic treatment of blank walls 
 
The applicant has stated that this provision provides an opportunity for public art or some form 
of articulation to be provided on otherwise blank temporarily exposed side boundary walls. 
This provides the community with a level of comfort that, should development stages occur 
several years apart, an acceptable level of interim design aesthetics must be achieved. 
 
Key themes and issues  
 
The key themes / issues arising from the City’s assessment of and submissions received from 
the community on the LSP amendment and two LDPs are detailed below: 
 
Building height and fourth storey element 
 
The majority of objections to the proposed LSP amendment and LDPs relate to the proposed 
building height within the local centre. 
 
The building height proposed by the LSP amendment and LDPs remains three storeys as per 
the current structure plan provisions, however, the applicant has also included a provision 
under the LSP and the two LDPs which allows for a fourth storey on the corner of each site 
adjacent to the O’Mara Boulevard and Burns Beach Road intersection, provided it can be 
demonstrated that the additional height has no undue negative impact on the surrounding 
community.   
 
In considering this aspect of the proposal and the submissions received, the following is noted:  
 
• The two areas identified under the LDPs as a potential location for a fourth storey 

element are located away from any existing residential properties. 
• The natural ground level of these two areas identified on the LDPs are significantly 

lower than that of the residential land surrounding, therefore the impact of an additional 
storey will be lessened. 

• The applicant has demonstrated through cross-sections of the site and the adjacent 
residential properties to the east that the additional fourth storey element will not have 
any greater impact on views than that of a three-storey building. 

• The provision proposed under the LSP and LDPs does not permit a fourth storey ‘as 
of right’ and would be considered as part of a future development application at the 
discretion of the determining authority. This gives the determining authority the ability 
to refuse / not support a fourth storey element if the built form outcome will have a 
negative impact on the surrounding community. 

• The fourth storey element could assist in creating an architectural feature and 
‘gateway’ to the Iluka LSP area from Burns Beach Road. It will also help ’frame’ the 
main street of O’Mara Boulevard, consistent with the intended development outcomes 
envisioned for the local centre.  
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• In assessing a fourth storey element, the determining authority will still need to assess 
the development against the requirements of the R-Codes to ensure it meets either the 
relevant deemed-to-comply criteria or design principles. 

• The majority of the subject site will still need to ensure compliance with the three storey 
height limit which was originally envisioned for the local centre under the current LSP 
requirements, including those areas of the subject site adjacent to and / or fronting 
residential properties.  

 
The proposed building height provision is considered appropriate; however, it is recommended 
that the LDPs be modified to further address the concerns raised by the community regarding 
the bulk and scale of the development on surrounding properties.   
 
As a means of transitioning building height from the surrounding single / two storey detached 
dwellings to the potential medium density three storey multiple dwellings, it is recommended 
that the development on the subject site be set back two metres from all street boundaries, 
with the exception of Burns Beach Road and O’Mara Boulevard. The proposed two metre 
street setback is consistent with the primary street setback that is required under the R-Codes 
for multiple dwellings/mixed use development coded R60 and will avoid a potential street 
setback of one metre that could be applied to a secondary street.  
 
The provision for a street setback of at least two metres will allow for additional landscaping 
within the setback area, assist in reducing building bulk, as well as providing a transition to the 
three metre (average) street setback of dwellings to the east.  
 
In addition to the above modification, it is also recommended that the building height provision 
under the LDPs is further modified to remove reference to topographic level changes not being 
considered in the calculation of building height (up to two metres).  
 
Under the R-Codes, building height is determined from the natural ground level of the site. 
However, the LDP states that building height does not include any site works / retaining up to 
two metres above natural ground level. This provision is not supported as retaining and 
siteworks may impact the difference in level between the O’Mara Boulevard verge and the 
ground floor level of development on the subject site. This is not considered appropriate, as 
the level of O’Mara Boulevard and the level of the ground floor should be generally consistent 
to achieve an activated, accessible and integrated frontage which meets the ‘main street’ 
principles and vision under the LSP. Detailed consideration of ground levels is more 
appropriate at development application stage when a specific development form is known. 
 
As a result, the provisions included in the LSP amendment and the LDPs related to height on 
the subject site are considered appropriate subject to the following:  
 

a) Including a provision within the LDPs which requires a two metre setback from all street 
boundaries, excluding Burns Beach Road and O’Mara Boulevard. 

b) Removing reference to site works/retaining not being considered in the calculation of 
building height. 

 
Storey definition 
 
The current Iluka LSP includes a provision which limits development of the subject site to three 
storeys. The definition of “storey” under the current LSP states the following: 
 
“shall mean the vertical space extending from one habitable floor of a building to the floor 
above and for residential properties shall be deemed to be no more than 3.5 metres. The term 
shall not include any space within a roof, whether used for habitation or not.” 
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As a result of the above definition, the maximum height of the building could vary depending 
on whether the building includes commercial floorspace or not, as the definition only refers to 
residential properties. This creates some ambiguity in the overall height of any development. 
As a result, the applicant has proposed to remove the definition of ‘storey’ from the LSP.   
Although the applicant has proposed a maximum height for a storey within the LDPs, it is 
considered that further clarity is required regarding the maximum height in metres that a 
development could achieve. It is recommended that the proposed building height provision 
under the LDPs be expanded to include reference to a maximum permitted building height in 
metres, as measured from natural ground level. 
 
The maximum building heights considered appropriate are 10.5 metres for a three storey 
development and 13.5 metres for any four storey element / development. These maximum 
building heights have been calculated on the basis of providing a ground floor height of 
4.5 metres for commercial land uses, with any storey above being three metres high. This is 
generally consistent with the building height provisions for mixed use development under the 
City’s Whitford Activity Centre Structure Plan and draft Joondalup Activity Centre Plan. This 
method assists in quantifying the overall height of a three/four storey development to provide 
a level of certainty and consistency.  
 
As a result of the above, the removal of the ‘storey’ definition under the proposed LSP 
amendment is considered acceptable, subject to the modification of the LDPs building height 
provision by including reference to maximum permitted building height/s in metres. 
 
Zoning and land uses 
 
The subject site is currently zoned ‘Centre’ under the Iluka LSP. In accordance with DPS2, no 
subdivision or development can occur on land zoned ‘Centre’ unless a structure plan is 
prepared and adopted over the area. 
 
With the introduction of the Regulations in 2015, and subsequent guidance provided by the 
WAPC’s Structure Plan Framework, a LDP is considered to be the most suitable tool to guide 
the built form outcomes and overall development of the subject site. It is considered that the 
overall size and commercial hierarchy of the subject site does not necessitate the requirement 
for a separate structure plan.  
 
The ‘Commercial’ zoning of the site is considered appropriate as it allows for a range of 
residential and non-residential land uses consistent with a typical mixed-use development. 
The permissibility of land uses will be consistent with those identified in the ‘Commercial’ zone 
under DPS2. As a result, the rezoning of the subject site to ‘Commercial’ is considered 
appropriate. 
 
It is also noted that the classification of the centre has been changed from ‘neighbourhood’ to 
‘local’ as part of the LSP amendment as this is the correct terminology used under the State 
Government’s State Planning Policy 4.2: Activity Centres. There are no implications as a result 
of this modification. 
 
Non-residential floorspace 
 
Under Part 2 of the current Iluka LSP, the local centre is anticipated to provide up to 3,300m2 
of retail floorspace. At this point in time the applicant has been unable to secure an anchor 
tenant for the site, and as such development of the local centre has not yet occurred.  It is 
noted that the 3,300m2 of retail floorspace is a maximum provision, not a mandated minimum, 
and therefore there is no obligation for the developer to deliver this extent of retail floorspace. 
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The applicant has provided a retail technical note prepared by an economic specialist which 
expands on the existing retail sustainability assessment. The retail technical note contributes 
the lack of market interest in the subject site to the fact that an effective ‘half-catchment’ has 
been created by virtue of its location adjacent to the coast; overlap of catchments from other 
centres (particularly the Currambine District Centre); and its location away from most 
commuter traffic.   
 
However, the applicant has demonstrated that the subject site is still capable of 
accommodating at least 1,500m2 of non-residential floorspace with greater demand for retail 
and local entertainment available to pedestrians and cyclists along the coast. 
 
The findings within the updated retail analysis have merit given that market conditions and 
demands have changed over time since the original planning for the Iluka LSP. 
Notwithstanding, the applicant has committed through the LSP amendment to provide a 
minimum of 1,500m2 of street activating non-residential floorspace between the two sites, and 
this is considered appropriate. 
 
Traffic and movement network 
 
Submitters have raised concerns regarding the amount of traffic generated by the future 
development of the local centre, particularly the impact on the existing local road network and 
amenity issues associated within additional noise, verge parking and congestion. 
 
A technical note prepared by Riley Consulting has been provided by the applicant regarding 
the anticipated traffic impacts associated with the revised development expectations for the 
site.  
 
Based on the proposed LSP amendment, it is anticipated that the traffic forecasts for Santos 
Vista, Calis Avenue, Mykonos View, O’Mara Boulevard and Burns Beach Road will not be 
affected. The maximum daily flow of vehicles on each road is expected to comply with those 
identified under WAPC’s Liveable Neighbourhoods and will in fact reduce the previous traffic 
forecasts for the surrounding road network, which were based on 3,300m2 of retail floorspace. 
 
The daily traffic forecast at the intersection at O’Mara Boulevard and Burns Beach Road is 
also expected to reduce by approximately 2,324 vehicle trips per day, and therefore the 
proposed LSP amendment will not have an adverse impact on the operation of this intersection 
compared to that already contemplated by the current LSP. 
 
Non-residential parking 
 
The LSP amendment includes a proposed non-residential car parking standard of one bay per  
20m2 of net lettable area. 
 
This parking standard has been formulated as part of the technical noted regarding the traffic 
impact assessment, consideration of the other local centres and the City’s DPS2 parking 
standards. 
 
DPS2 requires a shopping centre under 30,000m2 to achieve a total of five bays per 100m2 
net lettable area, which equates to one bay per 20m2. Therefore, the car parking standard 
proposed as part of the LSP amendment is consistent with the parking standards under DPS2. 
This provision will allow for a holistic consideration of car parking over the entire subject site. 
As a result, the proposed car parking standard is considered appropriate. 
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Residential parking 
 
The parking provisions for residential development are proposed to be altered under the LDPs 
by allowing on-street public car parking bays to be used to meet the visitor car parking 
standard under the R-Codes.  
 
This provision in the LDPs is not supported as car parking bays located within the road reserve 
are for public use, and therefore cannot be assigned to an individual landowner or property. 
As a result, it is recommended that this provision of the LDPs be modified to ensure on-street 
bays cannot be formally designated as visitor bays, however are still encouraged within the 
adjacent road reserve. This will mean that visitor parking associated with residential uses will 
need to be contained on-site in accordance with the R-Codes. 
 
Vehicle access   
 
Primary and secondary vehicle access points to the subject site have been nominated on the 
two proposed LDPs. 
 
Both LDPs indicate that primary vehicle access to the subject site will be taken from Burns 
Beach Road in order to lessen the impact on surrounding residential properties. Secondary 
vehicle access points have been included on a number of other access streets adjoining the 
site to accommodate service and delivery vehicles associated with the future development. 
 
Based on the traffic report provided as part of the LSP amendment, ‘left in, left out’ vehicle 
access from Burns Beach Road can be achieved in a safe and appropriate manner. However, 
it is noted that a future development application will need to confirm the exact location of these 
vehicle access points.     
 
Built form 
 
The proposed LSP amendment and LDPs include a provision requiring an activated 
non-residential frontage to O’Mara Boulevard, creating a ‘main street’ development which 
frames the street and provides a landmark site for the area.  
 
This built form outcome was envisioned for the local centre as part of the original LSP, and 
therefore the applicant has provided further clarification as to how this will be achieved through 
the formulation of additional provisions within the LSP and the proposed LDPs.  
 
The prospective developer of the site has provided conceptual renders showing a possible 
architectural response based on the development provisions proposed under the draft LDPs 
(Attachment 9 refers). These proposed LDP provisions include reference to providing 
significant glazing, nil setbacks to O’Mara Boulevard, pedestrian shelter, footpaths, space for 
alfresco dining and the provision of on-street parking where possible. This, in addition to the 
other setback requirements, building height and open space provision, means that the plot 
ratio requirement under the R-Codes is not considered necessary as the bulk and scale of the 
development will be controlled through the development provisions under the LDPs. 
 
The current LSP requires that a structure plan for the subject site specifically addresses the 
impacts of overshadowing. The LSP amendment proposes to remove this requirement and 
does not list it as an item as a matter to be addressed by the proposed LDPs. This is 
considered appropriate as a result of this amendment, overshadowing for any future 
development proposals will be assessed in accordance with the R-Codes. 
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Residential density 
 
A number of submitters have stated that Satterley Property Group had given landowners 
inconsistent information in terms of the development potential of the local centre. Comments 
related to the perception that the local centre would be developed to a lower scale of density 
with town houses/grouped dwellings instead of apartments. 
 
The City is unable to confirm these claims; however, it is noted that the current density code 
of R60 is not proposed to be changed as part of the LSP amendment or the LDPs. As a result, 
the potential dwelling yield and density of the local centre remains the same.  Irrespective of 
the proposed LSP amendment, the site can currently be developed with multiple dwellings 
based on the current R60 density coding. 
 
Bushfire risk 
 
In accordance with clause 6.3 of SPP 3.7, a BAL contour report prepared by Natural Area 
Consulting has been provided as part of the LSP amendment which demonstrates that the 
subject site has a maximum rating of BAL-12.5. This rating is considered low risk and can be 
managed through appropriate construction measures as part of a future building permit 
application for the development. 
 
Proposed modifications 
 
As a result of the above assessment of the proposals, as well as the submissions received 
(Attachments 4 and 5 refer), modifications to the LSP amendment and the LDPs are 
recommended.  
 
The LSP amendment schedule of modifications is included as Attachment 6, and the schedule 
of modifications for the proposed LDPs are included as Attachment 7. 
 
Issues and options considered 
 
Iluka Local Structure Plan 
 
The options available to Council in considering the submissions received and subsequent 
proposed modifications to the Iluka LSP under the Regulations include: 
 
• requesting further information from a person who prepared the structure plan 

or 
• advertising any modifications proposed to the structure plan to address issues raised 

in submissions. 
 
Should Council be of the opinion that neither of the above is necessary, a report is required to 
be forwarded to the WAPC in accordance with Schedule 2, Part 4 Clause 20 of the 
Regulations. The report must include the following: 
 
• A list of the submissions considered by the local government. 
• Any comments by the local government in respect of those submissions. 
• A schedule of any proposed modifications to address issues raised in the submissions. 
• The local government’s assessment of the proposal based on appropriate planning 

principles. 
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• A recommendation by the local government on whether the proposed structure plan 
should be approved by the WAPC, including a recommendation on any proposed 
modifications. 

 
Local Development Plans 
 
The options available to Council regarding the two LDPs under the Regulations include the 
following: 
 
• approve the local development plan/s 
• require the person who prepared the local development plan/s to: 

o Modify the plan in the manner specified by the local government 
o Resubmit the modified plan/s to local government for approval. 
or 

• refuse to approve the plan/s. 
 
Legislation / Strategic Community Plan / policy implications 
 
Legislation Planning and Development Act 2005. 

Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) 
Regulations 2015. 
District Planning Scheme No. 2. 
 

Strategic Community Plan  
  
Key theme Quality Urban Environment. 
  
Objective Quality built outcomes. 
  
Strategic initiative Planning frameworks promote and support adaptive, mixed-

use developments with active ground floor uses on 
appropriately zoned sites. 

  
Policy  State Planning Policy 3.1: Residential Design Codes. 

State Planning Policy 3.7: Planning in Bushfire Prone Areas. 
 

Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015 
 
Structure plans 
 
Under the Regulations, structure plans no longer have statutory effect, with decision makers 
only required to have ‘due regard’ to the plan. The Regulations also limit the lifespan of a 
structure plan to 10 years, commencing on the day the WAPC approves the plan. 
 
In accordance with Schedule 2, Part 4, Clause 19(1) (d), the local government may advertise 
any modifications proposed to the structure plan to address issues raised in submissions. 
However, in accordance with Clause 3 any modifications to a structure plan may not be 
advertised on more than one occasion without the approval of the WAPC.  
 
In accordance with Schedule 2, Part 4, Clause 20, the local government must prepare a report 
within 60 days of either the last day for making submissions or from a day agreed by the 
WAPC. The report is required to contain a list of submissions considered by the local 
government, any comments by the local government on those submissions, a schedule of any 
modifications required to address issues raised, an assessment of the proposal based on 



CITY OF JOONDALUP - MINUTES OF MEETING OF COUNCIL  -  12.12.2017 50 
 

appropriate planning principles and a recommendation on whether the structure plan should 
be approved by the WAPC. 
 
Upon receiving the local government’s report, the WAPC must determine the structure plan in 
accordance with Schedule 2, Part 4, Clause 22 and must do so within 120 days or another 
time agreed to by the person who prepared the structure plan. 
 
Local development plan/s 
 
Unlike structure plans, local development plans are to be determined by the local government 
in accordance with Schedule 2, Part 6, Clause 52(1) of the Regulations, and must do so within 
60 days from the last day of public consultation.  
 
The local government has the ability to approve, require modifications or refuse the local 
development plan taking into account the submissions received during advertising. 
 
State Planning Policy 3.1: Residential Design Codes 
 
In accordance with Clause 7.3.2 of the R-Codes, the local government may, with the approval 
of the WAPC, amend any deemed-to-comply provision within the R-Codes by means of a LDP 
where it can be demonstrated to the satisfaction of the WAPC that the proposed amendment 
is warranted due to the specific need related to the locality, is consistent with the objectives of 
the design principle of the R-Codes, and can be properly implemented and audited by the 
decision-maker as part of the ongoing building approval process. 
 
It is noted that as the draft LDPs propose to amend certain provisions of the R-Codes that only 
the WAPC can approve. During the public consultation period, the City requested that the 
WAPC consider the proposed amendments, which require their approval. However, the City 
was advised that the amended provisions would be considered by WAPC in conjunction with 
the proposed LSP amendment. As a result, following Council’s consideration, the LDP must 
be referred to the WAPC to make a determination on those amended provisions.  
 
In event that the WAPC does not approve the amended provisions, the LDPs would effectively 
not be approved.  If this was to occur, the applicant would be required to modify the LDP which 
would then be referred back to Council for consideration. 
 
State Planning Policy 3.7: Planning in Bushfire Prone Areas 
 
Clause 6.2 of SPP 3.7 requires that strategic planning proposals within a bushfire prone area 
provide a Bushfire Management Plan to identify any risks and include measures to address 
these risks.  A Bushfire Management Plan has been prepared by the applicant which supports 
the LDPs and meets the requirements of SPP 3.7. 
 
District Planning Scheme No. 2  
 
Clause 3.7.1 of DPS2 states that the ‘Commercial’ zone is intended to accommodate existing 
or proposed shopping and business centres. The objectives of the ‘Commercial’ zone are to: 
 
a) make provision for existing or proposed retail and commercial areas that are not 

covered by a structure plan 
b) provide for wide range of uses within existing commercial areas, including retailing, 

entertainment, professional offices, business services and residential.   
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Risk management considerations 
 
Should Council defer a decision on the LSP, then the application may be determined by the 
WAPC without Council’s input. 
 
As Council is only providing its recommendation to the WAPC on the proposed LSP 
amendment, the applicant does not have the ability to appeal Council’s recommendation. 
 
The applicant has a right of appeal through the State Administrative Tribunal Act 2005 should 
Council determine to refuse the LDPs, not determine the LDPs within 60 days from the last 
day of advertising, or approve the LDPs subject to conditions/modifications. 
 
Financial / budget implications 
 
The applicant has paid fees of $10,197.59 (including GST) for assessment of the LSP and 
LDPs. In addition, the applicant is responsible for all costs associated with advertising of the 
proposed LSP amendment and proposed LDPs. 
 
Regional significance 
 
Not applicable. 
 
Sustainability implications 
 
Environmental 
 
The subject site is currently vacant and does not have any remnant vegetation, however, the 
City’s environmentally sustainable design checklist will be applicable to any major 
development on the subject site.  
 
Areas of amenity in close proximity to the site include the natural bushland, the coast/beach 
and public open space areas surrounding the subject site which will be enjoyed by future 
visitors and residents. 
 
Social 
 
The proposed LSP amendment recognises the importance of a diversity in housing 
type/product as it supports the lifestyles of those who live, or wish to live, in apartment style 
housing within the suburb of Iluka.    
 
The local centre will act as a meeting place and central node for existing and future residents 
and visitors to Iluka and will help create a sense of place to further build upon the local 
community.  
 
Economic 
 
The local centre will assist in providing convenient facilities, services and employment 
opportunities for local residents and attraction for visitors.  
 
A technical note updating the retail sustainability considerations associated with the site has 
been provided as part of the LSP amendment and adequately demonstrates that the proposed 
size and location of the local centre is appropriate in the context of the available catchment 
and impact on existing commercial centres. 
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Consultation 
 
The proposed LSP amendment and LDPs were advertised for public comment for a period of 
28 days, closing on 8 November 2017, as follows: 
 
• A total of 983 letters were sent to landowners and/or occupiers within the Iluka 

Structure Plan area, including the Iluka Home Owners Association, as well as relevant 
government agencies. 

• Two on-site advertising signs. 
• A notice placed in the Joondalup Weekender newspaper. 
• A notice and documents placed on the City’s website. 
• A notice placed on the City’s social media accounts. 
 
A total of 126 valid submissions were received, consisting of two submissions from 
government authorities, one submission from the Department of Planning and the remaining 
submissions being provided by the general public.  
 
Of the 126 valid submissions received, 96 (75.4%) submitters oppose the draft LDPs, while  
14 (11.1%) submitters support the proposal, eight (6.3%) submitters are unsure and nine 
(7.1%) submitters provided no response.  
 
Similar results were received regarding the proposed LSP amendment, with 101 (80.2%) 
submitters opposed to the LSP amendment, 12 (9.5%) submitters support the proposal, four 
(3.2%) submitters are unsure and nine (7.1%) submitters did not respond. 
 
In accordance with the requirements of the Regulations, a schedule of submissions has been 
developed which summarises the comments received into key themes as well as the number 
of responses to each theme (Attachment 4 and 5 refer). 
 
 
COMMENT 
 
The proposed LSP amendment and draft LDPs assist in clarifying the intent and vision for the 
local centre within the Iluka structure plan area, while also providing appropriate development 
standards and provisions which will guide future development of the subject site. 
 
The provisions of the amendment and LDPs retain the key principles of the current LSP and 
ensure the subject site can be development based on current market trends and demands, 
while not providing any additional impact on the surrounding residential properties.  
 
It is recommended that Council supports the LSP amendment subject to the modifications 
outlined in Attachment 6, and approve the two proposed LDPs subject to the modifications 
outlined in Attachment 7. 
 
 
VOTING REQUIREMENTS 
 
Simple Majority. 
 
 
OFFICER’S RECOMENDATION 
 
That Council: 
 
1 Pursuant to clause 20 of the deemed provisions of the Planning and Development 

(Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015, RESOLVES to: 
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1.1 SUPPORT Amendment No. 4 to Iluka Structure Plan No. 26 included as 

Attachment 2 to Report CJ192-12/17, subject to the modifications specified in 
Attachment 6 to this CJ192-12/17; 

 
1.2 FORWARDS the Council Report, schedule of submissions included in 

Attachment 4 to Report CJ192-12/17 and schedule of recommended 
modifications specified in Attachment 6 to Report CJ192-12/17 to the Western 
Australian Planning Commission for consideration and determination; 
 

2 Pursuant to Clause 52 of the Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) 
Regulations 2015, REQUIRES the applicant to modify the proposed local development 
plans included as Attachment 3 to Report CJ192-12/17, as outlined within the schedule 
of modifications included as Attachment 7 to Report CJ192-12/17; 

 
3 Pursuant to Clause 52 of the Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) 

Regulations 2015, APPROVES the local development plans included as Attachment 3 
to Report CJ192-12/17 subject to: 

 
3.1 The local development plans being modified in accordance with the schedule 

of modifications included in Attachment 7 as outlined in part 2 above; 
 
3.2 The proposed amendments / replacement of the deemed-to-comply 

requirements of clauses 6.1.1 (building size), 6.1.5 (open space) and 6.4.3 
(dwelling size) of the Residential Design Codes being approved by the Western 
Australian Planning Commission in accordance with clause 7.3.2 of State 
Planning Policy 3.1: Residential Design Codes; 

 
3.3 Amendment No. 4 to the Iluka Structure Plan No. 26 being approved by the 

Western Australian Planning Commission; 
 
4 NOTES the submissions received and ADVISES the submitters of Council’s 

recommendations to the Western Australian Planning Commission and Council’s 
determination of the local development plans. 

 
 
PROCEDURAL MOTION – ITEM BE REFERRED BACK TO THE CHIEF EXECUTIVE 
OFFICER 
 
MOVED Mayor Jacob, SECONDED Cr McLean that Council RESOLVES to refer 
Amendment No. 4 to Iluka Structure Plan No. 26 and the proposed local development 
plans included as Attachment 3 to Report CJ192-12/17 back to the Chief Executive 
Officer to allow the applicant to reconsider the additional height and the extent of the 
land use permissibility sought in the proposal. 
 
The Motion was Put and          CARRIED (12/0) 
 
In favour of the Motion:  Mayor Jacob, Crs Chester, Dwyer, Hamilton-Prime, Hollywood, Jones, Logan, May, 
McLean, Norman, Poliwka and Taylor. 
 
 
Appendix 3 refers 
   
To access this attachment on electronic document, click here:  Attach3brf171205.pdf 
  

Attach3brf171205.pdf
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CJ193-12/17 INITIATION OF SCHEME AMENDMENT NO. 90 TO 
DISTRICT PLANNING SCHEME NO. 2 – RECODING 
FROM R20/60 AND R20/40 TO R20/30 

 
WARD  South 
 
RESPONSIBLE  Ms Dale Page 
DIRECTOR Planning and Community Development 
 
FILE NUMBER 106679, 101515 
 
ATTACHMENTS Attachment 1 Location Plan 

Attachment 2 Scheme Amendment Maps 
 
AUTHORITY / DISCRETION Legislative - includes the adoption of local laws, planning 

schemes and policies. 
 
 
 
PURPOSE 
 
For Council to consider initiating an amendment to District Planning Scheme No. 2 to change 
the residential density code of the portion of Housing Opportunity Area 1 (HOA1) located west 
of Davallia Road from R20/40 and R20/60 to R20/30. 
 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
As part of a report addressing issues in Housing Opportunity Areas, at its meeting held on  
21 November 2017 (CJ177-11/17 refers), Council considered a petition from some 
landowners in Duncraig and subsequently resolved to include the area west of  
Davallia Road, Duncraig, into existing Amendment No. 88.  This would effectively mean that 
Council would need to revoke its earlier decision to initiate and advertise existing 
Amendment No. 88 and to replace it with an amendment to DPS2 to recode the entire area 
of HOA1 west of the Mitchell Freeway from R20/40 and R20/60 to R20/30. 

 
Following this resolution, the Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage (DPLH) advised 
that it does not believe that the Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) 
Regulations 2015 expressly provide for Amendment No. 88 to be rescinded at this stage. 
DPLH advised that Amendment No. 88 should be advertised in the form that it was initiated, 
and cannot be modified prior to advertising. Separate legal advice sought by the City has 
confirmed this to be the case. 

 
This means that Amendment No. 88 must proceed to be advertised in its current form, that 
is, not including the portion of HOA1 west of Davallia Road. 

 
However, as an alternative, Council can consider initiating a separate scheme amendment 
(Amendment No. 90) to recode the portion of HOA1 west of Davallia Road from R20/40 and 
R20/60 to R20/30 and in practical terms, where possible, treat the amendments as though 
they were one amendment by: 
 
• advertising both amendments concurrently and in the same manner 
• reporting on both amendments in one report to Council at the conclusion of 

advertising 



CITY OF JOONDALUP - MINUTES OF MEETING OF COUNCIL  -  12.12.2017 55 
 

• advising the Western Australian Planning Commission (WAPC), via a formal 
resolution of Council and through the amendment documentation sent to the WAPC, 
that the two amendments both deal with the same issue in the same Housing 
Opportunity Area and encourages the WAPC to view the two amendments as one 
issue to be dealt with holistically 

 
If Council supports this course of action, this report provides the necessary mechanism to 
initiate an additional scheme amendment (Amendment No. 90) to implement the above. 
 

 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Suburb/Location Properties within HOA1 west of Davallia Road, Duncraig. 
Applicant City of Joondalup. 
Owner Various. 
Zoning  DPS ‘Residential’, ‘Public Use’, ‘Parks and Recreation’.  
 MRS ‘Urban’. 
Site area Various. 
Structure plan Not applicable. 
 
At its meeting held on 27 June 2017 (CJ086-06/17 refers), Council resolved to initiate 
Amendment No. 88 to DPS2 to amend the residential density code of a portion of HOA1 
bounded by Mitchell Freeway, Davallia Road, Beach Road and Warwick Road, Duncraig, from 
R20/40 and R20/60 to R20/30. 
 
Following Council’s resolution to initiate Amendment No. 88, the City referred the amendment 
to the Western Australian Planning Commission (WAPC) and Environmental Protection 
Authority (EPA) prior to advertising, as required by the Planning and Development  
(Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015 (the Regulations). 
 
Permission was granted to advertise Amendment No. 88, but prior to commencement of 
advertising, a separate petition was received from some landowners in HOA1 west of  
Davallia Road seeking to also include this area of HOA1 in Amendment No. 88.   
 
Amendment No. 88 was therefore not advertised pending Council’s consideration of the 
petition to include additional areas into the amendment. 
 
At its meeting held on 21 November 2017 (CJ177-11/17 refers), Council resolved in part as 
follows: 
 

“SUPPORTS the request to include the portion of Housing Opportunity Area 1, located west 
of Davallia Road into Amendment No. 88 to District Planning Scheme No. 2, to reduce the 
density coding from R20/R40 and R20/R60 to a density coding of no higher than R20/R30 and 
NOTES that a report dealing with the revocation of Council’s earlier decision to initiate existing 
Amendment No. 88 and to initiate a replacement amendment will be presented to an upcoming 
Council meeting”. 
 
 
DETAILS 
 
In accordance with Council’s decision on 21 November 2017 (CJ177-11/17 refers), an 
amendment is required to DPS2 that includes the original Amendment No. 88 area, being the 
area of HOA1 bounded by the Mitchell Freeway, Davallia Road, Beach Road and Warwick 
Road as well as the area of HOA1 located west of Davallia Road. This amendment would 
therefore effectively seek to recode the entire area of HOA1 west of the Mitchell Freeway from 
R20/40 and R20/60, to R20/30. 
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The remainder of HOA1 to the east of the Mitchell Freeway would not be impacted by the 
proposed amendment.  
 
The City has obtained legal advice which indicates that the Planning and Development  
(Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015 (the Regulations): 
 

• do not contain provisions which expressly allow a decision to proceed to advertise a 
scheme amendment to be revoked 

• require that an initiated scheme amendment must be advertised 
• do not contain provisions to allow an initiated scheme amendment to be modified prior 

to advertising.   
 
Amendment No. 88 must therefore proceed to be advertised in its current form, that is, not 
including the portion of HOA1 west of Davallia Road. 
 
However, in order to implement the intent of Council’s decision, a new amendment can be 
initiated to DPS2 (Amendment No. 90) to recode the portion of HOA1 west of Davallia Road 
from R20/40 and R20/60 to R20/30 (Attachments 1 and 2 refer). 
 
In acknowledgment of the concerns expressed at the Council meeting that a separate 
amendment for the area west of Davallia Road may not be given the same consideration as 
Amendment No. 88 by the WAPC, it is proposed that the City deal with the two separate 
amendments as though they were a single amendment, as far as possible.  
 
To this end it is recommended that Council initiates a new amendment (Amendment No. 90) 
for the area to the west of Davallia and seeks the consent of the WAPC to advertise it, holding 
the advertising of the original Amendment No. 88 in abeyance until the City has approval to 
advertise Amendment No. 90. This will not delay progress for the residents east of  
Davallia Road and the subject of the original Amendment No. 88 as they would have formed 
part of the new, larger amendment anyway. 
 
In practical terms, the two amendments could be treated as one large amendment by 
advertising both amendments concurrently, using the same letters and the same Frequently 
Asked Questions and then considering with the outcomes of consultation on both amendments 
in one report to Council at the conclusion of advertising. 
 
The Council could then advise the WAPC, via a formal resolution of Council and through the 
amendment documentation sent to the WAPC, that the two amendments both deal with the 
same issue in the same Housing Opportunity Area and the City could encourage the WAPC 
to view the two amendments as one issue to be dealt with holistically. 
 
Council could also elect to not initiate a new amendment and resolve to include the area of 
HOA1 west of Davallia Road into Amendment No. 88 as part of its consideration of 
Amendment No. 88 after advertising. It is likely however, if this approach was to be 
undertaken, that the Minister for Transport, Planning and Lands would direct Council to 
readvertise the amendment, resulting in a much longer timeframe for a final decision to be 
made. 
 
Issues and options considered 
 
The options available to Council in considering the scheme amendment are:  
 

• resolve to advertise Amendment No. 90 with or without modifications and refer the 
proposal to the WAPC for advice as to whether any modifications to the documents 
are required before advertising, and to the EPA for advice as to whether the 
amendment requires a formal assessment under the Environmental Protection  
Act 1986 
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or 
• resolve not to proceed to advertise Amendment No. 90.  
 
Legislation / Strategic Community Plan / policy implications 
 

Legislation Planning and Development Act 2005. 
Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) 
Regulations 2015. 
 

Strategic Community Plan  
  

Key theme Quality Urban Environment. 
  

Objective Quality built outcomes. 
  

Strategic initiative Housing infill and densification is encouraged and enabled 
through a strategic, planned approach in appropriate 
locations. 

  

Policy  Not applicable. 
 
Planning and Development Act 2005 and Planning and Development (Local Planning 
Schemes) Regulations 2015 
 
Part 5 of the Planning and Development Act 2005 along with the Planning and Development 
(Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015 (the Regulations) enables a local government to 
prepare or amend a local planning scheme and sets out the process to be followed.  
 
Under the Regulations, scheme amendments are classified as being basic, standard or 
complex amendments. In resolving to proceed with an amendment, Council needs to specify 
the amendment type and explain the reason for that classification. As the proposed scheme 
amendment is not consistent with the City’s Local Housing Strategy, it is classed as a complex 
amendment under the Regulations. Complex amendments are required to be referred to the 
WAPC for advice as to whether any modifications to the documents are required prior to 
advertising.  
 
Should Council resolve to proceed with proposed Amendment No. 90 for the purposes of 
public advertising, the proposed amendment is required to be referred to the EPA to decide 
whether or not a formal review is necessary. Should the EPA decide that an environmental 
review is not required, and notify the City accordingly, then it will be necessary to proceed to 
advertise the proposed scheme amendment for 60 days, provided the WAPC has approved 
advertising as outlined above. 
 
Upon closure of the advertising period, Council is required to consider all submissions 
received and to either adopt the amendment, with or without modifications, or refuse to adopt 
the amendment. The decision is then forwarded to the WAPC, which makes a 
recommendation to the Minister for Transport, Planning and Lands. The Minister can either 
grant final approval to the amendment, with or without modifications, or refuse the amendment. 
Council may also decide not to proceed to advertise a proposed amendment. 
 
Risk management considerations 
 
Draft Local Planning Scheme No. 3 (LPS3) is currently being assessed for final approval by 
the Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage (DPLH).  
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There is a risk that should Amendment No. 90 to DPS2 be initiated now, given the statutory 
processes to be undertaken, it is possible that draft LPS3 will have progressed beyond a point 
where there is the ability to capture this subject amendment within draft LPS3.  If this was to 
occur, a new amendment would then need to be initiated following the finalisation of LPS3 to 
request the reduction in the residential coding to the portion of HOA1 located west of the 
Mitchell Freeway. 
 
Financial / budget implications 
 
The City, as the proponent is required to cover the costs associated with the scheme 
amendment process. The costs incurred are for the advertising of the scheme amendment 
which could include letters to all owners, and placing a notice in the local newspaper and on 
the City’s website. The total cost of advertising is estimated to be $2,700. A notice will also be 
placed in the Government Gazette in the event that the scheme amendment is approved. 
 
Regional significance 
 
Not applicable. 
 
Sustainability implications 
 
Not applicable. 
 
Consultation 
 
Should the WAPC permit Amendment No. 90 to be advertised, it is required to be advertised 
for public comment for 60 days. It is proposed that Amendment No. 88 and Amendment No. 
90 would be advertised at the same time by way of: 
 
• letters to all landowners within the two scheme amendment areas (approximately 797) 
• a notice placed in the Joondalup Community newspaper 
• a notice and documents placed on the City’s website 
• documents available to view at the City’s Administration building 
• letters to relevant service authorities 
• a notice placed through the City’s social media platforms. 
 
Council’s Community Consultation and Engagement Policy states that no public consultation 
is to be undertaken during the summer break, being the last Ordinary Meeting of Council in 
December to the first Ordinary Meeting of Council in February. 
 
Based on the anticipated Council meeting schedule, this would mean that no consultation 
could occur between Tuesday 12 December 2017 and Tuesday 20 February 2018, unless 
otherwise directed by the Council.  
 
Therefore, even if the EPA and the WAPC grant permission to advertise proposed Amendment 
No. 90, consultation on Amendments No. 88 and 90 will not commence until late February.  
 
 
COMMENT 
 
It is not legally possible to modify Amendment No. 88 to include the portion of HOA1 west of 
Davallia Road, and Amendment No. 88 must be advertised in its current form. Therefore, a 
separate scheme amendment is required to meet the intent of Council’s resolution at its 
meeting held on 21 November 2017 (CJ177-11/17 refers). 
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The effect of Amendments No. 88 and 90 would be to recode the area of HOA1 west of the 
Mitchell Freeway from R20/40 and R20/60 to R20/30.  It is considered appropriate to advertise 
the amendments at the same time, and for Council to consider the submissions on the 
amendments together.  It is also considered appropriate to request that the WAPC consider 
both amendments together, given that they apply to the same HOA, and with the intent that 
they essentially be one amendment. 
 
Should Council initiate Amendment No. 90, it should be noted that the City has received advice 
that it would only be appropriate to give weight to the provisions of the amendment once there 
is certainty that the amendment will be approved. 
 
 
VOTING REQUIREMENTS 
 
Simple Majority. 
 
 
MOVED Cr Dwyer, SECONDED Cr Hamilton-Prime that Council: 
 
1 Pursuant to section 75 of the Planning and Development Act 2005 and 

Regulation 37(1) of the Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) 
Regulations 2015, RESOLVES to proceed to advertise Scheme Amendment No. 
90 to the City of Joondalup District Planning Scheme No. 2 to: 

 
1.1 amend the Residential Density Code Map to recode a portion of Housing 

Opportunity Area 1 from R20/40 and R20/60 to R20/30, as depicted at 
Attachment 2 to Report CJ193-12/17, 

 
for the purpose of public advertising for a period of 60 days; 

 
2 Pursuant to Regulation 35(2) of the Planning and Development (Local Planning 

Schemes) Regulations 2015 NOTES that Scheme Amendment No. 90 is a 
complex amendment as the proposal is not consistent with the City of Joondalup 
Local Housing Strategy; 

 
3 SUBMITS Scheme Amendment No. 90 to the Western Australian Planning 

Commission to advise if any modifications are required to the documents prior 
to advertising; 

 
4 REQUIRES Amendments No. 88 and 90 to the City of Joondalup District Planning 

Scheme No. 2 to be advertised for public comment at the same time and NOTES 
that, following the conclusion of the advertising period, the amendments will be 
considered by Council within the one report; 

 
5 ADVISES the Western Australian Planning Commission that Council considers 

Amendments No. 88 and 90 to be addressing the same issue within  
Housing Opportunity Area 1, and REQUESTS that the amendments be 
considered together. 
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AMENDMENT MOVED Cr Norman, SECONDED Cr Chester that a new Part 6 be ADDED 
to the Motion to read as follows: 

“6 NOTES the requirements of the City’s Community Consultation and Engagement 
Policy with respect to consultation during the summer break and AGREES to proceed 
with public consultation as soon as possible even if commencement occurs before the 
first ordinary meeting of Council in February 2018.” 

The Amendment was Put and    LOST (4/8) 

In favour of the Amendment:  Crs Chester, Jones, Norman and Poliwka. 
Against the Amendment:  Mayor Jacob, Crs Dwyer, Hamilton-Prime, Hollywood, Logan, May, McLean and 
Taylor. 

The Motion as Moved by Cr Dwyer and Seconded by Cr Hamilton-Prime 

Was Put and CARRIED (12/0) 

In favour of the Motion:  Mayor Jacob, Crs Chester, Dwyer, Hamilton-Prime, Hollywood, Jones, Logan, May, 
McLean, Norman, Poliwka and Taylor. 

Appendix 4 refers 

To access this attachment on electronic document, click here:  Attach4brf171205.pdf 

file://city.internal/corpdata/GS/AGENDAS%20AND%20MINUTES/3.%20BRIEFING%20SESSIONS/ATTACHMENTS/2017/5%20December%202017/Attach4brf171205.pdf
Attach4brf171205.pdf
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CJ194-12/17 SETTING OF 2018 COUNCIL MEETING DATES 
 
WARD  All 
 
RESPONSIBLE  Mr Jamie Parry 
DIRECTOR  Governance and Strategy 
 
FILE NUMBER 08122, 101515 
 
ATTACHMENT  Nil 
 
AUTHORITY / DISCRETION Executive - The substantial direction setting and oversight 

role of Council, such as adopting plans and reports, 
accepting tenders, directing operations, setting and 
amending budgets. 

 
 
 
PURPOSE 
 
For Council to set its meeting dates for the 2018 calendar year. 
 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
In accordance with the Local Government Act 1995, it is necessary for a local government to 
give local public notice of its ordinary meeting dates for the next 12 months. 
 
It is recommended the current monthly timeframe for meetings be maintained and deputation 
sessions continue to be held at the commencement of Briefing Sessions. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
At its meeting held on 12 December 2006 (CJ236-12/06 refers), Council introduced a rolling 
four-weekly cycle, which enabled the fourth week to be used to hold additional information 
sessions, or for scheduling various committee meetings. 
 
At its meeting held on 30 September 2008 (CJ196-09/08 refers), Council adopted a revised 
cycle based on a monthly timeframe; that is each Tuesday was set aside for either a Strategy 
Session (first Tuesday), Briefing Session (second Tuesday) or Council meeting 
(third Tuesday). This allowed the fourth and fifth Tuesday (when they occur) of the month to 
be available for various other non-standard meetings to be scheduled where required. 
 
 
DETAILS 
 
The proposed meeting schedule is based on the monthly timeframe that commenced in 2009. 
Maintaining the monthly meeting cycle will provide a level of continuity for members of the 
public.  
 
The meeting scheduled for August 2018 has a proposed commencement time of 12.00 noon 
to enable attendance and participation by high school students. 
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In order to accommodate the Christmas holiday period, the December meetings have been 
scheduled one week earlier, as is current practice. 
 
In respect of other changes to the regular monthly meeting cycle, the Australian Local 
Government Association (ALGA) will be holding its Annual National General Assembly 
Conference in Canberra between 17 and 20 June 2018. Therefore it is recommended the 
Council meeting in June (scheduled to occur in that week of June) be moved to the fourth 
week in June to enable Elected Members to attend the conference, should they wish to do so. 
 
Issues and options considered 
 
Council can either: 
 

• adopt the proposed meeting dates 
or 

• adopt a modified set of meeting dates. 
 
Legislation / Strategic Community Plan / policy implications 
 
Legislation Local Government Act 1995. 

Local Government (Administration) Regulations 1996. 
 

Strategic Community Plan  
  
Key theme Governance and Leadership. 
  
Objective Corporate capacity. 
  
Strategic initiative Not applicable. 
  
Policy  Not applicable. 
 
Risk management considerations 
 
Failure to set and advertise Council’s meeting dates will contravene the requirements of the 
Local Government Act 1995. 
 
Financial / budget implications 
 
Current financial year impact 
 
Account no. 1.522.A5202.3277.0000. 
Budget Item Advertising – Public and Statutory. 
Budget amount $ 7,500 
Amount spent to date $ 0 
Proposed cost $ 600 
Balance $ 6,900 
 
All amounts quoted in this report are exclusive of GST. 
 
Regional significance 
 
Not applicable. 
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Sustainability implications 
 
Not applicable. 
 
Consultation 
 
Not applicable. 
 
 
COMMENT 
 
It is recommended the current monthly timeframe for meetings be maintained for 2018, subject 
to the: 
 
• June Council meeting being moved to the fourth week in June to enable Elected 

Members to attend the ALGA Annual National General Assembly Conference in 
Canberra between 17 and 20 June 2018, should they wish to do so 

• August Council meeting commencing at 12.00 noon to enable attendance and 
participation by high school students 

• December meetings being scheduled one week earlier in order to accommodate the 
Christmas holiday period. 

 
A schedule of committee meeting dates is currently being developed, cognisant of the desire 
to streamline the scheduling of committee meetings so they are held on the same day as other 
scheduled meetings, thereby making more effective use of Elected Members’ attendance and 
time. 
 
 
VOTING REQUIREMENTS 
 
Simple Majority. 
 
 
MOVED Mayor Jacob, SECONDED Cr Jones that Council: 
 
1 SETS the following meeting dates and times for the Council of the City of 

Joondalup to be held at the Joondalup Civic Centre, Boas Avenue, Joondalup: 
 
Briefing Sessions 
to be held at 6.30pm in the 
Council Chamber 

Council meetings 
to be held in the 
Council Chamber 

Tuesday 13 February 2018 7.00pm on Tuesday 20 February 2018 
Tuesday 13 March 2018 7.00pm on Tuesday 20 March 2018 
Tuesday 10 April 2018 7.00pm on Tuesday 17 April 2018 
Tuesday 8 May 2018 7.00pm on Tuesday 15 May 2018 
Tuesday 12 June 2018  7.00pm on Tuesday 26 June 2018 
Tuesday 10 July 2018 7.00pm on Tuesday 17 July 2018 
Tuesday 14 August 2018 12.00 noon on Tuesday 21 August 2018 
Tuesday 11 September 2018 7.00pm on Tuesday 18 September 2018 
Tuesday 9 October 2018 7.00pm on Tuesday 16 October 2018 
Tuesday 13 November 2018 7.00pm on Tuesday 20 November 2018 
Tuesday 4 December 2018 7.00pm on Tuesday 11 December 2018 

 
2 AGREES to hold deputation sessions in conjunction with Briefing Sessions; 
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3 in accordance with Regulation 12 of the Local Government (Administration) 
Regulations 1996, GIVES local public notice of the meeting dates detailed in Part 
1 above; 

 
4 INVITES a number of students from each of the high schools within the district 

of the City of Joondalup to attend the Council meeting to commence at 
12.00 noon on Tuesday 21 August 2018; 

 
5 NOTES the Mindarie Regional Council, Tamala Park Regional Council and the 

Western Australian Local Government Association North Zone meetings are 
generally scheduled to be held on Thursdays; 

 
6 AGREES that, where possible, no meetings are to be scheduled in the fourth 

week of every month; 
 
7 NOTES that, where possible, meetings for designated Council committees be 

scheduled to occur on Mondays, Tuesdays or Wednesdays of weeks one, two or 
three of any month to minimise potential conflicts with other Council activities. 

 
The Motion was Put and CARRIED (12/0) by Exception Resolution after consideration of 
CJ210-12/17, page 178 refers. 
 
In favour of the Motion:  Mayor Jacob, Crs Chester, Dwyer, Hamilton-Prime, Hollywood, Jones, Logan, May, 
McLean, Norman, Poliwka and Taylor. 
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CJ195-12/17 MINUTES OF EXTERNAL COMMITTEES 
 
WARD  All 
 
RESPONSIBLE  Mr Jamie Parry 
DIRECTOR  Governance and Strategy 
 
FILE NUMBER 03149, 101515 
 
ATTACHMENTS Attachment 1 Minutes of Mindarie Regional Council 

meeting held on 9 November 2017. 
 

(Please Note: These minutes are only available electronically). 
 
AUTHORITY / DISCRETION Information - includes items provided to Council for 

information purposes only that do not require a decision of 
Council (that is for 'noting'). 

 
 
 
PURPOSE 
 
For Council to note the minutes of various bodies on which the City has current representation. 
 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The following minutes are provided: 
 
• Minutes of Mindarie Regional Council meeting held on 9 November 2017. 
 
 
DETAILS 

The following information details those matters that were discussed at these external meetings 
and may be of interest to the City of Joondalup. 

Mindarie Regional Council meeting – 9 November 2017 
 
A meeting of the Mindarie Regional Council was held on 9 November 2017. 
 
At the time of this meeting Cr Russ Fishwick JP and Cr Mike Norman were Council’s 
representative on the Mindarie Regional Council. 
 
For the information of Council, the following matters of interest to the City of Joondalup were 
resolved at the meeting of the Mindarie Regional Council: 
 
9.1 Financial Statements for the Months Ended 31 July 2017 and 31 August 2017 
 
 It was resolved by the Mindarie Regional Council as follows: 
 

“That the Financial Statements set out in Appendix No. 1 and 2 for the months ended  
31 July 2017 and 31 August 2017, respectively, be received.” 
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9.2 List of Payments made for the months ended 31 July 2017 and 31 August 2017 
 
 It was resolved by the Mindarie Regional Council as follows: 
 

“That the list of payments made under delegated authority to the Chief Executive 
Officer for the months ended 31 July 2017 and 31 August 2017 be noted.” 

 
 
9.3 Appointment of Councillors on to Committees and Other Groups  
 
 It was resolved by the Mindarie Regional Council as follows: 
 

“1. Appoint Cr Fishwick, Cr Boothman and Cr Proud on to the Audit Committee.  
 
2. Appoint Cr Fishwick, Cr Cole, Cr Norman, Cr Cvitan and Cr Guilfoyle on to the 

Chief Executive Officer’s Performance Review Committee.  
 
3. Appoint Cr Cvitan as a member and Cr Driver as a Deputy Member on to the 

Resource Recovery Facility - Project Advisory Group.  
 
4. Appoint Cr Fishwick as a member and Cr Guilfoyle as a Deputy Member on to 

the Municipal Waste Advisory Council.” 
 
 
9.4 Chief Executive Officer Recruitment Process  
 
 It was resolved by the Mindarie Regional Council as follows: 
 

“A. That the Council:  
 

1. appoint a Recruitment Panel (RP) consisting of the Chairperson, Deputy 
Chairperson and Councillor/s Cole, Guilfoyle, Norman and Cvitan.  

 
2. endorse the following purpose of the RP:  
 

a) Review service offering submissions from recruitment agencies;  
b) Make a recommendation to council on the preferred recruitment 

agency at its meeting on 14 December 2017;  
c) Assess applications received for the CEO position (shortlisted by 

the successful recruitment agency);  
d) Interview the shortlisted applicants together with the recruitment 

agent; and  
e) Make a recommendation to council on the preferred candidate.  

 
B. That the Council appoint the Director Corporate Services, Mr Gunther Hoppe, 

as the Acting Chief Executive Officer from Monday 8 January 2018 for a period 
of six (6) months or until the date a newly appointed CEO commences.  

 
C. Any financial shortfall resulting from the recruitment process be funded in the 

2017/18 half yearly budget review.  
 
D. That the Council request the Administration to present a report to council 

amending the title and purpose of the CEO Performance Review Committee 
enabling the Committee to assist the council in the recruitment of a new CEO.” 
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9.5 Engagement of Consultant to assist in the Annual Review of the CEO’s Performance 
– Deferred Item  

 
 It was resolved by the Mindarie Regional Council as follows: 
 

“That the Council appoint Price Consulting to assist the CEO Performance Review 
Committee in reviewing the performance and remuneration of the Chief Executive 
Officer for a further (1) year with a two year option.” 

 
 
9.6 Resource Recovery Facility (Energy From Waste) – Award of Tender - Deferred Item  
 
 It was resolved by the Mindarie Regional Council as follows: 
 

“That the Council acknowledges that the deferred confidential report entitled “Resource 
Recovery Facility (Energy from Waste) Award of Tender” was to be presented to the 
Ordinary Council meeting on 9 November 2017 and that it accepts that the changes to 
the Tender contract documents have not been finalised and provides an extension of 
time to have the report presented to its next Ordinary Council meeting to be held on  
14 December 2017.” 

 
Legislation / Strategic Community Plan / policy implications 
 
Legislation Not applicable.  

 
Strategic Community Plan  
  
Key theme Governance and Leadership.  
  
Objective Strong leadership.  
  
Strategic initiative Seek out City representation on key external and strategic 

bodies.  
  
Policy  Not applicable.  
 
Risk management considerations 
 
Not applicable. 
 
Financial / budget implications 
 
Not applicable. 
 
Regional significance 
 
Not applicable. 
 
Sustainability implications 
 
Not applicable. 
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Consultation 
 
Not applicable. 
 
 
VOTING REQUIREMENTS 
 
Simple Majority. 
 
 
MOVED Mayor Jacob, SECONDED Cr Jones that Council NOTES the minutes of the 
Mindarie Regional Council meeting held on 9 November 2017 forming Attachment 1 to 
Report CJ195-12/17. 
 
The Motion was Put and CARRIED (12/0) by Exception Resolution after consideration of 
CJ210-12/17, page 178 refers. 
 
In favour of the Motion:  Mayor Jacob, Crs Chester, Dwyer, Hamilton-Prime, Hollywood, Jones, Logan, May, 
McLean, Norman, Poliwka and Taylor. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
To access this attachment on electronic document, click here: EXTERNAL MINUTES171205.pdf 
 
  

EXTERNAL MINUTES171205.pdf
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CJ196-12/17 EXECUTION OF DOCUMENTS 
 
WARD  All 
 
RESPONSIBLE  Mr Jamie Parry 
DIRECTOR  Governance and Strategy 
 
FILE NUMBER 15876, 101515 
 
ATTACHMENTS Attachment 1 Documents executed by affixing the 

Common Seal during the period 
31 October to 14 November 2017 

 
AUTHORITY / DISCRETION Information - includes items provided to Council for 

information purposes only that do not require a decision of 
Council (that is for 'noting'). 

 
 
 
PURPOSE 
 
For Council to note the documents executed by means of affixing the Common Seal for the  
period 31 October to 14 November 2017 (Attachment 1 refers). 
 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The City enters into various agreements by affixing its Common Seal. The Local Government 
Act 1995 states that the City is a body corporate with perpetual succession and a Common 
Seal. Those documents that are to be executed by affixing the Common Seal or signed by the 
Mayor and the Chief Executive Officer are reported to Council for information on a regular 
basis. 
 
It is therefore recommended that Council NOTES the Schedule of Documents executed by 
means of affixing the Common Seal for the period 31 October to 14 November 2017, as 
detailed in Attachment 1 to Report CJ196-12/17. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
For the period 31 October to 14 November 2017, two documents were executed by affixing 
the Common Seal. A summary is provided below: 
 

Type Number 
Local Planning Strategy. 1 
Section 70A Notification. 1 

 
Issues and options considered 
 
Not applicable.  
 
Legislation / Strategic Community Plan / policy implications 
 
Legislation Local Government Act 1995. 
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Strategic Community Plan  
  
Key theme Governance and Leadership. 
  
Objective Corporate capacity. 
  
Strategic initiative Demonstrate accountability through robust reporting that is 

relevant and easily accessible by the community. 
  
Policy  Not applicable. 
 
Risk management considerations 
 
Not applicable.  
 
Financial / budget implications 
 
Not applicable.  
 
Regional significance 
 
Not applicable.  
 
Sustainability implications 
 
Not applicable.  
 
Consultation 
 
Not applicable. 
 
 

COMMENT 
 
The documents that have been executed by affixing the Common Seal of the  
City of Joondalup are submitted to Council for information (Attachment 1 refers). 
 
 
VOTING REQUIREMENTS 
 
Simple Majority. 
 
 
MOVED Mayor Jacob, SECONDED Cr Jones that Council NOTES the Schedule of 
Documents executed by means of affixing the Common Seal for the period  
31 October to 14 November 2017, as detailed in Attachment 1 to Report CJ196-12/17. 
 
The Motion was Put and CARRIED (12/0) by Exception Resolution after consideration of 
CJ210-12/17, page 178 refers. 
 
In favour of the Motion:  Mayor Jacob, Crs Chester, Dwyer, Hamilton-Prime, Hollywood, Jones, Logan, May, 
McLean, Norman, Poliwka and Taylor. 
 
 
Appendix 5 refers 
 

To access this attachment on electronic document, click here:   Attach5brf171205.pdf  
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CJ197-12/17 STATUS OF PETITIONS 
 
WARD  All 
 
RESPONSIBLE  Mr Jamie Parry 
DIRECTOR  Governance and Strategy 
 
FILE NUMBER 05386, 101515 
 
ATTACHMENTS Attachment 1 Status of Petitions – 16 August 2016 to  

21 November 2017 
 
AUTHORITY / DISCRETION Information – includes items provided to Council for 

information purposes only that do not require a decision of 
Council (that is for ‘noting’). 

 
 
 
PURPOSE 
 
For Council to note the status of outstanding petitions. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
At its meeting held on 16 December 2008 (CJ261-12/08 refers), Council considered a report 
in relation to petitions.  
 
As part of that report, it was advised that quarterly reports would be presented to Council in 
the future. 
 
 
DETAILS 
 
Issues and options considered 
 
Attachment 1 provides a list of all outstanding petitions, which were received during the period 
16 August 2016 to 21 November 2017, with a comment on the status of each petition. 
 
Legislation / Strategic Community Plan / policy implications 
 
Legislation City of Joondalup Meeting Procedures Local Law 2013. 
 
Strategic Community Plan 
 
Key Themes Governance and Leadership. 
 
Objective  Active democracy. 
 
Strategic Initiatives • Fully integrate community consultation practices into 

City activities. 
• Optimise opportunities for the community to access and 

participate in decision-making processes. 
• Adapt to community preferences for engagement 

formats. 
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Policy Implications 
 
Each petition may impact on the individual policy position of the City. 
 
Risk Management Considerations 
 
Failure to give consideration to the request of the petitioners and take the appropriate actions 
may impact on the level of satisfaction of the community. 
 
Financial/Budget Implications 
 
Individual requests made by the way of petitions may have financial implications. 
 
Regional Significance 
 
Not applicable. 
 
Sustainability Implications 
 
Not applicable. 
 
Consultation 
 
Not applicable. 
 
 
COMMENT 
 
The list of petitions is presented to Council for information, detailing the actions taken to date 
and the actions proposed to be undertaken for those petitions that remain outstanding. 
 
 
VOTING REQUIREMENTS 
 
Simple Majority. 
 
 
MOVED Mayor Jacob, SECONDED Cr Jones that Council NOTES: 
 
1 the status of outstanding petitions submitted to Council during the period  

16 August 2016 to 21 November 2017, forming Attachment 1 to Report  
CJ197-12/17; 

 
2 in relation to the petition requesting Council create a working group to review 

and develop appropriate signage guidelines and policy to allow small business 
to have a say on signage and place-making within the City of Joondalup, Council 
will consider the petition as part of its review of the City’s Signs Policy; 

 
3 in relation to the petition requesting that Council install a fence surrounding the 

main playground area and if possible the BBQ and eating facilities at Granadilla 
Park, Duncraig, a report is proposed to be presented to Council at its meeting to 
be held on 20 February 2018; 
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4 in relation to the petition requesting Council defer the work to install 
connections to the MRWA Mitchell Freeway Principal Shared Path (PSP) from 
Perivale Close, Whitton Court and Romford Place, Kingsley and explore all 
options for making the section of the PSP safer, a report is proposed to be 
presented to Council at its meeting to be held on 20 March 2018; 

 
5 in relation to the petition requesting the installation of toilet facilities adjacent to 

the BBQ and playground areas and additional car parking in Broadbeach Park 
Hillarys; as well as an additional drinking fountain located near the exercise 
equipment and cricket nets in Flinders Park, Hillarys, a report was presented to 
the Council meeting held on 21 November 2017 (CJ187-11/17 refers); 

 
6 in relation to the petition objecting to the installation of toilet facilities adjacent 

to the BBQ and playground areas and additional car parking in Broadbeach Park, 
Hillarys, a report was presented to the Council meeting held on 
21 November 2017 (CJ187-11/17 refers); 

 
7 in relation to the petition requesting Council reinstate bulk waste verge 

collections, a report is proposed to be presented to Council at its meeting to be 
held on 20 March 2018; 

 
8 in relation to the petition requesting that Council include the area West of 

Davallia Road in Housing Opportunity Area 1 that is currently coded R20/40 and 
R20/R60 to Amendment No. 88 to District Planning Scheme No. 2, providing a 
density coding of no higher than R20/R30, a report was presented to the Council 
meeting held on 21 November 2017 (CJ177-11/17 refers); 

 
9  in relation to the petition requesting that Council does not proceed with the 

refurbishment of Prince Regent Park to allow the park to become the home 
ground of Joondalup United Football Club and preserve the park for the 
residents of Heathridge who would be impacted by this upgrade due to noise, 
traffic, anti-social behaviour and increased littering, a report is proposed to be 
presented to Council at its meeting to be held on 12 December 2017; 

 
10 in relation to the petition requesting that Council ensures community 

consultation with residents occurs before new trees are planted on verges 
outside their homes in all instances and immediately removes the trees recently 
planted in suburbs due to a failure to apply minimum distances from 
infrastructure laid out by the Water Corporation guidance or immediately 
indemnifies all residents and other state bodies indefinitely against sustained 
damage caused by roots systems, a report is proposed to be presented to 
Council at its meeting to be held on 17 April 2018; 

 
11 in relation to the petition requesting that Council to introduce the following to 

drive growth and success in the Performing Arts and Cultural Sector, thereby 
making opportunities available to our families and businesses: 

 
11.1 establish a formal subcommittee of Council to manage and deliver all 

performing arts and cultural growth / events in the City with 80% of 
members drawn from this City’s community; 

 
11.2 establish safe, secure and accessible equipment storage for groups 

along with a dedicated, City supplied, equipment library to supply  
(free of charge) key equipment; 
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11.3 the City of Joondalup to have a professional Performing Arts and Cultural 
team that will: 

 
11.3.1 act as the production and support for all suburbs with activities 

being centralised; 
 
11.3.2 support all groups with fundraising applications, professional PR 

and memberships; 
 
11.3.3 facilitate access to all current facilities in the City of Joondalup 

such as school theatres, churches, parks or empty business units 
for all groups and activities; 

 
11.3.4 raise cross-cultural understanding and accessibility for 

families/disadvantaged groups; 
 

11.4 source a Performing Arts and Cultural Facility that is fully funded by 
grants and donations, 

 
it is anticipated that a report will be presented to Council at a later date; 

 
12 in relation to the petition requesting that Council ensures Community 

consultation with residents in the suburb of Edgewater is a requirement for all 
DA’s lodged with Council and advertisement of any such proposals includes all 
neighbours of any sites and notifications to the Edgewater Community 
Residents Association Inc. In addition, Council to ensure any DA’s must include 
traffic impact assessments, environmental impact assessments and noise 
management plans to allow residents and Council to fully assess the impact of 
any proposal. Council should note that the signatures are not against 
development in Edgewater but wish this to be done in an inclusive way and be 
supported by the local community, a report was presented to Council at its 
meeting held on 21 November 2017 (CJ177-11/17 refers); 

 
13 in relation to the petition requesting Council does not proceed with the 

refurbishment of Prince Regent Park to allow this to become the home ground 
of Joondalup United Football Club, a report is proposed to be presented to 
Council at its meeting to be held on 12 December 2017; 

 
14 in relation to the petition requesting Council’s reconsideration of development 

approval of the 21 multiple dwellings at Lots 82, 83 and 84 Beach Road, 
Duncraig: 

 
14.1 the application was approved by the Metro North-West Joint Development 

Assessment Panel (JDAP) on 1 September 2017 and there is no ability for 
this decision to be reconsidered; 

 
14.2 the City’s administration in its recommendation to the JDAP considered 

the development to meet the relevant requirements of the Residential 
Design Codes (R-Codes), District Planning Scheme No. 2 and the 
Residential Development Local Planning Policy; 

 
14.3 future development applications for multiple dwelling developments in 

Duncraig or in other areas within the City of Joondalup will be considered 
against the relevant planning framework and determined accordingly by 
the relevant decision maker; 
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14.4 the lead petitioner will be advised of the outcome on this matter; 
 

15 in relation to the petition seeking to extend the 50km/h speed zone northwards 
along Whitfords Avenue, from the Hepburn Avenue and West Coast Drive 
intersection to Angove Drive: 

 
15.1 a request to consider changing the speed limit will be made to Main Roads 

WA as this agency is responsible for designating speed limits on roads; 
 
15.2 the lead petitioner will be advised of the City’s actions on this matter. 

 
The Motion was Put and CARRIED (12/0) by Exception Resolution after consideration of 
CJ210-12/17, page 178 refers. 
 
In favour of the Motion:  Mayor Jacob, Crs Chester, Dwyer, Hamilton-Prime, Hollywood, Jones, Logan, May, 
McLean, Norman, Poliwka and Taylor. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix 6 refers 
 
To access this attachment on electronic document, click here:   Attach6brf171205.pdf 
 
  

Attach6brf171205.pdf
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CJ198-12/17 MINUTES OF SPECIAL MEETING OF ELECTORS 
HELD ON MONDAY 13 NOVEMBER 2017 

 
WARD  All 
 
RESPONSIBLE  Mr Jamie Parry 
DIRECTOR  Governance and Strategy 
 
FILE NUMBER 75029, 101515 
 
ATTACHMENTS Attachment 1  Minutes of Special Meeting of Electors 

held on Monday 13 November 2017. 
 
AUTHORITY / DISCRETION Executive – The substantial direction setting and oversight 

role of Council, such as adopting plans and reports, 
accepting tenders, directing operations, setting and 
amending budgets. 

 
 
 
PURPOSE 
 
For Council to note the Minutes of the Special Meeting of Electors held on Monday 
13 November 2017 and give consideration to the motions carried at the Special Meeting of 
Electors. 
 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
As requested by electors of the City of Joondalup, a Special Meeting of Electors was held on 
Monday 13 November 2017 in accordance with the provisions of the Local Government  
Act 1995.  
 
The Local Government Act 1995 requires all decisions made at an electors meeting to be 
referred to Council for consideration. 
 
It is therefore recommended that Council: 
 
1 NOTES the minutes of the Special Meeting of Electors held on Monday,  

13 November 2017 forming Attachment 1 to Report CJ198-12/17; 
 
2 In relation to Motion 1 carried at the Special Meeting of Electors, DOES NOT 

SUPPORT that the City of Joondalup does not proceed with the approval of the 
development on Lot 33 and Lot 34 (7 and 56) Tuart Trail, Edgewater; 

 
3 In relation to Motion 1 carried at the Special Meeting of Electors, DOES NOT 

SUPPORT that development of Lot 33 and Lot 34 (7 and 56) Tuart Trail, Edgewater 
be limited to a maximum of three dwellings per block; 

 
4 In relation to Motion 2 carried at the Special Meeting of Electors, DOES NOT 

SUPPORT a review of the City of Joondalup Local Housing Strategy and the initiation 
of an associated amendment to District Planning Scheme No. 2 to change the density 
coding of lots within Housing Opportunity Area 8 from a density coding of R20/R40 to 
a density coding of no higher than R20; 
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5 In relation to Motion 3 carried at the Special Meeting of Electors, DOES NOT 
SUPPORT the request that the Minister for Transport, Planning and Lands cancels 
Amendment No. 73 so that the City of Joondalup can start again and develop a local 
housing policy that respects the needs of all communities and all residents and delivers 
an equitable outcome; 

 
6 In relation to the purpose of the Special Meeting of Electors, DOES NOT SUPPORT a 

review of the City of Joondalup Local Housing Strategy and the initiation of an 
associated amendment to District Planning Scheme No. 2 to change the density coding 
of lots within Housing Opportunity Area 8 from a density coding of R20/R40 to a density 
coding of no higher than R20/R30. 

 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
A Special Electors’ Meeting was convened in accordance with the provisions of Section 5.28 
of the Local Government Act 1995.  
 
The purpose of the meeting was to discuss the following matter:  
 
“To request the City of Joondalup to initiate a review of its Local Housing Strategy (LHS) and 
an associated amendment to District Planning Scheme No. 2 to change the density coding of 
lots within Housing Opportunity Area 8, that are currently coded R20/R40, to a density coding 
of no higher than R20/R30.”  
 
The meeting was attended by approximately 150 persons, 118 of whom were electors 
registered to vote during the meeting.  The minutes of that meeting form Attachment 1 to this 
Report. 
 
Background to the density coding of Housing Opportunity Areas 
 
The background to the current density coding of the City’s Housing Opportunity Areas (HOAs) 
is extensively detailed in a number of reports previously presented to Council, and most 
recently in a report presented for Council’s consideration at its meeting on 21 November 2017 
(CJ177-11/17 refers).   
 
A brief extract of this background is provided below: 
 
Local Housing Strategy 
 
Accommodation needs and the way that housing is planned and provided for in the 
metropolitan area are changing. Not only is more accommodation needed for a growing 
population, but a diversity of housing is also needed to cater for a variety of household 
structures and changing housing needs and preferences.  
 
The State Government has developed a strategy aimed at the development of dwellings and 
the creation of employment for the population of Perth and Peel out to 2031. This strategy sets 
dwelling targets for all local governments in the metropolitan area. For local governments 
which do not have many or any greenfield sites left, the dwellings need to be accommodated 
as infill development.  
 
In order to demonstrate how the City was going to achieve its dwelling targets, the City was 
required by the State Government to prepare a Local Housing Strategy (LHS).  
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It was established early in the development of the LHS that the City did not want to take an 
adhoc approach that would allow densification to occur everywhere throughout the City.  
Rather, a strategic approach was favoured that enabled residential density to increase in 
identified, appropriate areas.  
 
The following broad selection criteria were developed through the LHS to assist with selecting 
areas within the City for higher density investigation: 
 

• 800 metres walkable catchment around Currambine, Joondalup, Edgewater, 
Whitfords, Greenwood and Warwick railway stations. 

• 800 metres walkable catchment around secondary centres of Whitfords and Warwick. 
• 400 metres walkable catchment around district centres of Woodvale, Greenwood and 

Currambine. 
• 400 metres walkable catchment around neighbourhood centres close to high 

frequency public transport services. 
• 400 metres walkable catchment around high frequency bus routes. 
• Suburbs which would benefit from revitalisation. 
• Land abutting Right of Ways (laneways). 
 
Ten areas were identified where, based on the aforementioned criteria, increased residential 
densities were considered appropriate. These areas are referred to as HOAs. 
 
The original LHS proposed a dual density coding in HOAs that consisted predominantly of 
R20/R30 coded areas, with some higher coded areas of R20/R40 and R20/R60. Following 
specific direction from the State Government, the final LHS was endorsed in November 2013 
with the majority of HOAs coded R20/40 with some higher coded areas of R20/R60.   
 
Scheme Amendment No. 73 
 
Following endorsement of the final LHS by the Department of Planning and the Western 
Australian Planning Commission, the City needed to implement and give statutory effect to 
the recommendations of the LHS via District Planning Scheme No. 2 (DPS2) and a local 
planning policy.  
 
To this end, Amendment No. 73 to DPS2 was initiated and the City’s Residential Development 
Local Planning Policy was developed. 
 
The City always recognised the need to try and control and manage, as best it could, the 
potential impact that increased density would have on existing residents.  
 
During the development of Amendment No. 73, the City consulted with the Department of 
Planning on appropriate scheme and local planning policy provisions. Advice received at that 
time indicated that the City was constrained in terms of what it could include in DPS2 and a l 
 
The City did not have the ability to exclude or prevent multiple dwellings through scheme or 
policy provisions and did not have complete freedom to include whatever scheme provisions 
it saw fit to try and manage the impacts of density. The City did however attempt to include a 
provision in Amendment No. 73 to restrict the development of multiple dwellings to sites larger 
than 2,000m2.  
 
The effect of this would have been that normal residential lots would need to be amalgamated 
to enable multiple dwellings to be developed. This would have made it more difficult for 
developers to develop multiple dwellings in HOAs and, if they were able to amalgamate lots, 
the quality of multiple dwelling developments on larger sites would be of a higher standard 
and the impacts would be easier to manage. 
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In addition, to give more weight to the provisions of the City’s Residential Development Local 
Planning Policy, the City also included a provision in Amendment No. 73 to require all higher 
density development in the HOAs to meet the requirements of the City’s policy. 
 
Throughout its consideration of Amendment No. 73, the Department of Planning did not 
support the provisions proposed by the City to restrict multiple dwellings to sites larger than 
2,000m2 or to give more weight to the provisions of the City’s Residential Development Local 
Planning Policy and resolved that they be removed from Amendment No. 73. 
 
Instead, the final Amendment No. 73, which came into effect in February 2016, only included 
a provision relating to minimum lot frontages. This provision requires a minimum frontage of 
10 metres for single and grouped dwellings and 20 metres for multiple dwellings in order to 
develop at the higher density code. 
 
Community Concern 
 
Since implementation of the LHS in early 2016, development has commenced throughout all 
10 HOAs in the City. 
 
As this development has commenced, some members of the community have raised concern 
with some development occurring in HOAs, with common themes including: 
 
• the type of development, in particular, multiple dwellings 
• the scale of development in terms of potential dwelling increase per site 
• the design and scale of development 
• integration with existing housing stock and streetscape 
• traffic and parking impacts  
• impact on property values 
• social impacts related to land tenure (owner/occupy vs. rented) 
• social impacts related to anticipated residents 
• impact on existing sense of community. 
 
This concern has arisen across a number of HOAs and has manifested in a number of 
requests to Council for intervention, including the Special Meeting of Electors held on Monday 
13 November 2017. 
 
 
DETAILS 
 
Issues and options considered 
 
Decisions made at an Electors’ Meeting are the recommendations of those present, on the 
matters discussed and considered at the meeting and are not binding on Council. The Local 
Government Act 1995 requires all decisions made at an Electors’ Meeting be referred to 
Council for consideration. 
 
The motions carried at the Special Meeting of Electors are set out below, together with officer’s 
comments: 
 
  



CITY OF JOONDALUP - MINUTES OF MEETING OF COUNCIL  -  12.12.2017 80 
 

MOTION 1 
 
MOVED Mr G Sherwood, Edgewater, SECONDED Mrs A Marum-O’Donnell, Edgewater 
that the City of Joondalup does not proceed with the approval of the development on 
house number 7 and 56 Tuart Trail, Edgewater and does not exceed a maximum of three 
dwellings per block. 
 
Officer’s Comment 
 
The City has no record of a development application being lodged for Lot 33 and Lot 34 
(7 and 56) Tuart Trail, Edgewater and is not aware of a development proposal at this stage. 
 
Notwithstanding this, the City is legally required to undertake assessment and determination 
of any future proposals in accordance with the applicable planning framework. If this 
framework permits the sites to be developed at a density greater than three dwellings per 
block, the City is not legally able to prevent this, provided the proposal satisfies other 
applicable development requirements. 
 
Lot 33 and Lot 34 (7 and 56) Tuart Trail, Edgewater are both currently zoned residential with 
a density coding of R20/R40 and are 709 square metres and 873 square metres in size 
respectively. 
 
Based on the density coding, lot areas and permitted housing types, each lot has the potential 
to be developed for more than three dwellings under the current planning framework. 
 
As outlined above, the City is currently not able to restrict the number of dwellings developed 
on a lot, if the density allows for a greater number of dwellings and a proposal satisfies other 
applicable development requirements, such as setbacks, landscaping, height and parking. 
 
It is therefore recommended that the motion not be supported. 
 
Officer’s Recommendation 
 
That Council: 
 
1 DOES NOT SUPPORT that the City of Joondalup does not proceed with the approval 

of the development on Lot 33 and Lot 34 (7 and 56) Tuart Trail, Edgewater; 
 

2 DOES NOT SUPPORT that development of Lot 33 and Lot 34 (7 and 56) Tuart Trail, 
Edgewater be limited to a maximum of three dwellings per block. 

 
 
MOTION 2 
 
MOVED Mr A Anderson, Edgewater, SECONDED Ms B Hewitt, Edgewater that Council 
INITIATES a review of its Local Housing Strategy and associated amendment to District 
Planning Scheme No. 2. The purpose of the Local Housing Strategy review and scheme 
amendment should be to change the density coding of lots within Housing Opportunity 
Area 8, that are currently coded R20/R40, to a density coding of no higher than R20. 
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Officer’s Comment 
 
In relation to the request to rezone properties to revert the density coding of Housing 
Opportunity Area 8 (HOA8) back to R20, the boundaries of the City’s HOAs and the 
opportunity for increased density within them were based on agreed criteria with a solid urban 
planning basis. The identification of the HOAs was part of a carefully considered strategic 
planning process across the whole City and informed both the City’s LHS and the City’s Local 
Planning Strategy (LPS), which is the overarching strategic planning framework for the City of 
Joondalup.  
 
Since implementation of the LHS in early 2016, some members of the community have raised 
concern with some of the development occurring in the City’s HOAs. This concern is not 
isolated to HOA8, with concerns being raised across a number of the City’s HOAs. 
 
While an amendment to downcode a portion of a separate HOA has been initiated elsewhere 
in the City (HOA1), it is not considered appropriate or in the interests of orderly or proper 
planning for Council to initiate a further amendment in another HOA as a localised solution to 
managing the impacts of density. It would be more appropriate at this time to consider and 
address the issue of development in the City’s HOAs at a more strategic level and on a 
City-wide basis. 
 
Officer’s Recommendation 
 
That Council DOES NOT SUPPORT a review of the City of Joondalup Local Housing Strategy 
and the initiation of an associated amendment to District Planning Scheme No. 2 to change 
the density coding of lots within Housing Opportunity Area 8 from a density coding of R20/R40 
to a density coding of no higher than R20. 
 
 
MOTION 3 
 
MOVED Mr M Moore, Edgewater, SECONDED Mr J Cunningham, that Council formally 
REQUESTS that the Minister of Planning cancels Scheme Amendment No. 73 so that 
the City of Joondalup can start again and develop a local housing policy that respects 
the needs of all communities and all residents and delivers an equitable outcome. 
 
Officer’s Comment 
 
Amendment No. 73 to District Planning Scheme No. 2 (DPS2) came into effect in February 
2016 following endorsement from the Minister. 
 
It is not possible to cancel an amendment to a local planning scheme that has already been 
gazetted. The only way to effectively ‘cancel’ an amendment is to initiate a separate 
amendment to the scheme which seeks to revert the scheme back to the form it took prior to 
a subsequent amendment coming in to effect. 
 
Amendment No. 73 was the mechanism used to give statutory effect to the recommendations 
of the City’s Local Housing Strategy (LHS). 
 
The LHS was developed in response to the State Government requirement of facilitating 47% 
of Perth’s growth within existing suburbs. 
 
As a precursor to the development of the draft LHS, a Housing Intentions Community Survey 
was conducted to ascertain the housing needs and requirements of residents, both at that 
time and into the future. Feedback received from the Housing Intentions Community Survey 
was used to inform the development of the draft LHS.  
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It was established early in the development of the LHS that the City did not want to take an ad 
hoc approach that would allow densification to occur everywhere throughout the City.   
 
Rather, the City proactively sought to manage where this growth occurs and took a strategic 
approach that enabled residential density to increase in identified areas that were underpinned 
by amenity and infrastructure such as; train stations, activity centres and high frequency bus 
routes.   
 
This approach was based upon sound planning principles of the time and these principles 
remain valid and are supported by the State Government.  
 
It should also be noted that a review of the LHS is likely to take a significant amount of time to 
complete. The current LHS took approximately seven years from the time the project 
commenced to when the recommendations were implemented via Amendment No. 73.  While 
a full review of the LHS may not take another seven years, it is conceivable that a review and 
preparation of a revised LHS could take a substantial amount of time. 
 
During this time, consistent with the legal advice provided to the City, the City will not be able 
to prevent development from occurring under the current densities and within the existing 
legislative framework. 
 
It is therefore not considered appropriate to undertake a review of the LHS in its entirety, 
however, it is noted that an opportunity exists to progress several strategies that seek to better 
inform the community and better manage the impacts of urban infill in the City’s HOAs, at the 
current densities. 
 
Officer’s Recommendation 
 
That Council DOES NOT SUPPORT the request that the Minister for Transport, Planning and 
Lands cancels Amendment No. 73 so that the City of Joondalup can start again and develop 
a local housing policy that respects the needs of all communities and all residents and delivers 
an equitable outcome. 
 
Purpose of the Special Electors Meeting 
 
Although not forming one of the formal motions carried during the Special Meeting of Electors, 
the meeting was convened to consider the following: 
 
“To request the City of Joondalup to initiate a review of its Local Housing Strategy (LHS) and 
an associated amendment to District Planning Scheme No. 2 to change the density coding of 
lots within Housing Opportunity Area 8, that are currently coded R20/R40, to a density coding 
of no higher than R20/R30.”  
 
The request to consider a change in density coding of HOA8 from R20/R40 to a density coding 
of no higher than R20/R30 is not supported for the same reasons that Motion 2 above is not 
supported. 
 
The identification of the City’s HOAs and their boundaries was based upon sound urban 
planning and was part of a strategic planning process across that was considered on a 
City-wide basis.   
 
While an amendment to downcode a portion of a separate HOA has been initiated elsewhere 
in the City (HOA1), the initiation of another amendment in an HOA as an ad hoc response and 
outside of endorsed planning frameworks is not considered appropriate in the interests of 
orderly and proper planning and is unlikely to be supported by the Department of Planning, 
Lands and Heritage (DPLH) and the Western Australian Planning Commission (WAPC). 
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Alternatively, it is considered more appropriate to implement additional strategies that seek to 
better inform the community and better manage the impacts of urban infill in HOAs, at the 
existing densities. 
 
Possible alternate solutions 
 
As an alternative to a complete review of the City’s LHS and the initiation of further adhoc 
rezoning amendments throughout the City’s HOAs, the report prepared for Council’s 
consideration at its meeting held on 21 November 2017 recommended that Council 
progresses several other strategies that seek to better inform the community and better 
manage the impacts of urban infill in the City’s HOAs, at the current densities.  
 
These included the following: 
 
• Amend the consultation procedures for planning proposals. 
• Expand the role of the Joondalup Design Reference Panel. 
• Prepare a design-led local planning policy for multiple dwellings in the City’s HOAs. 
• Introduce additional provisions in the City’s DPS2 (or Local Planning Scheme). 
 
These strategies have been identified for their degree of effectiveness and the timeframes in 
which they could be implemented, primarily being short to medium term. 
 
It is considered that these strategies are a more appropriate way in which to manage the 
impacts of urban infill in the City’s HOAs. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The residents’ concerns about the impact of development at higher densities in HOA8 are 
acknowledged, and are not in isolation, with residents raising similar concerns in other HOAs 
throughout the City of Joondalup. 
 
In relation to the motions carried at the Special Meeting of Electors held on 
13 November 2017, it is not possible for the City to limit the number of dwellings included in a 
development if the underlying density allows for a greater number of dwellings to be provided. 
 
Further, it is not in the interests of orderly and proper planning to initiate adhoc amendments 
to the City’s planning scheme to reduce the density coding of the area; the likelihood of 
successfully having such an amendment endorsed by the WAPC and the Minister for 
Transport, Planning and Lands is low. 
 
Finally, it is not considered appropriate to undertake a full review of the City’s LHS. The 
approach to accommodate growth within the City of Joondalup was based upon sound 
planning principles that remain current and valid.  Further, the timeframes associated with a 
full review of the City’s LHS, coupled with the fact that the City will not be able to prevent 
development from occurring under the current densities and within the existing legislative 
framework is unlikely to provide comfort to those community members who are currently 
concerned with development being undertaken at the higher densities within HOAs. 
 
At this time, it is considered more appropriate to implement strategies that seek to better inform 
the community and better manage the impacts of urban infill in the City’s HOAs, at the current 
densities. 
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Legislation / Strategic Community Plan / policy implications 
 
Legislation Section 5.33 of the Local Government Act 1995 states: 

 
Decisions made at Electors’ Meetings 
 

 5.33 (1) All decisions made at an Electors’ Meeting are to 
be considered by Council at the next ordinary 
Council meeting or, if this is not practicable: 
 

   (a) at the first ordinary Council meeting after 
that meeting; or 

 
 

  (b) at a special meeting called for that purpose, 
 

   whichever happens first. 
 

 
 

 (2) If at a meeting of Council a local government 
makes a decision in response to a decision made 
at an Electors’ Meeting, the reasons for the 
decision are to be recorded in the minutes of that 
Council Meeting. 

 

 
Risk management considerations 
 
Failure to consider the decision made at the Special Meeting of Electors will result in the City 
breaching Section 5.33 of the Local Government Act 1995. 
 
Financial / budget implications 
 
Not applicable. 
 
Regional significance 
 
Not applicable. 
 
Sustainability implications 
 
Not applicable. 
 
Consultation 
 
Not applicable. 
 
 
 

Strategic Community Plan  
  
Key theme Governance and Leadership. 
  
Objective Corporate capacity. 
  
Strategic initiative Demonstrate accountability through robust reporting that is 

relevant and easily accessible by the community. 
  
Policy  Not applicable. 
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COMMENT 
 
The minutes of the Special Meeting of Electors are submitted to Council for information with 
the motions passed needing to be considered by Council. 
 
 
VOTING REQUIREMENTS 
 
Simple Majority. 
 
 
MOVED Cr Poliwka, SECONDED Cr May that Council: 
 
1 NOTES the minutes of the Special Meeting of Electors held on Monday 

13 November 2017 forming Attachment 1 to Report CJ198-12/17; 
 
2 in relation to Motion 1 carried at the Special Meeting of Electors, DOES NOT 

SUPPORT that the City of Joondalup does not proceed with the approval of the 
development on Lot 33 and Lot 34 (7 and 56) Tuart Trail, Edgewater; 

 
3 in relation to Motion 1 carried at the Special Meeting of Electors, DOES NOT 

SUPPORT that development of Lot 33 and Lot 34 (7 and 56) Tuart Trail, 
Edgewater be limited to a maximum of three dwellings per block; 

 
4 in relation to Motion 2 carried at the Special Meeting of Electors, DOES NOT 

SUPPORT a review of the City of Joondalup Local Housing Strategy and the 
initiation of an associated amendment to District Planning Scheme No. 2 to 
change the density coding of lots within Housing Opportunity Area 8 from a 
density coding of R20/R40 to a density coding of no higher than R20; 

 
5 in relation to Motion 3 carried at the Special Meeting of Electors, DOES NOT 

SUPPORT the request that the Minister for Transport, Planning and Lands 
cancels Amendment No. 73 so that the City of Joondalup can start again and 
develop a local housing policy that respects the needs of all communities and 
all residents and delivers an equitable outcome; 

 
6 in relation to the purpose of the Special Meeting of Electors, DOES NOT 

SUPPORT a review of the City of Joondalup Local Housing Strategy and the 
initiation of an associated amendment to District Planning Scheme No. 2 to 
change the density coding of lots within Housing Opportunity Area 8 from a 
density coding of R20/R40 to a density coding of no higher than R20/R30. 

 
The Motion was Put and          CARRIED (12/0) 
 
In favour of the Motion:  Mayor Jacob, Crs Chester, Dwyer, Hamilton-Prime, Hollywood, Jones, Logan, May, 
McLean, Norman, Poliwka and Taylor. 
 
 
 
 
Appendix 7 refers 
 
To access this attachment on electronic document, click here:   Attach7agn171212.pdf 
 
  

Attach7agn171212.pdf
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CJ199-12/17 STRATEGIC COMMUNITY REFERENCE GROUP – 
2018 WORKPLAN 

 
WARD  All 
 
RESPONSIBLE  Mr Jamie Parry 
DIRECTOR  Governance and Strategy 
 
FILE NUMBER 102605, 101515 
 
ATTACHMENTS Attachment 1  Proposed 2018 Work Plan 

Attachment 2 SCRG Meeting Notes for Community 
Engagement and Communication 
Practices 

Attachment 3 SCRG Meeting Notes for Community 
Leadership 

Attachment 4 SCRG Terms of Reference 
 
AUTHORITY/ DISCRETION Executive – The substantial direction setting and oversight 

role of Council, such as adopting plans and reports, 
accepting tenders, directing operations, setting and 
amending budgets. 

 
 
 
PURPOSE 
 
For Council to adopt the 2018 Work Plan for the Strategic Community Reference Group 
(SCRG) and to note the SCRG’s achievements throughout 2017. 
 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
In 2012, Council established a Strategic Community Reference Group as a participation 
mechanism for the external provision of advice to Council. The group consists of appointed 
community representatives from each Ward, Elected Members and seconded experts utilised 
on an as-needs basis. 
 
The 2017 Work Plan for the SCRG included the following items: 
 
• Review of the City’s community engagement and communication practices. 
• Options for the development of a Community Leaders Program. 
• Options to support local business within the City of Joondalup. 
 
The SCRG met on two occasions throughout 2017 to discuss the review of the City’s 
community engagement and communication practices and the options for a program to 
support and develop community leaders. The third item on the 2017 Work Plan, namely 
options to support local business in Joondalup, was not considered within this period and is 
recommended to be carried forward into the SCRG’s 2018 Work Plan. 
 
Overall, the SCRG has demonstrated its effectiveness as a unique and appropriate means of 
obtaining community advice in the consideration of high-level, strategic matters at the City. 
 
The proposed 2018 SCRG Work Plan includes consideration of the following matters: 
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• Explore and understand opportunities to support the small to medium business 
sector in Joondalup (carried forward from 2017). 
 
The City is continually seeking to better understand the needs of businesses located in 
Joondalup as the growth of local businesses and new start-up activity is critical to the 
local economy and the provision of local employment opportunities. The SCRG is well 
placed to explore opportunities for responding to local business needs in order to 
ensure the continuation of the City’s economic prosperity. 
 

• Review of the City of Joondalup Community Safety and Crime Prevention Plan  
 
The City’s Community Safety and Crime Prevention Plan 2014–2018: Towards Zero 
Crime is due for major review. The SCRG previously considered the Community Safety 
Crime Prevention Plan in 2013. The SCRG’s involvement in the review of the Plan will 
assist in the assessment of current responses as well as identify new initiatives for 
consideration in the development of the new Plan.  

 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
At its meeting held on 26 June 2012 (CJ112-06/12 refers), Council considered options for 
future engagement with the community in reviewing the existing Working Group and 
Community Forum formats. As an alternative option, Council supported the establishment of 
a Strategic Community Reference Group with the objective of providing advice to the Council 
on: 
 
• matters of significant community interest 
• strategic initiatives, as determined by the Council. 
 
At its meeting held on 5 November 2013 (JSC06-11/15 refers) Council adopted the following 
format for the SCRG: 
 
• One Council-appointed community representative from each Ward. 
• Up to four Elected Members, one of whom acts as a Presiding Member. 
• Up to four temporary-appointed professionals to provide expert advice and information 

on specific matters as required. 
• Resident and / or ratepayer group representatives if matters presented to the SCRG 

are relevant to a specific location. 
 
The Community Members of the SCRG, up until October 2017 were as follows: 
 
• North Ward  Mr Adrian Hill 
• North Central Ward Mr Wes Buzza 
• Central Ward Mr Bryan Saunders 
• South-West Ward Mr Brian Yearwood 
• South-East Ward Ms Sonia Makoare 
• South Ward Dr Susan King 
 
In accordance with the SCRG Terms of Reference, the terms for community members 
concluded in October in line with the ordinary Council election cycle. Community members 
were advised of the conclusion of their current term in October 2017 and were also informed 
that Council would consider the re-establishment of the SCRG and membership composition 
following the local government elections on 21 October 2017. 
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At its special meeting held on 6 November 2017 (JSC04-11/17 refers) Council: 
 
• re-established the Strategic Community Reference Group 
• endorsed the current Terms of Reference of the Strategic Community Reference 

Group 
• authorised the Chief Executive Officer to seek nominations to fill the vacant community 

representative positions for all Wards 
• appointed the following members and deputy members to the Strategic Community 

Reference Group: 
 

Members 
 

o Mayor Albert Jacob 
o Cr Russ Fishwick 
o Cr John Chester 
o Cr Christopher May 

 
Deputy Members 
 
o Cr Christine Hamilton-Prime 
o Cr John Logan 
o Cr Russell Poliwka  

 
 
DETAILS 
 
During 2017, the SCRG met on two occasions and considered the following matters: 
 

Date/s Matter 
Considered 

Status Seconded Experts 

March 
2017 

Review of the 
City’s community 
engagement and 
communication 
practices 

The City is currently using 
SCRG feedback to explore 
opportunities and 
alternative methodologies 
as well as improve current 
engagement and 
communication practices 
including online and 
greater face-to-face 
opportunities. 

Mr Matt Zis (Editor-in-Chief 
– Community Newspaper 
Group). 

 

Mr Miles Burke 
(Managing Director – Bam 
Creative). 
 
Ms Vivian Warren 
(Director – Viv Warren 
Consulting and IAP2 
Ambassador). 

July 
2017 

Options for a 
community 
leaders program. 

The City is currently 
exploring opportunities to 
incorporate SCRG 
feedback into its programs, 
including the Communities 
in Focus Program. 

Ms Glen Vawser 
(Coordinator, Super 
Tuesdays Seniors Group). 
 
Ms Karly Guadagnin (Netball 
WA Premiership Coach). 
 
Mr David Moroney (Past 
President, Whitfords Hockey 
Club; Board Member, 
Hockey Australia). 
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Review of Community Engagement and Communication practices 
 
On 27 March 2017, the SCRG met to discuss the current community engagement and 
communication practices enacted by the City and improvements to the existing approach.  
Based on the SCRGs discussions, the City is exploring options to improve current 
engagement and communication practices. This includes investigations into online discussion 
boards as well as greater face-to-face opportunities in the form of community workshops and 
officers being available on site to provide information to interested community members on 
high profile projects. The full notes of the meeting are provided in Attachment 2 of Report 
CJ199-12/17 for Council’s consideration. 
 
Options for the development of a Community Leaders Program 
 
On 31 July 2017, the SCRG discussed community leadership and the City’s role in fostering 
and supporting leaders within the context of its Community Development Plan 2015–2020. 
The City outlined achievements to date and the current and future challenges around 
community leadership. The SCRG explored the City’s and the community’s role in promoting 
a community leaders program as well as new opportunities or initiatives to activate community 
leaders. As a result, the City is investigating mechanisms to enhance its Communities in Focus 
Program, which focuses on providing opportunities to enhance the skills, knowledge and 
capacity of members within volunteer community groups, strengthening local networks, 
promoting new connections and raising the profile of local community groups. The full notes 
of the meeting are provided in Attachment 3 of this report for Council’s consideration. 
 
The third item on the 2017 Work Plan, “options to support local businesses”, was not 
considered within this period. It is therefore proposed that this item be carried forward to the 
SCRG’s 2018 Work Plan. 
 
Proposed 2018 Work Plan 
 
The following items have been identified for consideration by the SCRG in 2018: 
 

• Explore and understand opportunities to support the small to medium business 
sector in Joondalup (carried forward from 2017) 
 
There are approximately 13,000 registered businesses in the City with the majority being 
Small and Medium Enterprises (SMEs), and their continued success is vital to providing 
local employment opportunities. The City is continually seeking to better understand the 
needs of businesses located in Joondalup as the growth of local businesses and new 
start-up activity is critical to the local economy and the provision of local employment 
opportunities. The SCRG is well placed to assess existing mechanisms as well as 
investigate improved mechanisms for responding to local business needs to support 
business growth. 
 

• Review of the City of Joondalup Community Safety and Crime Prevention Plan 
 
The City’s Community Safety and Crime Prevention Plan 2014–2018: Towards Zero 
Crime is due for major review. The SCRG previously considered the Community Safety 
Crime Prevention Plan in 2013. The SCRG’s involvement in the review of the Plan will 
assist in the assessment of current responses as well as identify new initiatives for 
consideration in the development of the new Plan.  

 
The listing of these items within the SCRG 2018 Work Plan is considered an appropriate and 
manageable number of projects. However, the proposed Work Plan does not prevent the 
Council from referring additional matters to the SCRG should they be considered of significant 
community interest or of a strategic nature. 
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Issues and options considered 
 
Council has the option to adopt the proposed 2018 Work Plan for the Strategic Community 
Reference Group as outlined in Attachment 1 of Report CJ199-12/17, or to amend the program 
according to alternative preferences or additional matters for consideration. 
 
It should be noted that if additional matters are added to the Work Plan, facilitation fees to 
conduct the meetings will increase for the management of the Strategic Community Reference 
Group. 
 
Legislation / Strategic Community Plan / policy implications 
 
Legislation Local Government Act 1995 – Section 1.3 (2) states: 

 

This Act is intended to result in – 
 

(a)  Better decision making by local governments; 
(b)  Greater community participation in the decisions and 

affairs of local government; 
(c)  Greater accountability of local governments to their 

communities; and 
(d)  More efficient and effective local government. 
 

Strategic Community Plan  
  
Key theme Governance and Leadership. 
  
Objective Active democracy. 
  
Strategic initiative Optimise opportunities for the community to access and 

participate in decision-making processes. 
 

Adapt to community preferences for engagement formats. 
  

Policy  Community Consultation and Engagement Policy. 
 
Risk management considerations 
 
If the adopted 2018 SCRG Work Plan is expanded, there is a risk that the program will not be 
able to be delivered within existing resources. As such, it is recommended that the 
identification and prioritisation of select key issues is referred to the group for advice within 
the 2018 period that would benefit the most from input by the group. 
 
Financial / budget implications 
 
The budget below reflects the costs associated with conducting meetings for the Strategic 
Community Reference Group, including external facilitation and catering costs. 
 
Current financial year impact 
 

Account no. 1.534.A5304.3359.0000. 
1.534.A5304.3281.0000. 

Budget Item External Contractors and Services. 
Catering. 

Budget amount $ 6,600 
Amount spent to date $ 5,830  
Proposed cost $ 6,600 
Balance $    770 
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Regional significance 
 
Not applicable. 
 
Sustainability implications 
 
The proposed 2018 SCRG Work Plan has been developed to allow consideration of matters 
of a strategic nature and / or of significant interest to the community. The issues noted within 
the Work Plan, namely; options to support local business within the City and reviewing the 
City’s Community Safety and Crime Prevention Plan are related to the sustainability of the 
City in terms of community wellbeing and economic development. 
 
Consultation 
 
The Strategic Community Reference Group provides an innovative forum for the City to 
conduct consultation and engagement activities with community representatives and local 
experts on strategic matters affecting the City. 
 
 
COMMENT 
 
The Strategic Community Reference Group continues to demonstrate its value in providing a 
unique and relevant platform for effective engagement with the community supported by   input 
from experts on matters considered at the SCRG meetings.  
 
 
VOTING REQUIREMENTS 
 
Simple Majority. 
 
 
MOVED Mayor Jacob, SECONDED Cr Jones that Council: 
 
1 NOTES the achievements of the Strategic Community Reference Group for 2017;  
 
2 ADOPTS the 2018 Work Plan for the Strategic Community Reference Group, as 

shown in Attachment 1 of Report CJ199-12/17; 
 
3 NOTES that nominations for the vacant community representative positions will 

be sought in January 2018. 
 
The Motion was Put and CARRIED (12/0) by Exception Resolution after consideration of 
CJ210-12/17, page 178 refers. 
 
In favour of the Motion:  Mayor Jacob, Crs Chester, Dwyer, Hamilton-Prime, Hollywood, Jones, Logan, May, 
McLean, Norman, Poliwka and Taylor. 
 
 
 
 
Appendix 8 refers 
 
To access this attachment on electronic document, click here:   Attach8agn171212.pdf 
 
  

Attach8agn171212.pdf
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CJ200-12/17 LIST OF PAYMENTS MADE DURING THE MONTH OF 
OCTOBER 2017 

 
WARD All 
 

RESPONSIBLE Mr Mike Smith 
ACTING DIRECTOR Corporate Services 
 

FILE NUMBER 09882, 101515 
 
ATTACHMENTS Attachment 1  Chief Executive Officer’s Delegated 

Municipal Payment List for the month of 
October 2017 

 Attachment 2  Chief Executive Officer’s Delegated Trust 
Payment List for the month of October 
2017 

 Attachment 3  Municipal and Trust Fund Vouchers for the 
month of October 2017  

 
AUTHORITY / DISCRETION Information - includes items provided to Council for 

information purposes only that do not require a decision of 
Council (that is for 'noting'). 

 
 
 
PURPOSE 
 
For Council to note the list of accounts paid under the Chief Executive Officer’s delegated 
authority during the month of October 2017. 
 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
This report presents the list of payments made under delegated authority during the month of 
October 2017 totalling $14,413,025.05. 
 
It is therefore recommended that Council NOTES the Chief Executive Officer’s list of accounts 
for October 2017 paid under delegated authority in accordance with regulation 13(1) of the 
Local Government (Financial Management) Regulations 1996 forming Attachments 1, 2 and 3 
to Report CJ200-12/17, totalling $14,413,025.05. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Council has delegated, to the Chief Executive Officer, the exercise of its power to make 
payments from the City's Municipal and Trust funds. In accordance with Regulation 13 of the 
Local Government (Financial Management) Regulations 1996 a list of accounts paid by the 
Chief Executive Officer is to be provided to Council, where such delegation is made. 
 
 
DETAILS 
 
The table below summarises the payments drawn on the funds during the month of  
October 2017. Lists detailing the payments made are appended as Attachments 1 and 2.  
The vouchers for the month are appended as Attachment 3. 
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FUNDS DETAILS AMOUNT 
Municipal Account Municipal Cheques & EFT Payments   

105719 - 105873 & EF066375 – EF067018 
Net of cancelled payments. 
 
Vouchers 2067A – 2072A & 2078A – 2085A  
 

   $9,485,781.35 
 
 
 
  $4,881,299.05 

Trust Account Trust Cheques & EFT Payments   
207204 – 207236 & TEF001342 – TEF001376 
Net of cancelled payments. 

 
  

          
$45,944.65 

 Total 
   

$14,413,025.05 
 
Issues and options considered  
 
There are two options in relation to the list of payments. 
 
Option 1 
 
That Council declines to note the list of payments paid under delegated authority. The list is 
required to be reported to Council in accordance with Regulation 13(1) of the  
Local Government (Financial Management) Regulations 1996, and the payments listed have 
already been paid under the delegated authority. This option is not recommended. 
 
Option 2 
 
That Council notes the list of payments paid under delegated authority. This option is 
recommended. 
 
Legislation / Strategic Community Plan / policy implications 
 
Legislation The Council has delegated to the Chief Executive Officer the 

exercise of its authority to make payments from the Municipal 
and Trust Funds, therefore in accordance with Regulation 
13(1) of the Local Government (Financial Management) 
Regulations 1996, a list of accounts paid by the  
Chief Executive Officer is prepared each month showing 
each account paid since the last list was prepared. 
 

Strategic Community Plan  
 

Key theme Financial Sustainability. 
 
Objective 

 
Effective management. 

 
Strategic initiative 

 
Not applicable. 

 
Policy  

 
Not applicable. 
 

Risk management considerations 
 
In accordance with section 6.8 of the Local Government Act 1995, a local government is not 
to incur expenditure from its municipal fund for an additional purpose except where the 
expenditure is authorised in advance by an absolute majority of Council. 
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Financial / budget implications 
 
All expenditure from the Municipal Fund was included in the Annual Budget as adopted or 
revised by Council. 
 
Regional significance 
 
Not applicable. 
 
Sustainability implications 
 
Expenditure has been incurred in accordance with budget parameters, which have been 
structured on financial viability and sustainability principles. 
 
Consultation 
 
Not applicable. 
 
 
COMMENT 
 
All Municipal Fund expenditure included in the list of payments is incurred in accordance with 
the 2017-18 Annual Budget as adopted by Council at its meeting held on 27 June 2017 
(CJ084-06/17 refers) and subsequently revised or has been authorised in advance by the 
Mayor or by resolution of Council as applicable. 
 
 
VOTING REQUIREMENTS 
 
Simple Majority. 
 
 
MOVED Mayor Jacob, SECONDED Cr Jones that Council NOTES the Chief Executive 
Officer’s list of accounts for October 2017 paid under Delegated Authority in 
accordance with Regulation 13(1) of the Local Government (Financial Management) 
Regulations 1996 forming Attachments 1, 2 and 3 to Report CJ200-12/17, totalling 
$14,413,025.05. 
 
The Motion was Put and CARRIED (12/0) by Exception Resolution after consideration of 
CJ210-12/17, page 178 refers. 
 
In favour of the Motion:  Mayor Jacob, Crs Chester, Dwyer, Hamilton-Prime, Hollywood, Jones, Logan, May, 
McLean, Norman, Poliwka and Taylor. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix 9 refers 
 
To access this attachment on electronic document, click here:   Attach9brf171205.pdf 
 
  

Attach9brf171205.pdf
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CJ201-12/17 FINANCIAL ACTIVITY STATEMENT FOR THE 
PERIOD ENDED 31 OCTOBER 2017 

 
WARD All 
 
RESPONSIBLE Mr Mike Smith 
ACTING DIRECTOR Corporate Services 
 
FILE NUMBER 07882,101515 
 
ATTACHMENTS Attachment 1 Financial Activity Statement for the period 

ended 31 October 2017 
 
AUTHORITY/ DISCRETION  Information - includes items provided to Council for 

information purposes only that do not require a decision of 
Council (that is for 'noting'). 

 
 
 
PURPOSE 
 
For Council to note the Financial Activity Statement for the period ended 31 October 2017. 
 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
At its meeting held on 27 June 2017 (CJ084-06/17 refers), Council adopted the Annual Budget 
for the 2017-18 financial year.  The figures in this report are compared to the adopted budget. 
 
The October 2017 Financial Activity Statement Report shows an overall favourable variance 
from operations and capital, after adjusting for non-cash items, of $6,418,080 for the period 
when compared to the adopted budget. 
 
It should be noted that this variance does not represent a projection of the end of year position 
or that these funds are surplus to requirements. It represents the year to date position to  
31 October 2017 and results from a number of factors identified in the report. 
 
There are a number of factors influencing the favourable variance, but it is predominantly due 
to the timing of revenue and expenditure compared to the budget estimate. The notes in 
Appendix 3 to Attachment 1 identify and provide commentary on the individual key material 
revenue and expenditure variances to date. 
 
The variance can be summarised as follows: 
 
The operating surplus is $1,631,766 higher than budget, made up of higher operating revenue 
$340,756 and lower operating expenditure of $1,291,010. 
 
Operating revenue is higher than budget on Fees and Charges $348,514, Interest Earnings 
$330,042, Rates $74,404, Other Revenue $65,991 and Contributions, Reimbursements and 
Donations $37,569 offset by lower than budget revenue from Grants and Subsidies $484,227 
and Profit on Asset Disposals $31,538. 
 
Operating Expenditure is lower than budget on Materials and Contracts $2,300,381, Utilities 
$206,034, Loss on Asset Disposals $196,462, Insurance Expenses $171,831 and Interest 
Expenses $20,852 offset by higher than budget expenditure from Depreciation $1,281,102 
and Employee Costs $323,448. 
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The Capital Deficit is $4,927,041 lower than budget. This is due to lower than budgeted 
expenditure on Capital Projects $2,083,792, Vehicle and Plant Replacements $671,274, and 
Loan Repayment Principal $33,485 and higher than budgeted Capital Grants and Subsidies 
$2,148,466, Capital Works $153,219, Capital Contributions $90,909 and Other Equity 
Movements $52,334. 
 
It is therefore recommended that Council NOTES the Financial Activity Statement for the 
period ended 31 October 2017 forming Attachment 1 to Report CJ201-12/17. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The Local Government (Financial Management) Regulations 1996 requires a monthly  
Financial Activity Statement. At its meeting held on 11 October 2005 (CJ211-10/05 refers), 
Council approved to accept the monthly Financial Activity Statement according to nature and 
type classification. 
 
 
DETAILS 
 
Issues and options considered 
 
The Financial Activity Statement for the period ended 31 October 2017 is appended as  
Attachment 1. 
 
Legislation / Strategic Community Plan / policy implications 
 
Legislation Section 6.4 of the Local Government Act 1995 requires a 

local government to prepare an annual financial report for the 
preceding year and such other financial reports as are 
prescribed.  
 
Regulation 34(1) of the Local Government (Financial 
Management) Regulations 1996 requires the local 
government to prepare each month a statement of financial 
activity reporting on the source and application of funds as 
set out in the annual budget.  
 

Strategic Community Plan  
  
Key theme Financial Sustainability. 
  
Objective Effective management. 
  
Strategic initiative Not applicable. 
  
Policy  Not applicable. 
 
Risk management considerations 
 
In accordance with section 6.8 of the Local Government Act 1995, a local government is not 
to incur expenditure from its municipal funds for an additional purpose except where the 
expenditure is authorised in advance by an absolute majority of Council.  
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Financial / budget implications 
 
All amounts quoted in this report are exclusive of GST. 
 
Regional significance 
 
Not applicable. 
 
Sustainability implications 
 
Expenditure has been incurred in accordance with adopted budget parameters, which have 
been structured on financial viability and sustainability principles.  
 
Consultation 
 
In accordance with section 6.2 of the Local Government Act 1995, the annual budget was 
prepared having regard to the Strategic Financial Plan, prepared under Section 5.56 of the  
Local Government Act 1995. 
 
 
COMMENT 
 
All expenditure included in the Financial Activity Statement is incurred in accordance with the 
provisions of the 2017-18 adopted budget or has been authorised in advance by Council where 
applicable. 
 
 
VOTING REQUIREMENTS 
 
Simple Majority. 
 
 
MOVED Mayor Jacob, SECONDED Cr Jones that Council NOTES the Financial Activity 
Statement for the period ended 31 October 2017 forming Attachment 1 to Report  
CJ201-12/17.  
 
The Motion was Put and CARRIED (12/0) by Exception Resolution after consideration of 
CJ210-12/17, page 178 refers. 
 
In favour of the Motion:  Mayor Jacob, Crs Chester, Dwyer, Hamilton-Prime, Hollywood, Jones, Logan, May, 
McLean, Norman, Poliwka and Taylor. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix 10 refers 
 
To access this attachment on electronic document, click here:    Attach10brf171205.pdf 
 
  

Attach10brf171205.pdf
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CJ202-12/17 TENDER 029/17 - PROVISION OF CLEANING 
SERVICES FOR LEISURE CENTRES 

 
WARD All 
 
RESPONSIBLE Mr Mike Smith 
ACTING DIRECTOR Corporate Services 
 
FILE NUMBER 106863, 101515 
 
ATTACHMENTS Attachment 1 Schedule of Items 
 Attachment 2 Summary of Tender Submissions 
 
AUTHORITY / DISCRETION Executive - The substantial direction setting and oversight 

role of Council, such as adopting plans and reports, 
accepting tenders, directing operations, setting and 
amending budgets. 

 
 
 
PURPOSE 
 
For Council to accept the tender submitted by TJS Services Group Pty Limited trading as TJS 
Facility Services for the provision of cleaning services for leisure centres (Option 2). 
 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
Tenders were advertised on 23 September 2017 through statewide public notice for the 
provision of cleaning services for leisure centres. Tenders closed on 10 October 2017. A 
submission was received from each of the following: 
 
• TJS Services Group Pty Limited trading as TJS Facility Services. 
• Quayclean Australia Pty Ltd (Quayclean). 
• Academy Services (WA) Pty Ltd. 
• Iconic Property Services Pty Ltd. 
• A Cleaner World Business Trust trading as A Cleaner World. 
• Gap (WA) Pty Ltd (Sanyati Property Services). 
 
The submission from TJS Services Group Pty Limited trading as TJS Facility Services 
represents best value to the City.  The company has extensive experience providing similar 
cleaning services for various local governments in WA including the Cities of Subiaco, 
Cockburn and Melville.  It is the City’s incumbent supplier for cleaning services to leisure 
centres. It demonstrated a thorough understanding and appreciation of the City’s 
requirements. TJS Facility Services is well established with significant industry experience and 
proven capacity to provide the services to the City. 
 
It is therefore recommended that Council ACCEPTS the tender submitted by TJS Services 
Group Pty Limited trading as TJS Facility Services for the provision of cleaning services for 
leisure centres (Option 2) as specified in Tender 029/17 for a period of three years for the fixed 
lump sum of $375,852 (GST Exclusive) for scheduled cleaning services for year one of the 
Contract and the schedule of rates for unscheduled cleaning services, with any price variations 
subject to the percentage change in the Perth CPI (All Groups). 
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BACKGROUND 
 
The City has a requirement for professional cleaning services to be provided to Craigie and 
Duncraig Leisure Centres.  The cleaning services shall be undertaken in accordance with the 
requirements, frequencies and times as specified.  The specifications called for optional minor 
cleaning in addition to major cleaning frequencies for Craigie Leisure Centre and once daily 
for Duncraig Leisure Centre: 
 
Option 1 Five days / week. 

Option 2 Five days / week and including weekends during peak operations, from start 
of September / October school holidays to end of April school holidays. 

Option 3 Seven days / week. 
 
Tenderers were required to provide pricing for all options. 
 
The leisure centres currently operate under a seven-night / five-day cleaning regime.  
Feedback from staff and insights received from the annual customer satisfaction survey, 
shows that cleanliness is the number one priority in regards to customers’ expectations and 
experience of the facility.  This is consistent with survey results over the last five years, where 
cleanliness has been rated as either the most or second most important aspect. 
 
The City has a single contract in place with TJS Services Group Pty Limited trading as TJS 
Facility Services which will expire on 28 February 2018. 
 
Tender assessment is based on the best value for money concept.  Best value is determined 
after considering whole of life costs, fitness for purpose, tenderers’ experience and 
performance history, productive use of City resources and other environmental or local 
economic factors. 
 
 
DETAILS 
 
The tender for the provision of cleaning services for leisure centres was advertised through 
statewide public notice on 23 September 2017. The tender period was for two weeks and 
tenders closed on 10 October 2017. 
 
Tender Submissions 
 
A submission was received from each of the following: 
 
• TJS Services Group Pty Limited trading as TJS Facility Services. 
• Quayclean Australia Pty Ltd (Quayclean). 
• Academy Services (WA) Pty Ltd. 
• Iconic Property Services Pty Ltd. 
• A Cleaner World Business Trust trading as A Cleaner World. 
• Gap (WA) Pty Ltd (Sanyati Property Services). 
 
The schedule of items listed in the tender is provided in Attachment 1. 
 
A summary of the tender submissions including the location of each tenderer is provided in 
Attachment 2. 
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Evaluation Panel 
 
The evaluation panel comprised four members: 
 

• one with tender and contract preparation skills 
• three with the appropriate operational expertise and involvement in supervising the 

contract. 
 
The panel carried out the assessment of submissions in accordance with the City’s evaluation 
process in a fair and equitable manner. 
 
Evaluation Method and Weighting 
 
The qualitative weighting method of tender evaluation was selected to evaluate the offers for 
this requirement.  Prior to assessment of individual submissions a determination was made, 
based on the selection criteria, of what would be an acceptable qualitative score that would 
indicate the ability of the tenderer to satisfactorily deliver the services. The predetermined 
minimum acceptable qualitative score was set at 60%. 
 
The qualitative criteria and weighting used in evaluating the submissions received were as 
follows: 
 

Qualitative Criteria Weighting 
1 Capacity 40% 
2 Demonstrated experience in providing similar services 30% 
3 Demonstrated understanding of the required tasks 25% 
4 Social and economic effects on the local community 5% 

 
Compliance Assessment 
 
All submissions were assessed as fully compliant. 
 
Qualitative Assessment 
 
Sanyati Property Services scored 21.8% and was ranked sixth in the qualitative assessment.  
The company did not submit sufficient information demonstrating experience providing 
services involving cleaning of leisure facilities similar to the City’s requirements.  One example 
of works was for cleaning of Enerflex’s two buildings, warehouses and offices located in 
Northbridge and South Guildford. Other examples of works included office buildings, 
workshops, golf course and schools. It did not demonstrate sufficient understanding of the 
required tasks. Its response provided franchisee information, processes and procedures 
rather than how it plans to address the cleaning requirements of the City. 
 
A Cleaner World scored 38.5% and was ranked fifth in the qualitative assessment.  It did not 
fully demonstrate its experience providing services to leisure facilities similar to the City’s 
requirements.  Examples of works included the Esplanade Hotel by Rydges in Fremantle, 
Royal Flying Doctor Services Clinic and Trizone Fitness Joondalup.  Other examples of works 
were provided in less detail for mainly fitness facilities.  Details of the size or contract value of 
these works were not provided.  It demonstrated some understanding of the required tasks. 
 
Iconic Property Services Pty Ltd scored 50.9% and was ranked fourth in the qualitative 
assessment.  The company demonstrated an understanding of the required tasks.  However, 
it demonstrated limited experience providing similar services to local governments.  Examples 
of works included mainly cleaning of office buildings and shopping centres for various clients 
including the City of Perth, Town of Victoria Park, Colliers and Jones Lang Lasalle. The 
services did not involve cleaning of leisure facilities similar to the City’s requirements.  
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It demonstrated the capacity required to provide the services, though its safety statistics were 
not addressed. 
 
Academy Services (WA) Pty Ltd scored 61.8% and was ranked third in the qualitative 
assessment.  The company has been undertaking cleaning services for various organisations 
nationally including WA local governments.  Examples of works were provided, though the 
works carried out in WA were on a smaller scale to the City’s requirements and these were for 
cleaning services to Aqualife for the Town of Victoria Park and Loftus Recreation Centre, 
Leederville.  It has in the past provided general cleaning services to the City’s leisure centres.  
It demonstrated its understanding of the City’s requirements.  It has sufficient capacity and 
experience required to undertake the works. 
 
Quayclean scored 65.1% and was ranked second in the qualitative assessment.  The 
company demonstrated experience and the capacity required to carry out the works. It has 
been providing similar services to various clients with its focus on aquatic, sports and leisure 
facilities.  Examples of works included day to day, evening and event cleaning services to HBF 
Stadium at Mount Claremont and HBF Arena at Joondalup for VenuesWest.  It demonstrated 
a sound understanding of the required tasks. 
 
TJS Facility Services scored 74.3% and was ranked first in the qualitative assessment.  The 
company has extensive experience providing similar cleaning services for various local 
governments in WA including the Cities of Subiaco (Lords Recreation Centre), Cockburn 
(Aquatic and Recreation Centre) and Melville (recreation / leisure centre and office).  It is the 
City’s incumbent supplier for cleaning services to Craigie and Duncraig Leisure Centres. It 
demonstrated a thorough understanding and appreciation of the City’s requirements. TJS 
Facility Services is well established with significant industry experience and proven capacity 
to provide the services to the City. 
 
Given the minimum acceptable qualitative score of 60%, TJS Facility Services, Quayclean 
and Academy Services (WA) Pty Ltd qualified for stage two of the assessment. 
 
Price Assessment 
 
The panel carried out a comparison of the rates offered by each tenderer in order to assess 
value for money to the City. 
 
The lump sum prices are fixed for the first year of the Contract, but are subject to a price 
variation in years two and three of the Contract to a maximum of the CPI for the preceding 
year.  For estimation purposes, a 2% CPI increase was applied to the rates in years two and 
three. 
 

Tenderer * Option Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Total 

TJS Facility Services 
1 $335,292 $341,998 $348,838 $1,026,128 
2 $375,852 $383,369 $391,036 $1,150,257 
3 $407,286 $415,432 $423,740 $1,246,458 

Quayclean 
1 $356,044 $363,165 $370,428 $1,089,637 
2 $381,329 $388,956 $396,735 $1,167,019 
3 $392,379 $400,227 $408,231 $1,200,837 

Academy Services (WA) Pty 
Ltd 

1 $334,833 $341,529 $348,360 $1,024,721 
2 $328,922 $335,500 $342,210 $1,006,633 
3 $375,426 $382,934 $390,593 $1,148,953 

 
* The specifications called for optional minor cleaning in addition to major cleaning frequencies 
for Craigie Leisure Centre and once daily for Duncraig Leisure Centre: 
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Option 1 Five days / week 
Option 2 Five days / week and including weekends during peak operations, from start of 

September / October school holidays to end of April school holidays 
Option 3 Seven days / week 
 
These options were included for an increased level of clean during peak operations for Craigie 
Leisure Centre, subject to cost meeting the budget allocated for this requirement. 
 
The major and minor cleaning hours identified by the City as the hours required in Contract 
options for Craigie Leisure Centre (attached details refer) are as follows: 
 
Option 1 91 hours (major) plus 60 hours (minor) = total 151 hours per week. 
Option 2 As option 1 plus 24 hours (additional for 32 weeks) = total 175 hours per week. 
Option 3 As option 1 plus 24 hours (additional for 52 weeks) = total 175 hours per week. 
 
Academy Services (WA) Pty Ltd did not submit rates, the number of staff or hours per week 
for items 2 and 4 (Supervisor) for any of the options. 
 
During 2016-17, the City incurred $337,313 for cleaning services for leisure centres  
(option 1). 
 
Evaluation Summary 
 

Tenderer Price 
Ranking 

Total Estimated 
Contract Price 

(Option 2) 
Qualitative 

Ranking 
Weighted 

Percentage 
Score 

TJS Facility Services 2 $1,150,257 1 74.3% 
Quayclean 3 $1,167,019 2 65.1% 
Academy Services (WA) 
Pty Ltd 

1 $1,006,633 3 61.8% 

 
Based on the evaluation result the panel concluded that the tender from TJS Facility Services 
for Option 2 provides best value to the City and is therefore recommended. 
 
TJS Facility Services nominated an appropriate number of cleaners, supervisors and cleaning 
hours to ensure cleaning would be completed to the standard specified in the tender. The 
hourly labour rates submitted by TJS Facility Services was between 6% and 9% higher than 
those in the current contract but still offered better value to the City than the other offers 
submitted. 
 
While Academy Services (WA) Pty Ltd was 12% less expensive, when compared to TJS 
Facility Services, it did not submit rates, the number of staff and hours per week for items 2 
and 4 (Supervisor) for all options.  In addition, the proposed total number of hours per week 
for cleaners for options 1, 2 and 3 is significantly lower than the number of hours required, as 
estimated by the City. In addition, the schedule of additional rates provided by Academy 
Services (WA) Pty Ltd appear to be significantly higher than TJS Facility Services or 
Quayclean.  The panel was not convinced that the price offered by Academy Services (WA) 
Pty Ltd sufficiently supports the standard of cleaning required by the City. 
 
Issues and options considered 
 
The City has a requirement for professional cleaning services to be provided to Craigie and 
Duncraig leisure centres. The City does not have the internal resources to provide the required 
services and requires the appropriate external contractor to undertake the works. 
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Legislation / Strategic Community Plan / policy implications 
 
Legislation A statewide public tender was advertised, opened and 

evaluated in accordance with regulations 11(1) and 18(4) of 
Part 4 of the Local Government (Functions and General) 
Regulations 1996, where tenders are required to be publicly 
invited if the consideration under a contract is, or is estimated 
to be more, or worth more, than $150,000. 
 

Strategic Community Plan  
  
Key theme Community wellbeing. 
  
Objective Quality facilities. 
  
Strategic initiative Support a long-term approach to significant facility upgrades 

and improvements. 
  
Policy  Not applicable. 
 
Risk management considerations 
 
Should the contract not proceed, the risk to the City will be high as the leisure centres has a 
strong reputation within the community and failure to provide adequately clean and hygienic 
facilities will impact the centres and City’s brand. 
 
It is considered that the contract will represent a low risk to the City as the recommended 
tenderer is a well-established company with significant industry experience and proven 
capacity to provide the services to the City. 
 
Financial / budget implications 
 
Account no. 444-A4411-3359-0000 (Craigie Leisure Centre). 

444-A4412-3359-0000 (Duncraig Leisure Centre). 
444-A4413-3359-0000 (Heathridge Leisure Centre). 

Budget Item Cleaning services for leisure centres. 
Budget amount $364,056 
Amount spent to date $119,044 
Projected current contract 
cost to 28 Febuary2018 

$  91,838 

Proposed cost $122,875 
Balance $  30,299 
 
All amounts quoted in this report are exclusive of GST. 
 
Regional significance 
 
Not applicable. 
 
Sustainability implications 
 
The provision of appropriate cleaning services enhances the amenity of the City’s leisure 
centres. 
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Consultation 
 
Not applicable. 
 
 
COMMENT 
 
The evaluation panel carried out the evaluation of the submissions in accordance with the 
City’s evaluation process and concluded that the offer submitted by TJS Services Group Pty 
Limited trading as TJS Facility Services for Option 2 represents best value to the City. 
 
 
VOTING REQUIREMENTS 
 
Simple Majority. 
 
 
MOVED Mayor Jacob, SECONDED Cr Jones that Council ACCEPTS the tender 
submitted by TJS Services Group Pty Limited trading as TJS Facility Services for the 
provision of cleaning services for leisure centres (Option 2) as specified in Tender 
029/17 for a period of three years for the fixed lump sum of $375,852 (GST Exclusive) 
for scheduled cleaning services for year one of the Contract and the schedule of rates 
for unscheduled cleaning services, with any price variations subject to the percentage 
change in the Perth CPI (All Groups). 
 
The Motion was Put and CARRIED (12/0) by Exception Resolution after consideration of 
CJ210-12/17, page 178 refers. 
 
In favour of the Motion:  Mayor Jacob, Crs Chester, Dwyer, Hamilton-Prime, Hollywood, Jones, Logan, May, 
McLean, Norman, Poliwka and Taylor. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix 11 refers 
 
To access this attachment on electronic document, click here:   Attach11brf171205.pdf 
 
  

Attach11brf171205.pdf
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CJ203-12/17 JOONDALUP EISTEDDFOD REVIEW 
 

WARD  All 
 
RESPONSIBLE  Mr Mike Smith 
ACTING DIRECTOR  Corporate Services 
 
FILE NUMBER 104681, 101515 
 
ATTACHMENT Attachment 1 Western Australian Performing Arts 

Competitions 
 
AUTHORITY / DISCRETION Executive - The substantial direction setting and oversight 

role of Council, such as adopting plans and reports, 
accepting tenders, directing operations, setting and 
amending budgets. 

 
 
 
PURPOSE 
 
For Council to consider the review of the Joondalup Eisteddfod and recommendation of the 
City to discontinue the event. 
 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The Joondalup Eisteddfod is a competition that provides performance opportunities for 
emerging talent within the disciplines of voice, pianoforte, instrumental, strings and woodwind. 
Participants compete in heats throughout May and June to win prize money and the 
opportunity to perform at the City’s Eisteddfod Showcase. The Joondalup Eisteddfod currently 
receives around 367 registrations each year and has an annual budget allocation of nearly 
$50,000, plus staff administration costs. This equates to $131 per registered entrant (excluding 
staff administration costs). 
 
The Joondalup Eisteddfod began in 1988 and was formerly known as the Wanneroo 
Eisteddfod. The main objective of the Eisteddfod is to provide opportunities for local arts 
development through a competitive program that provides industry expert feedback.  Since 
2011, participation in the Joondalup Eisteddfod has been steadily declining with 50% of 
sections containing less than three participants registered, resulting in a lack of competition. 
Statistically City of Joondalup residents have made up 30-40% of the competition since 2013.   
 
Over the past six years there have been significant changes made to the event planning and 
delivery to provide the highest quality service and experience for participants. This has 
included significant improvements to the marketing of the event and the enrolment process. 
The most significant change was in 2013, with the introduction of prize money to the value of 
$8,900 to increase the prestige of the event and attract more participants. The introduction of 
a significant prize pool did stabilise the participation levels for 2013, however in subsequent 
years participation levels have continued to decline despite the prize money incentive. 
 
An obstacle to the delivery of the Eisteddfod is that the City does not currently have a suitable 
facility to hold the event and this limits the impact and proficiency for both the audience and 
the performer.  Survey feedback in 2017 indicated that one in three people were dissatisfied 
with the venue.  
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The performing arts environment in the City of Joondalup has changed significantly since the 
first Eisteddfod nearly 30 years ago. There are now several performing arts schools in the 
local area offering skills development for young performers. Within Western Australia there 
are multiple other performing arts competitions accessible to City of Joondalup residents 
including:  
 
• North of Perth Music Festival 
• Bunbury Eisteddfod 
• Fremantle Eisteddfod 
• South Suburban Eisteddfod 
• Storm the Stage 
• Catholic Performing Arts Festival 
• School of Instrumental Music Festival  
• YOH Festival. 
 
The report explores in detail the decline in participation levels in the Joondalup Eisteddfod and 
considers three options for the future of this program.  The options to be considered include:  
 
• the City continues to deliver the Eisteddfod  
• the City discontinues the Eisteddfod immediately 

or  
• the City discontinues the Eisteddfod after the 30 year anniversary in 2018. 
 
It is recommended that Council agrees to discontinue the Joondalup Eisteddfod effective 
immediately, with no future Eisteddfods to be held. It is also recommended that the City 
acknowledges the efforts of Alison Major and Christopher Latham for their services throughout 
the life of the City of Joondalup Eisteddfod. 
 
It is therefore recommended that Council: 
 
1 AGREES to not proceed with any future Joondalup Eisteddfod competitions due to 

declining entrants and the lack of availability of a purpose-built facility; 
 
2 REQUESTS the Chief Executive Officer acknowledge the efforts of Alison Major and 

Christopher Latham and their contribution to the Joondalup Eisteddfod. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The Joondalup Eisteddfod began in 1988 (formerly known as the Wanneroo Eisteddfod) and 
involves three to four weeks of competition heats in over 100 sections within the categories of 
pianoforte, instrumental, vocal, choir, string and woodwind.  All participants receive a score 
and feedback on their performance from industry professional adjudicators and winners of 
sections are presented with medals and certificates. An Eisteddfod ‘Showcase Concert’ is held 
on the weekend following the heats, highlighting some of the highest scoring performances 
across the competition and awarding major prizes.  
 
In 1988 when the Eisteddfod was established, a committee was formed to manage the event 
with the assistance of an Eisteddfod Coordinator and support provided by the former City of 
Wanneroo.  The first event attracted approximately 200 entries and continued to grow to over 
1,200 entries by 2008. 
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The arrangement of the contracted Eisteddfod Coordinator role became difficult to manage as 
each year the contractor changed and the program suffered in areas of consistency, 
succession planning and training and development. In 2008, the City took over the 
management of the Joondalup Eisteddfod. The committee reformed as the Eisteddfod 
Advisory Team (EAT) and operated as a voluntary reference group to provide support.  In 
early 2011, the EAT was officially disbanded due to the role being greatly reduced with the 
City taking over the management of the Eisteddfod in 2008. Original members of the EAT who 
maintain contributions to the Eisteddfod are Christopher Latham and Alison Major.  Since 
2011, there has been a steady decline in participation levels. 
 
The City of Joondalup is now the only local government to coordinate an Eisteddfod in Western 
Australia. The Cities of Bayswater, Bunbury and Fremantle currently sponsor local 
Eisteddfods and these are coordinated by an external committee of volunteers. The City of 
Bunbury sponsors the largest Eisteddfod in WA, coordinated by a committee of 10 volunteer 
members with an annual turnover of $170,000 and around 6,000 participants (Attachment 1 
refers). 
 
The contributions each local government makes towards the Eisteddfod are as follows: 
 
• Fremantle Eisteddfod – City of Fremantle subsidise venue hire only (50% discount on 

town hall). 
• North of Perth Eisteddfod – City of Bayswater contributes $21,900. 
• Bunbury Eisteddfod – City of Bunbury contributes $20,000. 
 
The City of Joondalup currently spends $47,384 on the Eisteddfod each year and staffing 
costs of $12,876. 
 
 
DETAILS 
 
Since 2011, participation in the Joondalup Eisteddfod has been steadily declining. Over the 
past six years there have been significant changes made to the event preparation and delivery 
to provide the highest quality service and experience for participants. These changes have 
included the following:  
 
• Changes of venue (2009, 2012, 2017). 
• Disbanded EAT (2011). 
• Change of time of year (2016 - 2017). 
• Change to the Eisteddfod syllabus - removal of speech and drama discipline (2013). 
• Change of creative design (2012, 2016). 
• Increased marketing and prize money (2012, 2016, 2017). 
• Implementation of Eisteddfod specific program software (2013). 
• Introduction of prize money and major awards (2013). 
 
Declining registrations may be attributed to a few main factors including the lack of an 
appropriate venue, lack of competition within certain disciplines or categories and the 
relevance of the style of competition. The objectives of the Joondalup Eisteddfod first 
undertaken in 1988 remain relevant, namely to provide opportunities for local arts 
development. However, the program is not engaging local performers in its current format.  
The changes the City has implemented to try and increase registrations are detailed over the 
page. 
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(Please note participation levels will be higher than entrant levels as they include choir 
members. For example, three entries into a choral section may equate to 45 participants in 
total in that section). 
 
Change in venue 
 
During the years in which the City has administered the Eisteddfod the following venues have 
been trialled: 
 
• 2009 Craigie Leisure Centre. 
• 2011 Edith Cowan University. 
• 2012 Sacred Heart Performing Arts Facility. 
• 2017 Civic Chamber. 
 
The event requires a professional venue with production and staging equipment.  The City 
has found access to school facilities is limited for weekend and after-hours, required for 
Eisteddfod heats. The continual change in venue has meant the Eisteddfod has not 
established a home, and therefore it has been difficult to consolidate audiences / participants. 
 
Disbanded EAT 
 
The City took over the management of the Joondalup Eisteddfod in 2008. The committee that 
previously managed the Eisteddfod reformed as the EAT and operated as a voluntary 
reference group to provide support for the event. In early 2011, the EAT was officially 
disbanded due to the role being greatly reduced with the City taking over the management of 
the Eisteddfod. 
 

Year Participation 
2008 1,163 
2009 1,100 
2010 1,140 
2011 835 
2012 872 
2013 919 
2014 774 
2016 502 
2017 634 

Removal of speech and 
drama, introduction of prizes 
and major awards and the 
implementation of software 
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Change in time of year 
 
In 2014 the Eisteddfod trialled a change of date in an attempt rejuvenate participation levels 
and avoid clashing with several other music competitions.  The change in date meant there 
was a one year recess in 2015.  In 2016 the Eisteddfod moved from August to May and June.  
In 2017 the participation levels saw an increase due to an extensive marketing campaign. 
However, numbers have still dropped by almost half of the 2010 participation levels.   
 
Change of syllabus 
 
In 2013 the City removed sections from the Eisteddfod syllabus to reflect under subscription 
in some sections including speech and drama and some instrumental and piano duet sections. 
It was anticipated the removal of those 53 sections would only effect approximately 
26 entrants, as most sections removed had previously received no entries. 
 
Increased marketing and prize money 
 
The Eisteddfod budget has been increased in previous years to allow for additional promotions 
and distribution however this did not lead to increased registrations.  Prize money and major 
awards has also increased by $7,787 since 2011, along with $5,112 in promotions and 
advertising but this did not lead to increased participation.  A new creative design was trialled 
in 2012 and 2016 to refresh the look and feel of the Eisteddfod to engage more young people.  
The change in promotion was not successful in attracting more participants. 
 
Implementation of Eisteddfod specific program software 
 
In 2013 the City implemented Eisteddfod specific software which is a web application designed 
specifically for performing arts competitions. The software streamlined the registration process 
for both the user and event administrator as well as reducing the administration time. 
 
Issues and options considered 
 
Below is a summary of the four main issues for the Eisteddfod including venue, program 
relevance, lack of competition and City of Joondalup participation levels. 
 
Venue 
 
Due to the lack of a City owned suitable venue in the City of Joondalup, the Eisteddfod has 
been held at: Craigie Leisure Centre; Edith Cowan University; Sacred Heart College and the 
Joondalup Civic Chamber. The most suitable venue was the Performing Arts Facility at Sacred 
Heart College, however due to an issue with planning permission this venue is currently not 
available for the City of Joondalup to hire.  Planning permissions for local high schools to hire 
their venues externally continue to be problematic with Sacred Heart College, Prendiville 
Catholic College and Lake Joondalup Baptist College not having planning permission at the 
time of this review. Given the times required for the Eisteddfod (all day weekends) local church 
theatres are not available as a consideration. In 2017, survey feedback indicated that one in 
three people were dissatisfied with the venue being the Joondalup Civic Chambers. 
 
One of the main objectives of the Eisteddfod is to give participants an opportunity to perform 
to an audience. Performing in a public hall and performing in a theatre are different 
experiences, with the latter providing a much more valuable experience in the professionalism 
and coordination of a live theatre venue. The lack of a dedicated performing arts facility to host 
the Eisteddfod limits the impact and proficiency of the event for both the audience and the 
performer.  
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The lack of venue has financial implications including: dismantling, re-building and tuning a 
piano every week; hiring of the significant infrastructure needed for the choirs and band 
sections; and hiring specific event staff including stage managers, ushers and front of house 
staff.  
 
Being a competition means there is more scrutiny on the production values, including the 
quality of amplification, the acoustics of the performance space and the quality, sound and 
tuning of the piano provided. Within the controlled environment of a theatre it is much easier 
and cost effective to achieve quality sound production as opposed to retro fitting a venue not 
designed for live performance. 
 
If the City engaged an external provider to coordinate the Joondalup Eisteddfod there are still 
no City owned facilities that are appropriate for a fine music competition. It is not anticipated 
that a school or parents and citizens committee would have the capacity to coordinate the 
competition. The Eisteddfod requires detailed knowledge about competitive performing and 
music theory. It should be noted there are currently numerous other performing arts 
competitions run through the Education Department and Catholic Education Department, 
some of which are free to participate. 
 
Program Relevance 
 
The performing arts environment in the City of Joondalup has changed significantly since the 
first Eisteddfod nearly 30 years ago. There are now several performing arts schools in the 
local area offering skills development for young performers.  Edith Cowan University and North 
Metropolitan TAFE now offer courses within the discipline of arts and culture. Arts enthusiasts 
now have a number of options available locally to develop their skills. 
 
Viewing for televised singing competitions has declined significantly recently, with some 
experts declaring music competition shows have run their course and viewers are looking for 
what is next. Given the decline in Eisteddfod participants over the last five years, even with 
the implemented changes by the City, it is safe to assume that music competitions are not as 
relevant in 2017 and audiences are looking for new ways to engage in the arts.  
 
Lack of Competition 
 
For equity, the Eisteddfod disciplines are based on age or grade of Australia Music 
Examination Board (AMEB). Competitors choose the appropriate section to enter within their 
chosen discipline in order for the adjudicator to compare performers and award winners.  
 
At the 2017 Joondalup Eisteddfod of the 80 sections offered, 50% of those sections had fewer 
than three people competing. This meant there was not a lot of comparison and competition 
within sections. Particularly the areas of choir, strings, instrumental and woodwind are lacking 
in numbers, with the competition being mainly made up of pianists and singers. 
 
The competition is one of the main reasons students are motivated to nominate for an 
Eisteddfod. Competition gives them an understanding of where they stand in the field and 
recognition should they place. Without the element of competition, the Eisteddfod is an 
expensive way to deliver feedback from an adjudicator based on a two-minute performance.  
 
City of Joondalup Participation 
 
Since the 2013 Joondalup Eisteddfod, City of Joondalup residents make up 30-40% of the 
competition. In 2017, 104 of the 367 entrants were from City of Joondalup suburbs.   
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Based on the above attendance and the annual budget this equates to $131 per entrant. 
 
Options 
 
Options to be considered by Council include: 
 
• continue to deliver the Eisteddfod 
• discontinue the Eisteddfod immediately 

or 
• discontinue the Eisteddfod after the 30 year anniversary in 2018. 

 
Legislation / Strategic Community Plan / policy implications 
 
Legislation Not applicable. 

 
Strategic Community Plan  
  
Key theme Community Wellbeing. 
  
Objective Cultural development. 
  
Strategic initiative Promote local opportunities for arts development. 
  
Policy  Not applicable. 
 
Risk management considerations 
 
It is anticipated that cancellation of the Eisteddfod would not attract substantial criticism. In the 
feedback survey for the 2017 Joondalup Eisteddfod, only 67% of participants were satisfied 
with the event and 72% participated regularly in performing arts competitions, of which there 
are still four in Western Australia, not including competitions coordinated by schools or the 
Catholic Education Department.  
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Financial / budget implications 
 
Current financial year impact 
  

Account no. 1 442 A4403 4007. 
Budget Item Joondalup Eisteddfod. 
Budget amount $ 47,382 
Amount spent to date $          0 
Proposed cost $          0 
Balance $ 47,382 

 
Future financial year impact 
 
Annual operating cost The annual operating cost for the Joondalup Eisteddfod is 

approximately $50,000 per annum (2017-18 budget).  
 

Estimated annual income The annual income for the Joondalup Eisteddfod is 
approximately $11,300 per annum (2017-18 budget), based on 
350 paid entries. 
 

20 Year Strategic 
Financial Plan impact  

The Joondalup Eisteddfod has a net impact per year of 
approximately $38,700. The total cash savings if it were 
discontinued up to 2036-37 is approximately $1.5 million. 
 
The City currently (2017-18 budget) has an operating deficit of 
$6.7 million.  The SFP currently projects that it will only achieve 
an operating surplus within target by 2026-27. If the Joondalup 
Eisteddfod is discontinued it will help to address the operating 
deficit, albeit a relatively minor impact. This is the type of review 
which the City needs to consider for other assets / services to 
address the overall operating deficit. 

 
All amounts quoted in this report are exclusive of GST. 
 
Regional significance 
 
It is anticipated the cancellation of the Joondalup Eisteddfod would not have a major regional 
impact. Residents of the City of Joondalup are eligible to compete in nine other Western 
Australian performing arts competitions, including four north of the river competitions. 
 
Sustainability implications 
 
Not applicable. 
 
Consultation 
 
If Council agrees to option two or three then the communication to past Eisteddfod participants 
and volunteers will be made by a letter about the future of the Eisteddfod. Regular Eisteddfod 
attendees will be notified of the proposed changes through a final farewell and thank you 
email. There will also be notifications provided through the online newsletter Arts in Focus.  
 
An acknowledgement will be given to the two long serving community members who have 
been affiliated with the Eisteddfod since its inception, Christopher Latham and Alison Major, 
to recognise their efforts. 
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COMMENT 
 
Since 2011, participation in the Joondalup Eisteddfod has been steadily declining. Over the 
past six years there have been significant changes made to the event preparation and delivery 
to provide the highest quality service and experience for participants including the introduction 
of prize money, a significant marketing campaign, a change of date and streamlining of 
disciplines. Despite these interventions, participation levels have continued to decline as well 
as participant satisfaction levels with the event. 
 
An obstacle to the delivery of the Eisteddfod is that the City does not currently have a suitable 
facility to hold the event, impacting the experience for both the audience and the performer. 
Seeking an external provider to facilitate the event does not resolve the current challenges. A 
school or parents and citizens committee is unlikely to run the event due to the vast 
administration load and expertise required. 
 
The format of the Eisteddfod is believed to no longer be relevant and there are now various, 
more contemporary arts competitions for participants to enter throughout Western Australia. 
With less than a third of entrants being residents of the City of Joondalup it no longer engages 
the local community and does not represent a value for investment.  
 
 
VOTING REQUIREMENTS 
 
Simple Majority. 
 
 
MOVED Mayor Jacob, SECONDED Cr Jones that Council:  
 
1 AGREES to not proceed with any future Joondalup Eisteddfod competitions due 

to declining entrants and the lack of availability of a purpose-built facility; 
 
2 REQUESTS the Chief Executive Officer acknowledge the efforts of Alison Major 

and Christopher Latham and their contribution to the Joondalup Eisteddfod. 
 
The Motion was Put and CARRIED (12/0) by Exception Resolution after consideration of 
CJ210-12/17, page 178 refers. 
 
In favour of the Motion:  Mayor Jacob, Crs Chester, Dwyer, Hamilton-Prime, Hollywood, Jones, Logan, May, 
McLean, Norman, Poliwka and Taylor. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix 12 refers 
 
To access this attachment on electronic document, click here:   Attach12brf171205.pdf 
 
  

Attach12brf171205.pdf
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CJ204-12/17 REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL SUBSIDIES AND 
WAIVER OF FEES FOR TENNIS CLUBS 

 
WARD  All 
 
RESPONSIBLE  Mr Mike Smith 
ACTING DIRECTOR  Corporate Services 
 
FILE NUMBER 101271, 101515 
 
ATTACHMENT Nil 
 
AUTHORITY / DISCRETION Executive - The substantial direction setting and oversight 

role of Council, such as adopting plans and reports, 
accepting tenders, directing operations, setting and 
amending budgets. 

 
 
 
PURPOSE 
 
For Council to consider applying additional subsidies and waiver of fees for the hire of City 
managed tennis courts and associated facilities in 2017 and 2018. 
 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
At its meeting held on 20 November 2012 (CJ234-11/12 refers), Council adopted the Property 
Management Framework which provides the City with a guide to managing all property under 
the City’s ownership, care and control. It contains specific requirements for the classifying of 
property and its usage. 
 
As part of the framework, Council also reviewed various supporting policies to assist in 
managing property and users of City facilities. The Facility Hire Subsidy Policy allows for 
various levels of subsidisation of the hire fees for certain community groups. The policy states 
that where a community group requests further subsidisation or fee waiver, application must 
be made to the City with a report presented to Council for consideration. 
 
The City has recently completed the bookings for use of tennis facilities for the 2017-18 
booking period (1 October 2017 to 30 September 2018). Booking applications have been 
assessed against the policy and consequently, the following groups have sought further 
subsidies or waiver of fees: 
 
• Kingsley Tennis Club (juniors). 
• Ocean Ridge Tennis Club (juniors). 
• Greenwood Tennis Club (juniors). 
 
The Kingsley Tennis Club (juniors) and Ocean Ridge Tennis Club (juniors) have been 
assessed as eligible for a subsidy and are seeking an additional subsidy for hire fees. The 
Greenwood Tennis Club (juniors) has been assessed as ineligible for a subsidy and is seeking 
a waiver of hire fees. 
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It is therefore recommended that Council: 
 
1  AGREES to extend the 100% subsidised use for the Kingsley Tennis Club (juniors) for 

the use of the Timberlane Park tennis courts and other associated City facilities in 
2017-18 to a maximum 53.5 hours average per week; 

 
2  AGREES to extend the 100% subsidised use for the Ocean Ridge Tennis Club (juniors) 

for the use of the Heathridge Park tennis courts and other associated City facilities in 
2017-18 to a maximum 20 hours average per week; 

 
3  NOTES that the Greenwood Tennis Club (juniors) does not meet the eligibility for a 

subsidy under the Facility Hire Subsidy Policy;  
 
4  DOES NOT AGREE to the request to waive 100% of the fees for the Greenwood 

Tennis Club (juniors) for the use of the Warwick tennis courts in 2017-18; 
 
5  NOTES that the Facility Hire Subsidy Policy states that requests for additional 

subsidies apply for one year / season and a new application must be made in each 
following year / season. 

 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
At its meeting held on 20 November 2012 (CJ234-11/12 refers), Council adopted the Property 
Management Framework which is intended to provide a consistent and concise methodology 
to property management. Also at that meeting, Council adopted the Facility Hire Subsidy 
Policy which provides direction relating to subsidised use of City facilities, that is to: 
 

• provide guidance on determining the extent of subsidy to be offered to groups hiring 
City-managed facilities 

• ensure facility hire subsidies are applied in a consistent, transparent and equitable 
manner. 

 
The policy applies to all local not-for-profit community groups and groups from educational 
institutions hiring City-managed facilities on a regular or casual basis, excluding facilities 
contained within the City of Joondalup Leisure Centre, Craigie. The policy applies to organised 
groups only and does not apply to individuals. 
 
The policy allocates a level of subsidy to user groups. The City will subsidise the cost of facility 
hire charges for City-managed facilities for local not-for-profit community groups and groups 
from educational institutions if the group is able to demonstrate that at least 50% of its active 
members / participants reside within the City of Joondalup. These groups are categorised 
within the policy based on the nature of the group: groups that provide recreational, sporting 
activities and/or targeted services exclusively for people aged 55 years of age and over. 
 
Notwithstanding the above, the City reserves the right that if a group is booking a facility at a 
subsidised rate and it is not being utilised it may charge that group for the unutilised booking 
of that facility at the full community rate. 
 
Those groups that have been classified as being eligible for a subsidy and meeting the 
requirements of being a “junior recreational or sporting group” are provided with a 100% 
subsidy for their facility (park, building and court hire). To better manage the overbooking of 
facilities as a result of this 100% subsidy, eligible groups are provided with a maximum number 
of hours for each week. This number is averaged out of the group’s entire booking (12 months 
for annual users and six months for seasonal users). The table below shows the average 
number of hours per week eligible junior clubs are provided under the Facility Hire Subsidy 
Policy. 
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Number of members Extent to which subsidy applies 
Less than 100 members 10 hours per week 
Between 100 and less than 300 members 35 hours per week 
Between 300 and less than 500 members 65 hours per week 
Between 500 and less than 700 members 85 hours per week 
700 members or more 110 hours per week 

 
In regard to dealing with requests for additional subsidies over and above what is permitted 
within the policy, the policy states: 
 
“A group may apply for an additional subsidy under special circumstances. Applications must 
be made in a written submission to the Chief Executive Officer. The Chief Executive Officer 
will determine such requests where the value of the additional subsidy is below $5,000. 
Requests for additional subsidies above $5,000 will be addressed by the Chief Executive 
Officer and referred to Council for determination. 
 
Additional subsidies will be provided for the following: 
 
• Any group who has provided recent, significant cash or in-kind contribution(s) towards 

the total value of the construction of a hired facility. 
• Any group who is experiencing significant financial difficulties. 
• Any other group who can provide reasonable justification for receiving an additional 

subsidy. 
 
Submissions for additional subsidies will be assessed on a case-by-case basis and will apply 
for one year / season. A new application must be made in each following year/season.” 
 
 
DETAILS 
 
The City has recently completed the booking process for use of tennis facilities for the 2017-18 
booking period. The following groups have sought further subsidisation in accordance with the 
policy: 
 

• Kingsley Tennis Club (juniors) – additional subsidised hours. 
• Ocean Ridge Tennis Club (juniors) – additional subsidised hours. 
• Greenwood Tennis Club (juniors) – waiver of fees. 
 
Kingsley Tennis Club (juniors) 
 
Classification within policy Extent of 

subsidy 
Hours booked 

per week 
Hours exceeding 

subsidy per 
week 

Junior recreational or sporting 
group 

100% 
(10 hours per 

week) 
53.5 43.5 

 
The Kingsley Tennis Club is a not-for-profit club with both senior and junior members. The 
club books the Timberlane Park tennis courts and the adjacent Timberlane Park Clubrooms 
on a 12-monthly basis.  
 
The junior section of the club has 75 members and is recognised as a junior sporting and 
recreational group receiving a 100% subsidy on its bookings for the courts and facility. Under 
the Facility Hire Subsidy Policy, the club is entitled to a maximum of 10 hours per week of 
100% subsidised hire as it has less than 100 junior members. 
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The club has written to the City requesting the 10 hours per week of 100% subsidised use be 
extended to 53.5 hours per week to cover its junior bookings for the 2017-18 year. The club 
has reduced its booked hours significantly from 103 hours per week in 2016-17 to 53.5 hours 
per week in 2017-18. 
 
It is noted that the hire of tennis courts is different to the hire of a park in that a typical junior 
sporting club can have a lot more participants on a park compared to one tennis court. 
Consequently, the total hours of court hire for a junior tennis club is comparatively higher than 
other clubs whose activity is conducted on a park. 
 
At its meeting held on 18 July 2017 (CJ122-07/17 refers), Council resolved to extend the 
maximum subsidised hours for the Kingsley Tennis Club (juniors) to 103 hours per week for 
the 2016-17 booking period. 
 
It is therefore recommended that Council consider extending the subsidised hours of hire for 
Kingsley Tennis Club (juniors) to 53.5 hours per week. 
 

Total 
booking 

cost 

Current Requested Recommended 
Subsidy 

value 
Club 

payment 
Subsidy 

value 
Club 

payment 
Subsidy 

value 
Club 

payment 
$8,506 $1,850 $6,656 $8,506 $0 $8,506 $0 

 
Ocean Ridge Tennis Club (juniors) 
 

Classification 
within policy 

Extent of subsidy Hours booked per 
week 

Hours exceeding 
subsidy per week 

Junior recreational or 
sporting group 

100% 
(10 hours per week) 

20 10 

 
The Ocean Ridge Tennis Club is a not-for-profit group with both senior and junior members. 
The club books the Heathridge Park tennis courts and has a licence on the tennis clubroom 
section of the Guy Daniel Clubroom. 
 
The junior section of the club has 75 members and is recognised as a junior sporting and 
recreational group receiving a 100% subsidy on its bookings for the courts. Under the Facility 
Hire Subsidy Policy, the club is entitled to a maximum of 10 hours per week of 100% 
subsidised hire as it has less than 100 junior members. 
 
The club has written to the City requesting the 10 hours per week of 100% subsidised use be 
extended to 20 hours per week to cover its junior bookings for the 2017-18 year.  
 
It is noted that the hire of tennis courts is different to the hire of a park in that a typical junior 
sporting club can have a lot more participants on a park compared to one tennis court. 
Consequently, the total hours of court hire for a junior tennis club is comparatively higher than 
other clubs whose activity is conducted on a park.  
 
At its meeting held on 18 July 2017 (CJ122-07/17 refers), Council resolved to extend the 
maximum subsidised hours for the Ocean Ridge Tennis Club (juniors) to 15 hours per week 
for the 2016-17 booking period. 
 
It is therefore recommended that Council consider extending the subsidised hours of hire for 
Ocean Ridge Tennis Club (juniors) to 20 hours per week for its 2017-18 bookings. 
 
 

Total 
booking 

cost 

Current Requested Recommended 
Subsidy 

value 
Club 

payment 
Subsidy 

value 
Club 

payment 
Subsidy 

value 
Club 

payment 
$1,229 $461 $768 $1,229 $0 $1,229 $0 
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Greenwood Tennis Club (juniors) 
 
Classification 
within policy 

Extent of subsidy Hours booked per 
week 

Hours exceeding 
subsidy per week 

Junior recreational or 
sporting group 

Not eligible 121 121 

 
The Greenwood Tennis Club is a not-for-profit group with both senior and junior members. 
The club books the Warwick Open Space tennis courts and has a lease on the tennis clubroom 
section of the Warwick Sports Centre.  
 
The junior section of the club has 50 members and books the courts on a 12-monthly basis. 
The club has previously been regarded as a junior sporting and recreational group and 
therefore received a 100% subsidy for bookings. In 2016, the club reported that it no longer 
met the requirement of having at least 50% of junior members being residents of the City of 
Joondalup and as such, the club was not eligible for a subsidy for its 2015-16 bookings. At is 
meeting held on 15 March 2016 (CJ041-03/16 refers), Council agreed to waive 75% of the 
club’s junior fees with that waiver to reduce to 50% in 2016-17, 25% in 2017-18 and there 
being no waiver provided in 2018-19. At its meeting held on 18 July 2017 (CJ122-07/17 refers), 
Council agreed to waive 100% of the club’s junior fees, up to a maximum of 177 hours per 
week, for its 2016-17 bookings. 
 
For the club’s 2017-18 booking, it has stated that only 20% (10 out of 50) of junior members 
are City of Joondalup residents. Therefore, the club is considered ineligible for a subsidy for 
2017-18 bookings.  
 
The club has written to the City requesting a 100% wavier of fees be provided to reduce court 
hire fees for the 2017-18 year. 
 
It is noted that this club is based in the south-eastern corner of the City, with very few clubs 
servicing the area to the east and south of the club’s location. Therefore, it can be expected 
that the club will attract participants from the neighbouring local governments. Similarly, the 
club is surrounded to the west by the Sorrento Tennis Club and to the north by the Kingsley 
Tennis Club which both compete for members from the Greenwood Tennis Club’s catchment 
area within the City of Joondalup. In addition, the hire of tennis courts is different to the hire of 
a park in that a typical junior sporting club can have a lot more participants on a park compared 
to one tennis court. Consequently, the total hours of court hire for a junior tennis club is 
comparatively higher than other clubs whose activity is conducted on a park. It should also be 
noted that the Greenwood Tennis Club has reviewed and significantly reduced its booked 
hours from 2016-17 to bring them closer to the subsidised allocation. 
 
As the club does not meet the eligibility as listed within the Facility Hire Subsidy Policy, it is 
not recommended that Council approve the request from the Greenwood Tennis Club (juniors) 
to waive hire fees for up to 121 hours per week for their 2017-18 bookings. 
 

Total 
booking 

cost 

Current Requested Recommended 
Subsidy 

value 
Club 

payment 
Subsidy 

value 
Club 

payment 
Subsidy 

value 
Club 

payment 
$9,755 $0 $9,755 $9,755 $0 $0 $9,755 

 
Issues and options considered 
 
Council may agree or not agree to each of the requests for additional subsidies and waiver of 
fees on a case by case basis. 
 



CITY OF JOONDALUP - MINUTES OF MEETING OF COUNCIL  -  12.12.2017 119 
 

Legislation / Strategic Community Plan / policy implications 
 
Legislation Section 6.12 of the Local Government Act 1995. 

 
Strategic Community Plan  
  
Key theme Financial Sustainability. 
  
Objective Financial diversity. 
  
Strategic initiative Identify opportunities for new income streams that are 

financially sound and equitable. 
  
Policy  Facility Hire Subsidy Policy. 
 
Risk management considerations 
 
The following risks may arise pending the consideration of the additional requests for 
subsidised use of City facilities: 
 
• The user groups may not have the financial capacity to meet the costs proposed by 

the City for the additional use above the group’s allocated subsidy. 
• The City compromises its strategic initiative in examining alternative revenue streams. 
• Making exceptions for groups may set a precedent and cause complications when 

determining subsidies for other groups. 
 
Financial / budget implications 
 
The cost to the City across all levels of subsidised use of City managed community facilities 
is approximately $1.18 million.  
 
If the City was to extend the subsidies and waive the fees proposed for additional usage of 
City facilities for these groups, the City will lose approximately $2,311 in income for 2017-18 
tennis club bookings. 
 
All amounts quoted in this report are exclusive of GST. 
 
The City currently has a $6.7 million per annum operating deficit with it paying significant 
amounts in grants and contributions, while also waiving/subsidising a large amount of City 
fees for use of reserves and facilities.  Continuing to approve fee waivers or increased 
subsidies for groups that do not meet the criteria of the policy will not assist the City in 
managing its ongoing operating deficit. 
 
Regional significance 
 
Not applicable. 
 
Sustainability implications 
 
The Property Management Framework aims to support the equitable, efficient and effective 
management of City-owned and managed properties. The framework recognises the value 
and community benefit of activities organised and provided for by community groups, by 
subsidising such groups where appropriate. The framework also aims to protect and enhance 
the City’s property assets for the benefit of the community and for future generations.  
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Consultation 
 
Not applicable. 
 
 
COMMENT 
 
The intent of the adopted Facility Hire Subsidy Policy is to achieve more equitable and greater 
use of City facilities. It is important that the classification of groups within the policy for levels 
of subsidisation remains consistent. However, if a group requires further consideration relating 
to fees, Council has the option to waive those fees. 
 
 
VOTING REQUIREMENTS 
 
Simple Majority. 
 
 
OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION  
 
That Council: 
 
1  AGREES to extend the 100% subsidised use for the Kingsley Tennis Club (juniors) for 

the use of the Timberlane Park tennis courts and other associated City facilities in 
2017-18 to a maximum 53.5 hours average per week; 

 
2  AGREES to extend the 100% subsidised use for the Ocean Ridge Tennis Club (juniors) 

for the use of the Heathridge Park tennis courts and other associated City facilities in 
2017-18 to a maximum 20 hours average per week; 

 
3  NOTES that the Greenwood Tennis Club (juniors) does not meet the eligibility for a 

subsidy under the Facility Hire Subsidy Policy;  
 
4  DOES NOT AGREE to the request to waive 100% of the fees for the Greenwood 

Tennis Club (juniors) for the use of the Warwick tennis courts in 2017-18; 
 
5  NOTES that the Facility Hire Subsidy Policy states that requests for additional 

subsidies apply for one year / season and a new application must be made in each 
following year / season. 

 
 
It was requested that Part 4 of the Motion be Put separately. Mayor Jacob stated that he would 
Put Parts 1, 2, 3 and 5 followed by Part 4 separately.  
 
 
MOVED Cr Dwyer, SECONDED Cr Hamilton-Prime that Council: 
 
1 AGREES to extend the 100% subsidised use for the Kingsley Tennis Club 

(juniors) for the use of the Timberlane Park tennis courts and other associated 
City facilities in 2017-18 to a maximum 53.5 hours average per week; 

 
2 AGREES to extend the 100% subsidised use for the Ocean Ridge Tennis Club 

(juniors) for the use of the Heathridge Park tennis courts and other associated 
City facilities in 2017-18 to a maximum 20 hours average per week; 
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3 NOTES that the Greenwood Tennis Club (juniors) does not meet the eligibility 
for a subsidy under the Facility Hire Subsidy Policy;  

 
5 NOTES that the Facility Hire Subsidy Policy states that requests for additional 

subsidies apply for one year/season and a new application must be made in each 
following year/season. 

 
The Motion was Put and          CARRIED (11/1) 
 
In favour of the Motion:  Mayor Jacob, Crs Dwyer, Hamilton-Prime, Hollywood, Jones, Logan, May, McLean, 
Norman, Poliwka and Taylor. 
Against the Motion:  Cr Chester. 
 
 
MOVED Cr Dwyer, SECONDED Cr Hamilton-Prime that Council: 
 
4 AGREES to waive 100% of the fees that would apply to the Greenwood Tennis Club 

(Juniors) for the use of the Warwick Tennis Courts in 2017-18 up to a maximum of 121 
hours average per week (to a maximum value of $9,755). 

 
The Motion was Put and          LOST (4/8) 
 
In favour of the Motion:  Crs Chester, Dwyer, Logan and Taylor. 
Against the Motion:  Mayor Jacob, Crs Hamilton-Prime, Hollywood, Jones, May, McLean, Norman and Poliwka. 
 
 
MOVED Mayor Jacob, SECONDED Cr Hollywood that Council: 
 
4  DOES NOT AGREE to the request to waive 100% of the fees for the Greenwood 

Tennis Club (juniors) for the use of the Warwick tennis courts in 2017-18; 
 
The Foreshadowed Motion was Put and          CARRIED (12/0) 
 
In favour of the Motion:  Mayor Jacob, Crs Chester, Dwyer, Hamilton-Prime, Hollywood, Jones, Logan, May, 
McLean, Norman, Poliwka and Taylor. 
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CJ205-12/17 2017 ACTIVE RESERVE AND COMMUNITY FACILITY 
REVIEW 

 
WARD  All 
 
RESPONSIBLE  Mr Mike Smith 
ACTING DIRECTOR  Corporate Services 
 
FILE NUMBER 29110, 13010, 101515 
 
ATTACHMENTS Attachment 1 2017 Active reserve and community 

facility review report 
Attachment 2 2009 Endorsed masterplan process 
Attachment 3  2017 Proposed masterplan process 

 
AUTHORITY / DISCRETION Executive - The substantial direction setting and oversight 

role of Council, such as adopting plans and reports, 
accepting tenders, directing operations, setting and 
amending budgets. 

 
 
 
PURPOSE 
 
For Council to consider the 2017 active reserve and community facility review report and the 
recommendations made on the future provision of community and sporting facilities and 
infrastructure across the City of Joondalup.  
 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The City undertakes a review of active reserves and community facilities every three years. A 
review was undertaken in 2011 and 2014 and aimed to provide a strategic approach to the 
future provision of community and sporting facilities and infrastructure across the City of 
Joondalup.  
 

The 2017 report has made recommendations to improve the infrastructure provision at active 
reserves to meet the increasing demand for parks and improve the distribution of sporting club 
usage. Each recommendation has been given a priority based on the trends in growth of 
individual sports; facilities within the catchment area of the different sporting clubs; distribution 
and allocation of grounds; surrounding reserve infrastructure; and current utilisation rates. 
 

A number of the City’s community facilities have been identified as requiring refurbishment 
works to improve the functionality and aesthetics. If refurbishment works are not undertaken, 
functionality will be limited and facilities will continue to age making them potentially unsuitable 
for use as the condition deteriorates. For community facilities, the recommendations are 
separated into facility refurbishment projects and facility redevelopment projects.  
 

It is therefore recommended that Council NOTES: 
 
1 the 2017 active reserve and community facility review report and the recommendations 

made on the future provision of community and sporting facilities and infrastructure; 
 
2 that the recommended priority for future project works as outlined in this Report will be 

used in the development of the City’s future Five Year Capital Works Program and 
20 Year Strategic Financial Plan and the recommended projects will be subject to 
further reports allocating construction years and capital budgets. 
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BACKGROUND 
 
The City undertakes a review of active reserves and community facilities every three years. A 
review was undertaken in 2011 and 2014 and aimed to provide a strategic approach to the 
future provision of community and sporting facilities and infrastructure across the City of 
Joondalup. The review aims to achieve the following outcomes: 
 
• Evaluate the City’s active reserve utilisation. 
• Identify the sports infrastructure needs on active reserves to make better use of the 

City’s parks and service the needs of the community. 
• Review the hierarchy for community facilities and standard level of provision in these 

facilities. 
• Outline future projects for consideration in the City’s Five Year Capital Works Program 

and 20 Year Strategic Financial Plan. 
• Outline estimated construction or installation costs to undertake works as 

recommended. 
 
At its meeting held on 17 February 2009 (CJ031-02/09 refers), Council endorsed the City’s 
masterplan process. The masterplan process was developed to provide clear direction for the 
City in undertaking masterplan projects including details of when information is collected, how 
Elected Members and the community are engaged and the timelines estimated for each stage. 
A seven-stage process was endorsed (Attachment 2 refers).  
 
 
DETAILS 
 
The review has looked at current and future population data in the City of Joondalup and 
demographic and sporting trends. Information on the City’s active reserves and community 
facilities has also been collected and reviewed against the City’s community facility hierarchy 
and standard level of provision. Usage of facilities has been considered and workshops have 
been held with internal stakeholders to develop the recommendations for future works.  
 
The report collates all of this data and is separated into two main sections – active reserves 
and community facilities, and proposes a priority order for future projects (Attachment 1 
refers). 
 
Active reserves 
 
The City has 51 active reserves with varying demand based on the level of infrastructure 
provided on them. As the popularity for individual sports and club membership numbers 
increase, so does the demand for active reserves with adequate infrastructure. As the City 
has limited ability to create additional reserves on new land, it is important to implement a 
strategic approach to the ongoing management of reserves and provision of infrastructure. 
 
Usage of an active reserve is impacted by a number of factors including size, location and the 
level of infrastructure provided. This review has identified that 13 playing fields are above the 
industry guideline for usage of 25 hours per week in winter, which is known to lead to overuse 
and have a detrimental impact to the playing surface. 
 
The report has made recommendations to improve the infrastructure provision at reserves 
which aims to meet the increasing demand for parks and improve the distribution of sporting 
club usage. Each recommendation has been given a priority based on the trends in growth of 
individual sports; facilities within the catchment area of the different sporting clubs; distribution 
and allocation of grounds; surrounding reserve infrastructure; and current utilisation rates. 
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Sports floodlighting 
 
The City aims to provide adequate floodlighting on its active reserves that meets the Australian 
Standard for football (all codes) (AS2560.2.3) and the control of obtrusive effects of outdoor 
lighting (AS4282). Adequate floodlighting allows clubs to utilise more of the playing surface of 
a reserve and help to reduce wear and tear issues. It also reduces safety issues arising from 
lack of visibility and can allow night competition games to be played when lighting is provided 
to that level required.  
 
Currently the City’s floodlighting projects do not include the use of LED lighting as this 
technology in sports floodlighting is still developing and as yet the lighting units are not 
comparable in terms of cost, weight and reliability. The City is however, keeping up to date 
with LED technology and when suitable will consider using for floodlighting projects. 
 
Based on the review, the following is a summary of reserves that have been identified in priority 
order for new or an upgrade in floodlighting from next financial year onwards. It is proposed 
that for future years of the City’s Five Year Capital Works Program (CWP), floodlighting 
projects will be scheduled in line with the lighting program based on overall City priorities, the 
Lighting Asset Management Plan and the need for the City to reduce the operating deficit. The 
following projects may be listed for consideration within the next five years of the City’s CWP. 
 

Priority Proposed project 
Estimated 
capital cost 

Estimated 
additional 

annual 
operating cost 

Estimated cost per 
resident and per 

residential rateable 
property (capital cost) 

1 
Kingsley Park, Kingsley – 
six poles  

$480,000 $17,250 $2.97/resident; 
$7.95/residential 
rateable property 

2 
Ellersdale Park, Warwick 
– four poles 

$320,000 $11,500 $1.98/resident; 
$5.30/ residential 
rateable property 

3 
Emerald Park, Edgewater 
– four poles 

$320,000 $11,500 $1.98/resident; 
$5.30/ residential 
rateable property 

4 
MacDonald Park (South), 
Padbury – four poles 

$320,000 $11,500 $1.98/resident; 
$5.30/ residential 
rateable property 

5 
Timberlane Park, 
Woodvale – four poles   

$320,000 $11,500 $1.98/resident; 
$5.30/ residential 
rateable property 

 
At its meeting held on 21 April 2015 (CJ061-04/15 refers), Council agreed that the existing 
floodlighting at Percy Doyle Reserve to the two soccer pitches and the AFL oval be upgraded 
as they do not currently meet the Australian Standards. This project is currently listed for 
consideration in 2020-21 in the City’s CWP and this is not proposed to be amended as part of 
the review.  
 
Sports infrastructure 
 
Most sports that utilise active reserves require standard supporting infrastructure that the City 
provides, for example; goal posts, cricket nets / wickets. Some sports require more unique 
infrastructure and the priorities for replacement or new infrastructure for those sports have 
been identified in the following table. It is proposed that for future years of the City’s CWP, 
sports infrastructure projects will be scheduled in line with the parks equipment program based 
on overall City priorities and the need for the City to reduce the operating deficit. The following 
projects may be listed for consideration within the next five years of the City’s CWP.  
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Priority Proposed project 
Estimated 
capital cost 

Estimated 
additional 

annual 
operating cost 

Estimated cost per 
resident and per 

residential rateable 
property (capital cost) 

1 
Mirror Park, Ocean 
Reef -Cricket practice 
nets (four) 

$80,000 $6,000 $0.49/resident; 
$1.32/residential 
rateable property 

2 

Chichester Park 
(South), Woodvale - 
Long jump pit; Athletics 
throwing circles (two) 

$10,000 $1,100 $0.06/resident; 
$0.17/residential 
rateable property 

3 

Percy Doyle Reserve 
(Football/Tee-ball 
oval), Duncraig - 
Cricket practice nets 
(four) 

$80,000 $6,000 $0.49/resident; 
$1.32/residential 
rateable property 

4 

MacDonald Park, 
Padbury - 
Replacement of 
basketball/ netball 
courts 

$18,000 $5,000 $0.11/resident; 
$0.30/residential 
rateable property 

 
Toilet/change rooms 
 
Across the City there a number of toilet / change rooms that support both active and passive 
park users. These facilities typically include a small space for changing, showers, toilets, a 
kiosk and may also incorporate storage. The following table is a summary that details the 
City’s priorities for refurbishment or development of new toilet / change rooms based on the 
review. The majority of recommended works are at reserves that are currently secondary 
training/game venues for sporting clubs and are therefore not considered a high priority. It is 
proposed that for future years of the CWP, toilet / change rooms projects will be scheduled in 
line with the building construction program based on overall City priorities, the Buildings Asset 
Management Plan and the need for the City to reduce the operating deficit. The following 
projects may be listed for consideration within the next five years of the City’s CWP.  
 

Priority Proposed project 
Estimated 
capital cost 

Estimated 
additional 

annual 
operating cost 

Estimated cost per 
resident / per 

residential rateable 
property (capital cost) 

1 

Falkland Park, Kinross  
 
Refurbishment and 
extension of 
toilet/change room 
(75m2); storage area 
(25m2); and new kiosk 
(10m2) - total 110m2 

$320,000 $23,100 $1.98/resident; 
$5.30/residential 
rateable property 

2 

Ocean Reef Park, 
Ocean Reef  
 
Refurbishment and 
extension of 
toilet/change room 
(75m2) 

$240,000 $21,100 $1.48/resident; 
$3.97/residential 
rateable property 
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Priority Proposed project 
Estimated 
capital cost 

Estimated 
additional 

annual 
operating cost 

Estimated cost per 
resident / per 

residential rateable 
property (capital cost) 

3 

Chichester Park 
(North), Woodvale  
 
New toilets (35m2); 
storage area (25m2) – 
total 60m2 

$155,000 $12,550 $0.96/resident; 
$2.57/residential 
rateable property 

4 

Carlton Park, 
Currambine  
 
New toilets (35m2); 
new kiosk (10m2); and 
storage area (25m2) – 
total 70m2 

$190,000 $23,100 $1.17/resident; 
$3.15/residential 
rateable property 

5 

Christchurch Park, 
Currambine  
 
Refurbishment of 
toilet/change rooms; 
new kiosk (10m2); and 
new storage area 
(25m2) – total 35m2 

$320,000 $23,100 $1.98/resident; 
$5.30/residential 
rateable property 

 
Car parking 
 
Across the City there are a number of active reserves with limited or no formal car parking 
provided. The following are the City’s priorities for additional car parking bays based on the 
review. The majority of recommended works are at reserves that are currently secondary 
training / game venues for sporting clubs and are therefore not considered a high priority. It is 
proposed that for future years of the City’s CWP, car parking projects will be scheduled in line 
with the parking facilities program based on overall City priorities and the need for the City to 
reduce the operating deficit. New car parking bays are estimated to cost up to $7,000 per bay.  
 

• Ocean Reef Park, Ocean Reef. 
• Ellersdale Park, Warwick. 
• Hillarys Park, Hillarys.  
• Christchurch Park, Currambine. 
• Juniper Park, Duncraig.  
 
Community facilities 
 
The City has 34 community facilities that can be hired on a regular or casual basis and a 
number of community facilities that are leased to organised groups. These facilities are located 
across the City and vary in size and function. They support and assist to facilitate a wide range 
of uses including community and sporting group meetings, formal activities and social 
functions.  
 
The City’s community facility hierarchy classifies community facilities into five categories: toilet 
/ change rooms; small sporting facilities; small community facilities; large sporting facilities; 
and large community facilities. These categories align with the City’s existing strategies, plans 
and frameworks. Also developed is a standard of provision and fit-out specification for each 
classification.   



CITY OF JOONDALUP - MINUTES OF MEETING OF COUNCIL  -  12.12.2017 127 
 

Facility redevelopment and refurbishment projects aim to improve the functionality and 
aesthetics of a facility. As a general guideline, community facilities have a life cycle of 
100 years, and should have a major refurbishment after 40 years. Short life services such as 
heating / cooling systems have a life cycle of 20 years. Projects have been identified for future 
works based on elements such as existing and potential future usage; age of the facility; 
results of the functionality audit; and levels of provision as determined in the community facility 
hierarchy. 
 
Refurbishment projects typically include repainting; new floor coverings; small storeroom 
extensions; updating kitchen and/or toilet areas; improvements to heating and cooling 
systems; and upgrading security. Redevelopment projects are considered larger in nature 
than a refurbishment project and generally involve major structural changes to a facility or 
demolition and construction of a new facility. 
 
Facility refurbishments 
 
The following projects have been considered by Council and/or planning and stakeholder 
consultation has been undertaken, so no change to the priority order or year of works is 
proposed.  
 

Facility Estimated capital cost Years listed in budget 

Duncraig Leisure Centre, Duncraig $402,400 2017-18 / 2018-19 

Sorrento Bowling Clubroom, Duncraig $205,100 2017-18 / 2018-19 

Windermere Park Clubroom, Joondalup $335,000 2017-18 / 2018-19 

Mildenhall, Duncraig $369,000 2018-19 / 2019-20 

Duncraig Community Centre, Duncraig $232,900 2018-19 / 2019-20 

Greenwood Tennis Clubroom, Warwick $349,000 2018-19 / 2019-20 

Warwick Bowling Clubroom, Warwick $754,000 2018-19 / 2019-20 

 
The following is a summary of the City’s priorities for facility refurbishment projects based on 
the review. It is proposed that for future years of the CWP and 20 Year Strategic Financial 
Plan, refurbishment projects will be scheduled in line with the building construction program 
based on overall City priorities, the Buildings Asset Management Plan and the need for the 
City to reduce the operating deficit. The priority order of the following projects can be reviewed 
annually to ensure factors have not changed that would impact the priority of the projects.  
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Priority Facility/Background 
Estimated 
total cost 

Estimated 
additional 

annual 
operating 

cost 

Estimated cost 
per resident / per 

residential 
rateable property 

(capital cost) 

1 

Ellersdale Park Clubrooms, 
Warwick 
 
Year built: 1970 (toilets and change 
rooms); 1979 (meeting room 
areas). 
Previous works: 2007-08 (kitchen 
refurbishment, toilets and painting); 
2010-11 (verandah joining the two 
buildings was replaced); 2017-18 
(storage extension, minor change 
room refurbishment jointly funded 
by the City and Warwick 
Greenwood Junior Football Club). 
User groups: three sporting clubs 
(597 members); two community 
groups (40 members). 
 

$850,000 $58,750 $5.25/resident; 
$14.08/residential 
rateable property 

2 

Warrandyte Park Clubrooms, 
Craigie 
 
Year built: 1982 
Previous works: 2010-11 (kitchen 
refurbishment, toilet upgrade, 
painting, change room upgrade, 
external render and small storage 
extension); 2017-18 (new 
heating/cooling system, security 
screens replaced, main hall flooring 
replaced and new alarm*). *Note: 
Budget permitting, additional works 
may be undertaken in 2017-18 
which may result in a change in the 
priority order and scope of works 
for the future refurbishment project.  
User groups: three sporting clubs 
(477 members); two community 
groups (56 members). 
 

$430,000 $35,650 $2.66/resident; 
$7.12/residential 
rateable property 
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Priority Facility/Background 
Estimated 
total cost 

Estimated 
additional 

annual 
operating 

cost 

Estimated cost 
per resident / per 

residential 
rateable property 

(capital cost) 

3 

Emerald Park Clubrooms, 
Edgewater 
 
Year built: 1984 
Previous works: 2009-10 (kitchen 
refurbishment, toilet refurbishment, 
new flooring and new heating / 
cooling system in the playgroup 
room).  
User groups: two sporting clubs 
(300 members); three community 
groups including a commercial 
child care provider and playgroup 
(240 members/participants). 
 

$340,000 $23,100 $2.10/resident; 
$5.63/residential 
rateable property 

4 

MacNaughton Park Clubrooms, 
Kinross 
 
Year built: 1995 
Previous works: 2009-10 (storage 
extension). 
User groups: two sporting clubs 
(used as a secondary ground - 828 
members); five community groups 
(246 members / participants). 
 

$850,000 $12,550 $5.25/resident; 
$14.08/residential 
rateable property 

 
Planning for refurbishment projects commences two years prior to construction and therefore 
it is estimated that the Ellersdale Park Clubroom and Warrandyte Park Clubroom 
refurbishment projects (priority number one and two) may be listed for consideration within the 
next five years of the City’s CWP.  
 
The MacNaughton Park Clubroom refurbishment project was previously listed for 
consideration in 2020-21 and the Ellersdale Park Clubroom refurbishment project was 
previously listed for consideration in 2021-22. As a result of the large junior football club 
(415 members) recently making Ellersdale Park their ‘primary ground’, and the limited 
functionality of the existing clubroom facility, based on the review, it is proposed that this 
project is the next refurbishment project to be undertaken and it is amended to be listed for 
consideration in 2020-21. MacNaughton Park Clubrooms are used predominantly as a 
‘secondary ground’ for sporting groups due to the size of the change rooms and anti-social 
behaviour reported around the facility, and based on the review, this project has been listed 
as priority number four and will therefore not be listed for consideration in 2020-21.  
 
Facility redevelopments 
 
Given the scale and cost of facility redevelopments, careful consideration must be made when 
identifying future projects. Facility redevelopments may also take into consideration the 
surrounding landscaping and sporting infrastructure if located on an active reserve.  
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A Craigie Leisure Centre major refurbishment/redevelopment project is currently listed from 
2017-18 to 2019-20 of the CWP with an indicative budget of $2,382,000. This project proposes 
an extension to the gym, creche and group fitness areas and refurbishment of other areas of 
the centre including the ‘dry side’ change rooms and offices. Currently $3,000,000 is listed 
from 2018-19 to 2020-21 of the CWP for the redevelopment of Chichester Park, Woodvale. 
This project proposes to construct a new community sporting facility and will investigate 
additional parking and drainage issues of the southern playing field. At its meeting held on 
15 August 2017 (CJ140-08/17), Council approved a redevelopment of Prince Regent Park, 
Heathridge in 2017-18 and 2018-19 at an estimated capital cost of $3,070,000. This project 
proposes to construct a new community sporting facility, additional parking and upgrade the 
existing sporting infrastructure.  
 
The Calectasia Hall / Greenwood Scout and Guide Hall project is the City’s next priority for a 
facility redevelopment project based on the review. An indicative figure of $5,000,000 is 
currently included in the 20 Year Strategic Financial Plan for the redevelopment project. 
 
Masterplan process 
 
Following completion of the Bramston Park redevelopment and Warwick Hockey Centre 
projects, a review was conducted of the City’s masterplan process. The review was 
undertaken in light of what has been learnt to date through these recent projects and a better 
understanding has been gained on the most effective process for managing projects. The 
City’s recently updated project management framework and documentation for priority 
projects has also been included in the revised masterplan process.  
 
The key changes to the process have been summarised and are detailed in Attachment 3:  
 

• Stage 1 (project initiation and planning) has been amended and now includes the 
development of a business case or philosophies and parameters report (where 
applicable). 

• Parts of Stage 2 (site and needs analysis) and Stage 4 (feasibility analysis) have been 
combined in Stage 1 (project planning, feasibility and planning). 

• Two Council actions are also now required in Stage 2 (consultation) to approve 
community consultation commencing, and following consultation to note the results 
and endorse the project proceeding to the next stage of concept design. 

• Stage 3 (concept design) now includes an additional Council action to ensure the 
estimated costs of the proposed concept design are taken into consideration when 
assessing the feasibility for a project. 

• New management actions have been added to Stage 6 (operations and review) to 
capture the official opening ceremony proceedings and user group 
orientations/inductions that now take place once construction has been completed. 

 
The amendments to the process will ensure that the integrity of the masterplan process 
remains, with improvements based on lessons learnt through recent projects.  
 
Issues and options considered 
 
Not applicable.  
 
Legislation / Strategic Community Plan / policy implications 
 
Legislation Not applicable.  

 
Strategic Community Plan  
  
Key theme Community Wellbeing 
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Objective Quality facilities. 
  
Strategic initiative • Support a long-term approach to significant facility 

upgrades and improvements. 
• Understand the demographic context of local 

communities to support effective facility planning. 
• Employ facility design principles that will provide for 

longevity, diversity and inclusiveness and where 
appropriate, support decentralising the delivery of City 
services. 

  
Policy  Requests for New or Capital Upgrades to Existing 

Community Buildings Policy. 
 
Risk management considerations 
 
The City has an active community with high involvement in sport and recreation clubs, a limited 
number of active reserves and no ability to create additional reserves on new land. It is 
becoming increasingly difficult to satisfy the City’s existing summer and winter sporting club 
requirements, and to accommodate new sporting clubs with the limited number of active 
reserves with adequate infrastructure. Passive recreation (such as walking) also places 
additional pressure on active reserves, particularly during peak periods.  
 
A number of the City’s community facilities have been identified as requiring improvement 
works. If improvements are not undertaken, facilities will continue to age making them 
potentially unsafe and unsuitable for use as their condition further deteriorates.  
 
Financial / budget implications 
 
Project cost estimates are based on a series of assumptions including: 
 

• $1,800/m2 for storage areas.  
• $3,200/m2 for toilet/change rooms / kiosks. 
• $3,000/m2 for function/meeting / activity rooms. 
• $80,000 per pole for sports floodlighting.   
 
Some of the projects are yet to have concept designs and cost estimates undertaken. For 
these projects, a preliminary estimate has been determined based on similar recent 
developments that have been completed. It is important to note that the cost estimates are 
indicative and are not based on any project scoping, concept plans or cost estimates. No 
allowance for escalation has been made so when allocating budget funds, an appropriate 
amount should be added depending on the year.  
 
For where works are anticipated to increase operating expenses, an estimate has also been 
included.  
 
Current financial year impact 
 
In 2016-17, the City’s community facilities generated approximately $630,845 in income. The 
operating expenses over this period were $2,267,518 (including depreciation), resulting in an 
operating deficit of $1,636,673.  
 
In 2016-17, the City’s active reserves generated approximately $86,931 in income. The 
operating expenses over this period were $5,725,749 (including depreciation), resulting in an 
operating deficit of $5,638,818. 
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Future financial year impact 
 
The projects considered as part of the review will be subject to separate financial evaluation 
as part of the City’s standard project approval processes. The comments included in this 
report are therefore limited to the overall impacts that the recommended projects may have 
on the City’s operating deficit.  
 
The overall capital expenditure of all recommended projects in the review is approximately 
$11.5 million, of which over $5 million may be new capital expenditure. New capital 
expenditure may result in additional depreciation and additional operating expenses and this 
could worsen the City’s operating deficit. 
 
Operating costs 
 
An estimate has been prepared of the additional depreciation and additional operating 
expenses (including maintenance and utilities) that the recommended projects would have on 
the City’s operating deficit once they are fully implemented. It is estimated that there may an 
additional annual cost of approximately $400,000 once all projects are implemented. This 
comprises of an additional $100,000 new depreciation per year and an increase of $300,000 
operating expenses per year.   
 
As the exact scope of works and year of completion is not confirmed some of the assumptions 
are indicative.   
 
Operating deficit 
 
The City is budgeting for an operating deficit of $6.7 million in 2017-18 and therefore the 
$400,000 impacts of the recommended projects would increase the operating deficit to 
$7.1 million once all projects are implemented. There are also many other factors that may 
influence the operating deficit in future years.  
 
Estimated economic life of assets  
 
In addition to the costs that new capital expenditure brings to the City, there are also impacts 
of renewing assets earlier than their estimated economic life.  
 
The City allocates a useful life to each individual asset as part of asset management plans. 
The useful life is used to estimate the depreciation charge per year, and this is charged as an 
expense to the operating statement.    
 
If assets are renewed before they reach the end of their useful life then there will be a value 
of the asset that will need to be written-off which could worsen the City’s operating deficit. If 
the recommended projects were implemented in similar timescales to previous programs, it 
could result in assets being replaced before the end of their useful life.  
 
An estimate of $1 million of write-offs has been prepared based on all of the projects, however 
this would depend on the nature of works undertaken and the timescales. This is a one-off 
cost only and is distinct from the additional $400,000 recurring impact of new expenditure. 
Below are the estimated write-off values and an indication of the type of works proposed  
(new, renewal or upgrade) for each recommended project. New works are those which a new 
asset / area are added to a park or facility (for example new floodlights); renewal works are 
those that replace or repair an existing asset with a like-for-like asset (for example a toilet 
refurbishment); upgrade works are those that improve an existing asset (for example a storage 
extension).  
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Floodlighting projects 
 

Active reserve 
New, renewal or 
upgrade project 

Estimated write-off 
value 

Kingsley Park, Kingsley  Renewal $38,000 
Ellersdale Park, Warwick  Renewal $18,000 
Emerald Park, Edgewater  Renewal $33,000 
MacDonald Park (South), Padbury  Renewal $96,000 
Timberlane Park, Woodvale  New N/A 
Christchurch Park, Currambine New N/A 
Chichester Park (North), Woodvale Renewal $86,000 
Windermere Park, Joondalup Renewal $28,000 
Beldon Park, Beldon New N/A 
Moolanda Park, Kingsley New N/A 
Santiago Park, Ocean Reef New N/A 
Hawker Park, Warwick Renewal $5,000 
MacNaughton Park, Kinross Renewal $8,000 

 
Sports infrastructure projects 
 

Active reserve 
New, renewal or 
upgrade project 

Estimated write-off 
value 

Mirror Park, Ocean Reef - Cricket practice 
nets (four) 

New N/A 

Chichester Park (South), Woodvale - Long 
jump pit; Athletics throwing circles (two) 

New N/A 

Percy Doyle Reserve (Football/Tee-ball 
oval), Duncraig - Cricket practice nets (four) 

New N/A 

MacDonald Park, Padbury - Replacement of 
basketball/ netball courts 

Renewal $30,000 (estimate based 
on Penistone Park) 

 
Toilet/Change room projects 
 

Active reserve 
New, renewal or 
upgrade project 

Estimated write-off 
value 

Falkland Park, Kinross Renewal/ new $40,000 
Ocean Reef Park, Ocean Reef  Renewal/ new $45,000 
Chichester Park (North), Woodvale  New N/A 
Carlton Park, Currambine  New N/A 
Christchurch Park, Currambine  Renewal/ upgrade $40,000 
Littorina Park, Heathridge New N/A 
Santiago Park, Ocean Reef Renewal/ upgrade / 

new 
$45,000 

Parkside Park, Woodvale New N/A 
Callander Park, Kinross New N/A 
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Facility refurbishment projects 
 

Community facility 
New, renewal or 
upgrade project 

Estimated write-off 
value 

Ellersdale Park Clubroom, Warwick Renewal/ upgrade / 
new 

$106,250 

Warrandyte Park Clubrooms, Craigie Renewal/ upgrade / 
new 

$26,875 

Emerald Park Clubrooms, Edgewater Renewal / new $42,500 
MacNaughton Park Clubroom, Kinross Renewal/ upgrade / 

new 
$106,250 

Woodvale Community Care Centre, 
Woodvale 

Renewal / new $39,375 

Padbury Hall, Padbury Upgrade / new N/A 
Whitford Senior Citizens Centre, Hillarys Renewal / new $23,750 
Rob Baddock Community Hall, Kallaroo Renewal / new $21,250 
Forrest Park Community Sporting Facility, 
Padbury 

New 
 

N/A 

Admiral Park Community Sporting Facility, 
Heathridge 

Renewal / new $7,500 

Connolly Community Centre, Connolly Renewal $32,500 
Flinders Park Community Centre, Hillarys Renewal $80,000 
Fleur Freame Pavilion, Padbury Renewal / new $15,000 
Beaumaris Community Centre, Ocean Reef New N/A 

 
All amounts quoted in this report are exclusive of GST. 
 
Regional significance 
 
Not applicable. 
 
Sustainability implications 
 
Environmental 
 
Any developments will consider and minimise impact to important flora and fauna in the area. 
Facilities will be planned to reduce the impact of the carbon footprint and consider 
environmental sustainability design features where possible within the project budget. 
 
Social 
 
All major projects will include community consultation with residents and/or current user 
groups of the existing facilities to ensure that feedback received represents the diverse needs 
of the City’s community. Any developments will consider access and inclusion principles and 
will aim to enhance the amenity of the public space.  
 
Economic 
 
One of the main principles of the masterplan process is the development of ‘shared’ and 
‘multi-purpose’ facilities to avoid their duplication, and to reduce the ongoing maintenance and 
future capital expenditure requirements. 
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Consultation 
 
Community consultation with residents and/or current user groups of the existing facilities is 
undertaken on all refurbishment, redevelopment and floodlighting projects to ensure that 
feedback received represents the diverse needs of the City’s community. Consultation is 
completed in accordance with the City’s Community Consultation and Engagement Policy and 
Protocol. 
 
 
COMMENT 
 
It is important for the City to have a strategic approach to the provision of active reserves and 
community facilities to ensure that user groups and the wider community are provided with 
facilities that are multi-purpose, accessible, sustainable and of a good quality.  
 
The City has an active community with high involvement in sport and recreation clubs, a limited 
number of active reserves and no ability to create additional reserves on new land. It is 
becoming increasingly difficult to satisfy the City’s existing summer and winter sporting club 
requirements, and to accommodate new sporting clubs with the limited number of active 
reserves with adequate infrastructure. Passive recreation (such as walking) also places 
additional pressure on active reserves, particularly during peak periods.  
 
There is currently a high demand for reserves with adequate infrastructure and a low demand 
for reserves with little infrastructure. This has resulted in an uneven distribution of the City’s 
sporting clubs and difficulty maintaining good quality playing surfaces on reserves with high 
demand. Based on the calculated percentage of usage in peak times, the review has identified 
that 13 active reserves are above the industry guideline in winter for usage of 25 hours per 
week, which is known to lead to overuse and have a detrimental impact to the playing surface. 
 
If infrastructure improvements are not undertaken over the coming years, demand for those 
reserves with adequate infrastructure will continue to rise making them increasingly difficult to 
maintain to a safe level suitable for sport. The report has made recommendations to improve 
the infrastructure provision at reserves to better support the needs of the sporting community.  
 
Over the last nine years, the City has completed 17 facility refurbishment projects and eight 
facility redevelopment projects. Refurbishment projects identified in the report are for the 
remaining facilities that have not recently been refurbished or for those that no longer meet 
the requirements of the user groups and community.   
 
A number of the City’s community facilities have been identified as requiring improvement 
works. The report has made recommendations for future facility redevelopment projects and 
some larger scale redevelopments of multiple facilities. 
 
 
VOTING REQUIREMENTS 
 
Simple Majority. 
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Cr McLean left the Chamber at 8.54pm and entered the Chamber at 8.56pm.  
 
 
MOVED Cr Norman, SECONDED Cr Dwyer that Council: 
 
1 NOTES the 2017 active reserve and community facility review report and the 

recommendations made on the future provision of community and sporting 
facilities and infrastructure; 

 
2 NOTES that the recommended priority for future project works as outlined in this 

Report will be used in the development of the City’s future Five Year Capital 
Works Program and 20 Year Strategic Financial Plan and the recommended 
projects will be subject to further reports allocating construction years and 
capital budgets. 

 
The Motion was Put and          CARRIED (12/0) 
 
In favour of the Motion:  Mayor Jacob, Crs Chester, Dwyer, Hamilton-Prime, Hollywood, Jones, Logan, May, 
McLean, Norman, Poliwka and Taylor. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix 13 refers 
 
To access this attachment on electronic document, click here:   Attach13brf171205.pdf 
 
  

Attach13brf171205.pdf
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Disclosure of interest affecting impartiality 
 
Name/Position Cr Philippa Taylor. 
Item No./Subject CJ206-12/17 - Prince Regent Park, Heathridge - Community 

Sporting Facility. 
Nature of interest Interest that may affect impartiality. 
Extent of Interest Residents in Heathridge (both for and against) are known to 

Cr Taylor. 
 
Name/Position Mr Brad Sillence, Manager Governance. 
Item No./Subject CJ206-12/17 - Prince Regent Park, Heathridge - Community 

Sporting Facility. 
Nature of interest Interest that may affect impartiality. 
Extent of Interest As a Heathridge resident, Mr Sillence made a submission as part of 

the community consultation process. 
 
 

CJ206-12/17 PRINCE REGENT PARK, HEATHRIDGE - 
COMMUNITY SPORTING FACILITY 

 
WARD  North Central 
 
RESPONSIBLE  Mr Mike Smith 
ACTING DIRECTOR  Corporate Services 
 
FILE NUMBER 13174, 29086, 101515 
 
ATTACHMENTS Attachment 1 Prince Regent Park aerial map 

Attachment 2 Prince Regent Park proposed site plan 
Attachment 3 Prince Regent Park proposed concept 

plan 
Attachment 4 Community consultation report of findings 

 
AUTHORITY / DISCRETION Executive - The substantial direction setting and oversight 

role of Council, such as adopting plans and reports, 
accepting tenders, directing operations, setting and 
amending budgets. 

 
 
 
PURPOSE 
 
For Council to consider the results of the community consultation undertaken for the proposed 
redevelopment of Prince Regent Park, Heathridge and to seek endorsement to progress to 
the detailed design stage of the project. 
 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
Prince Regent Park is bound by Marmion Avenue and Prince Regent Drive, Heathridge, and 
is classified as a ‘Local Park’ within the City’s existing Parks and Public Open Spaces 
Classification Framework. It comprises an active reserve (one full size cricket pitch / two 
rectangular playing fields), sports floodlights, cricket training nets, cricket wicket, toilet facility 
and approximately 35 car parking bays. 
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A commercial fitness operator hires the park on an annual basis and there are four sporting 
clubs (Joondalup United Football Club; Ocean Ridge Cricket Club; Ocean Ridge Junior Cricket 
Club; and Pirates Softball Club) that currently use the park on a seasonal basis (approximately 
809 members/participants). 
 
As part of the City’s Active Reserve and Community Facility Review that was undertaken in 
2014, Prince Regent Park was identified for a facility redevelopment and as a result was 
included in the City’s 20 Year Strategic Financial Plan. 
 
At its meeting held on 15 August 2017 (CJ140-08/17 refers), Council considered concept plans 
and estimated capital costs for the proposed redevelopment of Prince Regent Park and 
requested that community consultation be undertaken to determine the level of support. It was 
also noted that a further report would be presented outlining the results of the consultation and 
seek direction on progressing the project.  
 
At its meeting held on 19 September 2017 (CJ156-09/17 refers), Council agreed to submit an 
application for external funding for the redevelopment project through the State Government’s 
Community Sporting and Recreation Facilities Fund (CSRFF) program. As a requirement of 
the grant fund the City needs to notify the State Government in December 2017 of the outcome 
of the community consultation and Council’s decision on progressing the project.  
 
Community consultation was conducted from Monday 9 October to Monday 30 October 2017. 
The City received 331 valid responses during the consultation period, of which 73% were from 
City of Joondalup residents and 52.2% of respondents were affiliated with Joondalup United 
Football Club (of which approximately 57% were City of Joondalup residents). Respondents 
were asked to indicate their level of support for the following redevelopment works: 
 
• Construction of a new community sporting facility (67.4% support, 30.8% oppose and 

1.8% unsure / not applicable / no response). 
• Car park extension (68.0% support, 24.5% oppose and 7.5% unsure / not applicable / 

no response). 
• Relocation of the existing cricket infrastructure on the site (55.3% support, 23.3% 

oppose and 21.4% unsure / not applicable / no response). 
• Floodlighting upgrade (64.4% support, 26.9% oppose and 8.7% unsure / not applicable 

/ no response). 
• New BBQ (72.2% support, 13.6% oppose and 14.2% unsure / not applicable / no 

response). 
• New drink fountain (81.3% support, 9.7% oppose and 9% unsure / not applicable / no 

response). 
 
There are approximately 2,600 households in Heathridge and 343 residents / home-owners 
living within 200 metres of Prince Regent Park were directly consulted with by the City during 
the consultation period. Of the 343 residents / home-owners directly consulted with, 
63 submissions were received (280 residents / home-owners did not respond). This equates 
to approximately 18% of those directly consulted with, and 19% of the total number of 
submissions received during the consultation period.  
 
The consultation results of those respondents that live within 200 metres of the park indicated 
that 77.7% (49 respondents) were opposed to the construction of a new multi-purpose 
community sporting facility. The extension of the car parking facilities was opposed to by 
58.7% (37 respondents) and the relocation of existing cricket infrastructure was opposed to 
by 60.3% (38 respondents). The upgrade of the floodlighting infrastructure was opposed to by 
68.3% (43 respondents).  
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A further 19 submissions were received from respondents that live within Heathridge, outside 
of the 200 metre radius of the park. This equates to approximately 6% of the total number of 
submissions received during the consultation period. The consultation results of these 
respondents indicated that 72.0% were opposed to the construction of a new multi-purpose 
community sporting facility. The extension of the car parking facilities and the relocation of 
existing cricket infrastructure were both opposed to by 53.7%. The upgrade of the floodlighting 
infrastructure was opposed to by 62.2%. 
 
The total number of residents within the suburb of Heathridge that made a submission during 
the formal consultation process was 82, being 3% of the total households within the suburb. 
 
Given the results of the community consultation process, it is proposed to progress to the next 
stage of the project which is to develop detailed designs and tender documentation. 
 
It is therefore recommended that Council: 
 
1 NOTES the findings of the community consultation undertaken for the proposed 

redevelopment of Prince Regent Park, Heathridge; 
 
2 REQUESTS the Chief Executive Officer to arrange the detailed design and tender 

documentation for the proposed redevelopment of Prince Regent Park, Heathridge 
including the following: 

 
2.1  Construction of a new community sporting facility; 
2.2 Car park extension; 
2.3 Relocation of the existing cricket infrastructure on the site; 
2.4 Floodlighting upgrade; 
2.5 New BBQ; 
2.6 New drink fountain; 

 
3 NOTES that the detailed design will give consideration to the comments from the 

community consultation; 
 
4 AGREES to name the facility to be constructed at Prince Regent Park, Heathridge, 

‘Prince Regent Park Community Sporting Facility’ in accordance with the Naming of 
Public Facilities Policy; 

 
5 NOTES its decision of 15 August 2017 (CJ140-08/17 refers) that the proposed facility 

at Prince Regent Park, Heathridge is not to be used for senior National Premier League 
games;  

 
6 REQUESTS the Chief Executive Officer notifies the Department of Local Government, 

Sport and Cultural Industries of the outcome of the community consultation and 
decision on progressing the project; 

 
7 REQUESTS the Chief Executive Officer notifies the lead petitioners opposing the 

redevelopment of Prince Regent Park, Heathridge of its decision. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Suburb/Location Prince Regent Park 22 Prince Regent Drive Heathridge WA 6027. 
Applicant City of Joondalup. 
Owner Crown Land – City of Joondalup Management Order. 
Zoning DPS Parks and Recreation. 
 MRS  Urban. 



CITY OF JOONDALUP - MINUTES OF MEETING OF COUNCIL  -  12.12.2017 140 
 

Site area 44,957m². 
Structure plan Not applicable.  
 
Prince Regent Park is bound by Marmion Avenue and Prince Regent Drive, Heathridge, 
(Attachment 1 refers) and is classified as a ‘Local Park’ within the City’s existing Parks and 
Public Open Spaces Classification Framework. It comprises an active reserve (one full size 
cricket pitch / two rectangular playing fields), sports floodlights, cricket training nets, cricket 
wicket, toilet facility and approximately 35 car parking bays. In 2011-12 the cricket training 
nets were replaced and relocated on the site and in 2013-14 the sports floodlighting 
infrastructure was upgraded to meet the relevant Australian Standards for large ball sports 
training. The upgrade of the floodlights was a joint project between the City and the Westside 
Football Club (a previous user of the park), through the State Government’s CSRFF program. 
The existing playground is scheduled to be replaced in 2017-2018. 
 
A commercial fitness operator hires the park on an annual basis and there are four sporting 
clubs that currently use the park on a seasonal basis including the following: 
 

• Joondalup United Football Club –191 senior members; 195 junior members. 
• Ocean Ridge Cricket Club – 105 members. 
• Ocean Ridge Junior Cricket Club – 227 members. 
• Pirates Softball Club – 91 members. 
 
At its meeting held on 13 December 2016 (CJ236-12/16 refers), Council considered several 
possible home grounds for Joondalup United Football Club, subject to refurbishment or 
redevelopment of a clubroom facility and requested a report detailing proposed upgrades of 
the football (soccer) facilities at Beldon Park, Beldon. At its meeting held on 21 March 2017 
(CJ034-03/17 refers), Council considered a possible redevelopment of Beldon Park and did 
not agree to proceed and requested that the Chief Executive Officer continue to work with the 
club to find a suitable location.  
 
At its meeting held on 15 August 2017 (CJ140-08/17 refers), Council considered concept 
plans (Attachment 2 refers) and estimated capital costs for the proposed redevelopment of 
Prince Regent Park and requested that community consultation be undertaken to determine 
the level of support. It was also noted that a further report would be presented outlining the 
results of the consultation and seek direction on progressing the project.  
 
At its meeting held on 19 September 2017 (CJ156-09/17 refers), Council agreed to submit an 
application for external funding for the redevelopment project through the State Government’s 
CSRFF program. As a requirement of the grant fund the City needs to notify the State 
Government in December 2017 of the outcome of the community consultation and Council’s 
decision on progressing the project. Assessment of the City’s application for funding will be 
finalised in December 2017.   
 
As part of the City’s Active Reserve and Community Facility Review that was undertaken in 
2014, Prince Regent Park was identified for a facility redevelopment and as a result was 
included in the City’s 20 Year Strategic Financial Plan. 
 
At its meeting held on 13 December 2016 (CJ236-12/16 refers), Council requested Percy 
Doyle Reserve, Duncraig be designated as a regional National Premier League (NPL) stadium 
site. The facility would be available for City of Joondalup soccer clubs to use for NPL matches. 
The proposed Prince Regent Park redevelopment is intended to be available for hire by 
sporting clubs, schools, community groups and individuals in accordance with the City’s 
existing hiring process. As a public open space, the area would continue to be accessible by 
the local community. 
 
This report presents the findings of the community consultation.  
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DETAILS 
 
Community consultation for the proposed redevelopment of Prince Regent Park was 
undertaken from Monday 9 October to Monday 30 October 2017. The results of the community 
consultation have been provided in the consultation section of this Report. 
 
Petitions 
 
Prior to community consultation commencing, at its meeting held on 19 September 2017 
(C65-09/17 refers), a petition was received containing 398 signatures and at its meeting held 
on 10 October 2017 (C74-10/17 refers), an additional petition was received containing 
149 signatures requesting that Council does not proceed with the redevelopment of 
Prince Regent Park, Heathridge. Of the total signatures, 337 residents reside in Heathridge.  
 
Issues and options considered 
 
It is considered that Council has two options, to either agree or not to agree to progress the 
project. If Council agrees to progress the project, the City will develop detailed designs and 
tender documentation. If Council chooses not to progress the project, Prince Regent Park user 
groups will continue to operate at the park within the existing toilet facility. 
 
Legislation / Strategic Community Plan / policy implications 
 
Legislation Not applicable.  

 
Strategic Community Plan  
  
Key theme Community Wellbeing. 
  
Objective Quality facilities.  
  
Strategic initiative • Support a long-term approach to significant facility 

upgrades and improvements. 
• Understand the demographic context of local 

communities to support effective facility planning. 
• Employ facility design principles that will provide for 

longevity, diversity and inclusiveness and where 
appropriate, support decentralising the delivery of 
City services 

  
Policy  Community Consultation and Engagement Policy.  

Requests for New or Capital Upgrades to Existing 
Community Buildings Policy. 

 
Risk management considerations 
 
If the project does not progress, the sporting clubs that use Prince Regent Park will continue 
to operate with only the existing toilet facility and any new community groups and individuals 
would not have the opportunity to hire the proposed new facility for meetings, activities and 
functions. Based on the utilisation of the playing fields and inadequate existing facilities, a 
redevelopment is required to better service the sporting clubs and local wider community’s 
needs. 
 
Financial / budget implications 
 
The following amounts are currently listed in the City’s Five Year Capital Works Program for 
the Prince Regent Park redevelopment project: 
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• $100,000 (municipal funds) in 2017-18 for detailed design of the redevelopment 
project. 

• $2,970,000 ($100,000 Joondalup United Football Club contribution; $615,116 CSRFF 
grant; $500,000 reserve funds; $1,754,884 loan funds) in 2018-19 for construction of 
the redevelopment project. 

 
If the project is not endorsed to progress, the City will withdraw its funding application with the 
CSRFF program and the Joondalup United Football Club will not make a financial contribution 
towards the project.  
 
Future financial year impact 

 

Annual operating cost The ongoing annual operating expenditure based on similar 
City facilities is approximately $44,000. This is the impact of the 
estimated new operating expenses of $54,000 less the existing 
operating expenses at Prince Regent Park of $10,000. 
 

Estimated annual income The ongoing annual income based on similar City facilities is 
approximately $10,000. The net operating deficit of the new 
facility is therefore estimated as $34,000 ($44,000 operating 
expenses less $10,000 operating income). 
 

Write-off As the project proposes to demolish the existing toilet block, the 
written down value (approximately $125,000) would impact on 
the City’s operating deficit. 
 

Capital replacement Based on the City’s Building Asset Management Plan it is 
estimated that 4% of the capital costs would require 
replacement after 16 years, at a cost of approximately 
$100,000. 
 

20 Year Strategic 
Financial Plan impact  

The 20 Year Strategic Financial Plan does not have any impact 
included for the increased operating costs and therefore the 
operating deficit of $44,000 per year would be an additional 
cost. 
 

The total cash impact of the project on the 20 Year Strategic 
Financial Plan, including capital costs, funding and operating 
costs is estimated at $100,000. 
 

Impact year  For the purposes of calculating the impact on the 20 Year 
Strategic Financial Plan, an assumption has been made that the 
construction costs would be incurred in 2018-19, and the 
increase in operating expenses from 2019-20. This is a 
modelling assumption only and the detailed project timeline, 
and consideration of other project timelines will be subject to 
further review. 
 

Operating deficit The City has an operating deficit of $6.7 million (2017-18 
budget). One of the primary causes of the operating deficit has 
been the increase in new infrastructure which has caused new 
maintenance, operational and depreciation expenses which are 
not matched by increases in new income.    
 

If the City constructs the proposed facility at Prince Regent 
Park, rather than retain the existing toilet facility, this would 
worsen the operating deficit by approximately $100,000 per 
year (new depreciation and new maintenance costs).   
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The 20 Year Strategic Financial Plan currently projects that the 
City will only achieve an operating surplus within target by 
2026-27, and the inclusion of new projects such as this make it 
more difficult to address the operating deficit. 
 

All amounts quoted in this report are exclusive of GST. 
 
Regional significance 
 
Not applicable.  
 
Sustainability implications 
 
Environmental 
 
Any development of City land will consider and minimise impact to important flora and fauna 
in the area. Facilities will be planned to reduce the impact of the carbon footprint and consider 
environmental sustainability design features. 
 
Social 
 
The project has included consultation with existing user groups and the local wider community 
to ensure that feedback received represents their diverse needs. Furthermore, any 
development at the site will consider access and inclusion principles and will aim to enhance 
the amenity of the public space. 
 
Economic 
 
One of the main principles of the City’s Masterplan Framework is the development of ‘shared’ 
and ‘multi-purpose’ facilities to avoid duplication, and to reduce the ongoing maintenance and 
future capital expenditure requirements. 
 
Consultation 
 
Community consultation was conducted from Monday 9 October to Monday 30 October 2017 
in accordance with the City’s Community Consultation and Engagement Policy and Protocol. 
Targeted consultation was undertaken with residents living within 200 metres of Prince Regent 
Park and other key stakeholders including the local resident’s association and sporting clubs 
using the park. In addition, consultation documentation was available on the City’s website for 
any other interested community members to make comment. The consultation was advertised 
through the following methods: 
 

• Direct mail out – cover letter and frequently asked questions sheet was sent to the 
identified stakeholders (343 residents / home-owners). Comment forms were also sent 
to residents that requested hard copies. 

• Site signage – three signs were placed at the park during the consultation period. 
• City’s website – frequently asked questions sheet and online comment form were 

available on the City’s website during the consultation period. 
• Newspaper – two advertisements were published in the Joondalup Weekender during 

the consultation period.  
• Community forum – City representatives presented information on the project at a 

forum hosted by the Heathridge Residents Association during the consultation period.  
 
The aim of the community consultation was to determine the level of support for the following 
components of the proposed development: 
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• Construction of a new community sporting facility. 
• Car park extension. 
• Relocation of the existing cricket infrastructure on the site. 
• Floodlighting upgrade. 
• New BBQ and drink fountain.  
 
The City received 331 valid responses during the consultation period (Attachment 3 refers). A 
summary of some of the demographic data is as follows:  
 

• Majority of respondents were aged 35-49 (40.2%), 25-34 (19.9%) and 50-59 (16.3%). 
• Majority of respondents were City of Joondalup residents (73%). 
• 46.2% used Prince Regent Park for organised sport or recreation; 32% for informal 

sport or recreation; while 18.7% did not use the park but were interested in the project. 
• 52.2% of respondents were affiliated with Joondalup United Football Club (of which 

approximately 57% were City of Joondalup residents). 
 
Respondents were asked to provide their level of support for each proposed component of the 
project. The following charts summarise the responses received: 
 

New community sporting facility    Car park extension 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Relocation of the existing cricket infrastructure  Floodlighting upgrade 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

New BBQ       New drink fountain 
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Key stakeholders 
 
The Joondalup United Football Club and Bee on Top Bootcamp (commercial fitness operator) 
submitted a comment form during the consultation period and strongly supported all proposed 
components of the redevelopment project (new community sporting facility; car park 
extension; relocation of existing cricket infrastructure; floodlighting upgrade; new BBQ; and 
new drink fountain).  
 
While no formal submissions were received from the Ocean Ridge junior and senior cricket 
clubs or Pirates Softball Club committees, a number of club members did submit comment 
forms during the consultation period.  
 
Respondents living within 200 metres of Prince Regent Park 
 
There are approximately 2,600 house-holds in Heathridge and 343 residents / home-owners 
living within 200 metres of Prince Regent Park were directly consulted with by the City during 
the consultation period. Of the 343 residents / home-owners directly consulted with, 
63 submissions were received (280 residents / home-owners did not respond). This equates 
to approximately 18% of those directly consulted with, and 19% of the total number of 
submissions received during the consultation period.   
 
The following summarises the responses received: 
 
• 17.5% (11 respondents) supported the construction of a new multi-purpose community 

sporting facility; 77.7% (49 respondents) were opposed; and 4.8% (3 respondents) 
were unsure / not applicable / provided no response. 

• 25.4% (16 respondents) supported the extension of the car parking facilities; 58.7% 
(37 respondents) were opposed; and 15.9% (10 respondents) were unsure / not 
applicable / provided no response. 

• 12.7% (8 respondents) supported the relocation of existing cricket infrastructure; 
60.3% (38 respondents) were opposed; and 27.0% (17 respondents) were unsure / 
not applicable / provided no response. 

• 15.9% (10 respondents) supported the upgrade of the floodlighting infrastructure; 
68.3% (43 respondents) were opposed; 15.9% (10 respondents) were unsure / not 
applicable / provided no response. 

• 38.1% (24 respondents) supported the installation of a new BBQ; 39.6% 
(25 respondents) were opposed; 22.2% (14 respondents) were unsure / not applicable 
/ provided no response. 

• 61.9% (39 respondents) supported the installation of a new drinking fountain; 28.5% 
(18 respondents) were opposed; 9.5% (6 respondents) were unsure / not applicable / 
provided no response. 

 
A further 19 submissions were received from respondents that live within Heathridge, outside 
of the 200 metre radius of the park. This equates to approximately 6% of the total number of 
submissions received during the consultation period. The consultation results of these 
respondents indicated that 72.0% were opposed to the construction of a new multi-purpose 
community sporting facility. The extension of the car parking facilities and the relocation of 
existing cricket infrastructure were both opposed to by 53.7%. The upgrade of the floodlighting 
infrastructure was opposed to by 62.2%. A total of 82 (3%) submissions from households 
within the suburb of Heathridge were received during the consultation period. 
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Additional Comments 
 
Respondents that did not support the proposed components of the project were asked to 
provide further feedback. A summary of the concerns raised by respondents and the number 
of comments received have been included in the following table with a comment response. 
 

Comments Responses 

Concerned in 
regard to impact 
on access to the 
park by the local 
community and 
other park users  
(approximately 63 
comments) 

• A commercial fitness operator hires the park on an annual basis 
and there are four sporting clubs that currently use the park on a 
seasonal basis. The City expects that future usage of the park 
during peak periods (primarily weekday evening and weekends) 
will be similar to now. 

• As a public open space, the area will continue to be accessible 
by the local community. The park is zoned ‘Parks and Recreation’ 
and the proposed infrastructure is consistent with the overall 
purpose of the reserve. 

• The City is planning to upgrade the existing playground in 
2017-18 and may consider a new BBQ and drink fountain as part 
of the redevelopment project.  

• ‘Dog walker’ LED lighting will be included as part of the 
floodlighting upgrade to increase visibility around the park at 
night for residents (when the sports floodlighting is not turned on). 

Concerned that 
the facility will be 
used for National 
Premier League 
(NPL) games 
(approximately 14 
comments) 

• It was agreed by Council at its meeting held on 15 August 2017 
meeting that senior NPL games will not be played at Prince 
Regent Park. For something different to occur a report would 
need to be presented to Council to amend this resolution. 

• A feasibility study is being undertaken on Percy Doyle Reserve, 
Duncraig being designated as a regional NPL stadium site that 
Joondalup United Football Club and other City of Joondalup 
soccer clubs could use for NPL matches. 

• Joondalup United Football Club currently has non-NPL senior 
teams training and playing games at the park and it is expected 
that this will continue. Junior NPL games can be played at venues 
that do not meet the NPL facility requirements and Council has 
not excluded these games from taking place at Prince Regent 
Park.  

Concerned about 
Joondalup United 
Football Club 
having exclusive 
use of the 
clubroom facility  
(approximately 21 
comments) 

• The current management order for the park does not allow for the 
City to lease any portion of the park and approval would need to 
be sought from the Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage 
to amend the management order.   

• In line with the City’s Property Management Framework, the City 
does not intend to lease the clubroom facility to Joondalup United 
Football Club or another community / sporting group.  

• The proposed new facility would be managed by the City, and be 
available for hire by sporting clubs, schools, community groups 
and individuals in accordance with the City’s existing hiring 
process. 

Concerned about 
increase in 
parking around 
the park 
(approximately 91 
comments) 

• A car park extension off Fortescue Loop with 39 bays has been 
proposed as part of the project.  

• The City monitors parking in accordance with the City of 
Joondalup Parking Local Law 2013. Illegal parking would result 
in infringements being issued.  
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Comments Responses 
• If the development proceeds, the maximum capacity of the 

clubroom facility will be approximately 130 patrons.  

Concerned about 
increase in traffic 
(approximately 96 
comments) 

• A car park extension off Fortescue Loop has been proposed as 
part of the project to reduce the impact of parking along the verge 
on Prince Regent Drive on local traffic. 

• Traffic management may be further investigated as part of the 
detailed design stage of the project (if the project proceeds). 

Concerned about 
impact on nearby 
residences from 
new sports 
floodlighting 
(approximately 72 
comments) 

• The park already has sports floodlighting and the proposed 
floodlighting upgrade would continue to be controlled by the City 
in line with park bookings.  

• The floodlight upgrade would provide adequate lighting to the 
park while minimising the obtrusive light to surrounding residents 
by taking into account the natural topography of the area.  

• The City does not permit sports floodlighting to be on later than 
9.30pm. Requests for night matches would be managed by the 
City in accordance with the regular booking processes.  

Concerned about 
cost to the rate 
payer of the 
development 
(approximately 78 
comments) 

• Operating and maintenance costs of the proposed 
redevelopment would be funded through the City’s operating 
budget.  

• No special area rates are proposed for this development to 
proceed and operate.  

• The City has applied for external funding from the State 
Government to contribute to the project. The Joondalup United 
Football Club has confirmed that they will contribute $100,000 
towards the project.  

Concerned about 
increase in noise  
(approximately 76 
comments) 

• Given the proximity of residents to the site, the impact of the 
redevelopment is expected to be minimal.   

• Noise reduction strategies for the facility will be included within 
the detailed design stage of the project (if the project proceeds).  

• The City has discretion over whether it approves a function or 
event at any of its properties and would not support any bookings 
where it anticipated anti-social behaviour or excessive noise. 

Concerned about 
increased sale 
and consumption 
of alcohol 
(approximately 19 
comments) 

• All park facility users are bound by the City’s Terms and 
Conditions of Hire and Alcohol Management Policy and any 
group seeking to consume alcohol on the premises would be 
required to obtain a Liquor Licence in accordance with the Liquor 
Control Act 1988. The issuing of such licences is not under the 
jurisdiction of the City.  

Concerned about 
increase in anti-
social behaviour/ 
rubbish 
(approximately 28 
comments) 

• The facility has been designed in accordance with ‘Designing Out 
Crime’ principles by keeping clear sightlines and passive 
surveillance opportunities.  

• Closed-circuit television (CCTV) has also been considered as 
part of the project. 

• Higher activation of the area generally creates additional passive 
surveillance by players and spectators.  

• The City has discretion over whether it approves a function or 
event at any of its properties and would not support any bookings 
where it anticipated anti-social behaviour. 

Concerned about 
impact on trees 
and plants 

• Approximately four eucalyptus trees (Utilis) and one mature 
eucalyptus tree (Tuart) would need to be removed to allow for the 
proposed clubroom facility.  
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Comments Responses 
(approximately 19 
comments) 

• To compensate for the loss of these trees, new trees are 
proposed to be planted on the site in various locations. 

Concerned about 
the community 
consultation 
process 
(approximately 10 
comments) 

• Consultation for this project was conducted in accordance with 
the City’s approved Community Consultation and Engagement 
Policy and Protocol. 

• Targeted consultation was undertaken with residents living within 
200 metres of Prince Regent Park and other key stakeholders 
including the local resident’s association and sporting clubs using 
the park.  

• Consultation documentation was available on the City’s website 
for any other interested community members to make comment. 
The consultation was also advertised through site signage and 
newspaper advertisements. 

Concerned about 
negative impact 
on property 
values 
(approximately 
seven comments) 

• Nearby available community facilities are known to increase 
property prices as those looking to purchase generally seek 
access to local facilities. 

 
Passive recreation space 
 
To provide additional passive recreation space, the City investigated upgrading the existing 
drainage sump in the north-west corner of the park during the concept design stage of the 
project. This could provide approximately 3,000m2 of additional passive recreation space and 
is estimated to cost approximately $800,000. These works are not currently included in the 
proposed redevelopment project.   
 
Traffic 
 
Prince Regent Drive is classified as a local distributor road, according to the Main Roads WA 
hierarchy, which are designed to carry up to 6,000 vehicles per day. Traffic counts on Prince 
Regent Drive were undertaken in October 2015 and recorded an average of 1,734 vehicles 
per day, east of Marmion Avenue, and an average of 2,020 vehicles per day, west of Poseidon 
Road, which are within the acceptable limits for a road of this classification. The additional 
traffic estimated to be generated by the project is unlikely to result in daily traffic volumes 
exceeding the design capacities of the surrounding road network. 
 
Parking 
 
A car park extension off Fortescue Loop has been proposed as part of the project and is the 
City’s preferred option for providing additional parking at the park. It is estimated that the 
increased number of vehicles that would access the extended car park off Fortescue Loop 
would still be within the acceptable limits for a road of this classification.  
  
Following concerns raised by residents from Fortescue Loop about the impact of additional 
vehicle movements along this road, the City investigated constructing an alternate new car 
park in the north-west corner of the park with access off Prince Regent Drive. This location is 
not recommended due to the traffic safety issues expected as a result of the car park access 
being in close proximity to Marmion Avenue. In addition, construction of a car park at this 
location would require a significant amount of site works and retaining due to the contours of 
the site.  
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During the existing peak periods at the park a number of vehicles park informally on the verge 
on Prince Regent Drive, Fortescue Loop and neighbouring streets. The City has investigated 
formalising car bays along Fortescue Loop and an estimated 18 parallel parking bays could 
be constructed at an estimated cost of $150,000. These works would require the removal of 
trees along the road, the relocation of the existing footpath and additional site works and are 
not currently included in the proposed redevelopment project. Works to improve safety and 
reduce traffic issues for vehicles parking informally along the Prince Regent Drive verge could 
also be further investigated and may require relocation of the footpath and bollards closer to 
the park. These works are not currently included in the proposed redevelopment project. 
 
Floodlighting 
 
The proposed sports floodlighting upgrade would meet the Australian Standards for football 
(all codes) (AS2560.2.3) and the control of obtrusive effects of outdoor lighting (AS4282). The 
exact details of the floodlighting upgrade would be finalised in the detailed design stage (if the 
project proceeds), however it has been confirmed that the height of five of the six existing 
floodlight poles will not be increased.  
 
One of the existing floodlight poles is proposed to be relocated behind the new clubroom facility 
and as a result may need to increase from 25 metres in height up to 35 metres, in order to meet 
the Australian Standards. The remaining five floodlighting poles would have new light fittings 
installed and likely remain in the same locations.  
 
The expected light spill from the upgraded lights has been investigated and it has been 
confirmed that the maximum lighting level estimated at less than five neighbouring properties 
would be eight lux (with the lights on at 100 lux) and four lux (with the lights on at 50 lux), which 
are within the acceptable levels for obtrusive light spill. Lighting levels of 100 lux would likely be 
used for weekend soccer games and lighting levels of 50 lux would likely be used for weekday 
soccer training during the winter sporting season.  
 
 
COMMENT 
 
The City has investigated a number of parks that could provide Joondalup United Football 
Club with a suitable home venue and due to the clubs existing usage of Prince Regent Park, 
the size and existing infrastructure at the park, this location is deemed to be the most suitable 
for the club’s community-based operations. The club has also confirmed that it will contribute 
$100,000 towards the redevelopment project, to support the inclusion of four change rooms 
in the clubroom facility.  
 
At its meeting held on 13 December 2016 (CJ236-12/16 refers), Council requested Percy 
Doyle Reserve, Duncraig be designated as a regional National Premier League (NPL) stadium 
site. That facility would be available for City of Joondalup soccer clubs to use for NPL matches.  
 
The project does not propose to fence any of the playing fields at Prince Regent Park and as 
a public open space, the area will continue to be accessible by the local community. The 
existing toilet facility is considered poor and inadequate to service the sporting clubs and wider 
local community needs. Anecdotally the City is seeing an increase in soccer players 
throughout the City of Joondalup and increased demand from local clubs for unisex facilities. 
The proposed Prince Regent Park facility is intended to be available for hire by sporting clubs, 
schools, community groups and individuals in accordance with the City’s existing hiring 
process. 
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As part of the City’s Active Reserve and Community Facility Review that was undertaken in 
2014, Prince Regent Park was identified for a facility redevelopment and as a result was 
included in the City’s 20 Year Strategic Financial Plan in 2031-32. While the proposed 
redevelopment is earlier than previously scheduled, the proposed works are in line with what 
would have been proposed for development at the park in 2031-32.  
 
The consultation results show community support for the redevelopment, however have 
identified a number of concerns that the City could further explore during the detailed design 
stage. 
 
If the project is endorsed to progress, the detailed designs will consider the additional feedback 
/ comments received as part of the community consultation in conjunction with the proposed 
scope; the City’s Parks and Public Open Spaces Classification Framework; environmentally 
sustainable design features (where possible); access and inclusion principles; and ‘Designing 
Out Crime’ planning guidelines. 
 
If the project is not endorsed to progress, the City will withdraw its funding application with the 
CSRFF program and the user groups will continue to use the existing facilities at Prince 
Regent Park.  
 
 
VOTING REQUIREMENTS 
 
Simple Majority. 
 
 
OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION 
 
That Council: 
 
1 NOTES the findings of the community consultation undertaken for the proposed 

redevelopment of Prince Regent Park, Heathridge; 
 
2 REQUESTS the Chief Executive Officer to arrange the detailed design and tender 

documentation for the proposed redevelopment of Prince Regent Park, Heathridge 
including the following: 

 
2.1  Construction of a new community sporting facility; 
2.2 Car park extension; 
2.3 Relocation of the existing cricket infrastructure on the site; 
2.4 Floodlighting upgrade; 
2.5 New BBQ; 
2.6 New drink fountain; 

 
3 NOTES that the detailed design will give consideration to the comments from the 

community consultation; 
 
4 AGREES to name the facility to be constructed at Prince Regent Park, Heathridge, 

‘Prince Regent Park Community Sporting Facility’ in accordance with the ‘Naming of 
Public Facilities Policy’; 

 
5 NOTES its decision of 15 August 2017 (CJ140-08/17 refers) that the proposed facility 

at Prince Regent Park, Heathridge is not to be used for senior National Premier League 
games; 
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6 REQUESTS the Chief Executive Officer notifies the Department of Local Government, 
Sport and Cultural Industries of the outcome of the community consultation and 
decision on progressing the project; 

 
7 REQUESTS the Chief Executive Officer notifies the lead petitioners opposing the 

redevelopment of Prince Regent Park, Heathridge of its decision. 
 
 
CALL FOR ONE-THIRD SUPPORT 
 
Regulation 10 of the Local Government (Administration) Regulations 1996 prescribes the 
following procedure for dealing with revoking or changing decisions made at Council or 
Committee Meetings: 
 

“If a decision has been made at a Council meeting, then any motion to revoke or 
change the decision must be supported by at least one-third of the number of offices 
(whether vacant or not) of members of the Council. 
 
If supported by one-third of the members, then any decision to revoke a resolution of 
the Council is required to be passed by an Absolute Majority.” 

 
Mayor Jacob called for support from one-third of the members of Council. Support to revoke 
Council’s resolution in relation to Item CJ206-12/17 was given by Councillors Chester, Jones, 
Logan, May, Norman, Poliwka and Taylor. 
 
 
MOVED Cr Taylor, SECONDED Cr Jones that Council: 
 
1 NOTES the findings of the community consultation undertaken for the proposed 

redevelopment of Prince Regent Park, Heathridge; 
 
2 BY AN ABSOLUTE MAJORITY REVOKES parts 2, 3 and 4 of its 15 August 2017 

decision (CJ140-08/17 refers) as follows: 
 

“2 APPROVES the proposed redevelopment project including demolition 
and site works, construction of a new community sporting facility, 
floodlighting upgrade, relocation of cricket infrastructure and car park 
extension at Prince Regent Park, Heathridge as included in option three 
(four change rooms) and detailed Report CJ140-08/17 at a project cost 
estimate of $3,070,000, conditional upon: 

 
2.1 the facility not being used for senior NPL games;  
 
2.2 Joondalup United Football Club contributing $100,000 towards 

the project as per an agreed payment plan approved by the  
Chief Executive Officer; 

 
3 Subject to approval of Part 2 above, NOTES that $2,100,000 which is 

currently listed in the City’s 20 Year Strategic Financial Plan in 2031-32 for 
a facility redevelopment at Prince Regent Park, Heathridge will be 
removed as part of the next annual 20 Year Strategic Financial Plan review 
in 2018;  
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4 LISTS FOR CONSIDERATION a revised budget of $2,970,000 ($615,116 
CSRFF; $500,000 reserve funds $1,754,884 loan funds) in 2018-19 for 
construction within the City’s Five Year Capital Works Program for the 
development of a clubroom facility for the Joondalup United Football Club 
($100,000 club contribution; addition of $1,254,884 City contribution);”;  

 
3 DOES NOT PROCEED with the redevelopment of the Prince Regent Park 

Community Sporting Facility;  
 
4 ADVISES the Joondalup United Football Club that the City does not require a 

$100,000 contribution for the redevelopment of a Community Sporting Facility at 
Prince Regent Park, Heathridge;  

 
5 AGREES to withdraw its application dated 26 September 2017, to the Department 

of Local Government, Sport and Cultural Industries’ Community Sporting and 
Recreation Facilities Fund program for $615,116 (excluding GST) to part fund the 
redevelopment of Prince Regent Park, Heathridge; 

 
6 REQUESTS the Chief Executive Officer to notify the Department of Local 

Government, Sport and Cultural industries of the results of the community 
consultation on the Prince Regent Park Community Sporting Facility and its 
decision to withdraw its application for funding; 

 
7 APPROVES the installation of a water fountain and dog water bowl at Prince 

Regent Park; 
 
8 LISTS for consideration the installation of the water fountain and dog water bowl 

in the 2018-19 Capital Works Program;  
 
9 ADVISES the lead petitioners of its decision.  
 
The Motion was Put and          CARRIED (7/5) 
 
In favour of the Motion:  Crs Chester, Jones, Logan, May, Norman, Poliwka and Taylor. 
Against the Motion:  Mayor Jacob, Crs Dwyer, Hamilton-Prime, Hollywood and McLean. 
 
 
Reason for departure from Officer’s recommendation 
 
In accordance with Regulation 11(da) of the Local Government (Administration) Regulations 
1996, the reason Council made its decision which was significantly different to what the 
administration recommended is because this facility is not suitable for a local park.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix 14 refers 
 
To access this attachment on electronic document, click here:  Attach14brf171205.pdf 
 
  

Attach14brf171205.pdf
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Disclosure of interest affecting impartiality 
 

Name/Position Cr Mike Norman. 
Item No./Subject CJ207-12/17 - Mullaloo Coastal Foreshore Reserve Management 

Plan 2018-2022. 
Nature of interest Interest that may affect impartiality. 
Extent of Interest Cr Norman is the Treasurer of Joondalup Community Coast Care 

Forum of which the Mullaloo Beach Community Group is a member. 
 
 

CJ207-12/17 MULLALOO COASTAL FORESHORE RESERVE 
MANAGEMENT PLAN 2018 - 2022 

 
WARD  North Central 
 
RESPONSIBLE  Mr Nico Claassen 
DIRECTOR  Infrastructure Services 
 
FILE NUMBER 04048, 101515 
 
ATTACHMENTS Attachment 1 Draft Mullaloo Coastal Foreshore Reserve 

Management Plan 2018 - 2022 
 
AUTHORITY / DISCRETION Executive - The substantial direction setting and oversight 

role of Council, such as adopting plans and reports, 
accepting tenders, directing operations, setting and 
amending budgets. 

 

 
 
PURPOSE 
 
For Council to endorse the draft Mullaloo Coastal Foreshore Reserve Management Plan 
2018 - 2022. 
 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
At its meeting held on 21 October 2014 (CJ193-10/14 refers), Council endorsed the 
Coastal Foreshore Management Plan 2014 - 2024. This document forms the basis for 
strategic planning and broader operational management of the coastal foreshore reserves for 
a period of 10 years.  
 
The Coastal Foreshore Management Plan 2014 - 2024 is a management guide for the natural 
areas contained within the City’s coastal foreshore reserves. The plan was designed as an 
overarching document, aimed to broadly define management actions. It is intended that 
individual management action plans will be produced for discrete sections of the City’s coastal 
foreshore. 
 
The individual management action plans will set out specific operational tasks for localised 
areas. The draft Mullaloo Coastal Foreshore Reserve Management Plan 2018 - 2022  
(the plan), is the fourth coastal management plan to be produced to manage local areas of the 
City of Joondalup foreshore (Attachment 1 refers). The Marmion Coastal Foreshore Reserve 
Management Plan 2014 - 2019, Hillarys - Kallaroo Coastal Foreshore Management Plan 
2016 - 2021 and the Sorrento Coastal Management Plan 2015 - 2020 have previously been 
adopted. 
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It is proposed that two additional individual management plans will be produced for the 
following areas: 
 

• Ocean Reef – Iluka Foreshore Reserve. 
• Burns Beach Foreshore Reserve. 
 
A local plan is in place for the northern section of the Burns Beach Foreshore and will require 
revision in the future.   
 
The City’s coastal foreshore reserves are an important regional resource. The reserves 
receive many visitors who access coastal locations on a daily basis. The foreshore reserves 
are under constant environmental threat. These threats are expected to increase in future 
years with the rise in the population of the Swan Coastal Plain. The plan identifies these 
environmental threats and makes recommendations to lessen their impact. 
 
It is therefore recommended that Council ENDORSES the draft Mullaloo Coastal Foreshore 
Reserve Management Plan 2018 - 2022 forming Attachment 1 to Report CJ207-12/17. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The City began developing Natural Area Management Plans for its natural areas according to 
the individual priority ranking of the reserve, as part of the City’s participation in the  
Perth Biodiversity Project. Management plans are being developed for the majority of the  
City’s natural areas and will vary in detail and content depending on whether the area is 
classified as a: 
 

• major conservation or coastal area 
• high priority area 
• medium priority area   
• generic wetland area. 
 
The City’s coastal foreshore reserves are a major conservation area within this classification 
model. The Mullaloo Foreshore Reserve forms part of the Bush Forever Reserve protected 
under State Government regulation. All natural bushland in the coastal reserve extending from 
Hillarys to the northern Burns Beach boundary (with the City of Wanneroo) is included in the 
Bush Forever legislation. 
 
The study for the draft plan comprises 14.8 hectares of coastal vegetation. Prior to the writing 
of the draft plan, an extensive flora and fauna study was undertaken in September - October 
2016. An additional portion south of the Mullaloo Surf Club adjacent to Merrifield Way was 
added to the plan and surveyed during 2017. This portion was not previously included in the 
2016 flora and fauna survey.  
 
The study concluded that the majority of the vegetation was in very good to excellent condition. 
A range of mammal, bird and reptile species were observed or trapped and recorded. The 
range and diversity of species indicated a healthy ecological community within the reserve. 
 
 
DETAILS 
 
The City manages approximately 206 hectares of bushland within coastal foreshore reserves. 
The reserves extend from Burns Beach in the north to the suburb of Marmion which forms the 
southern boundary. The study area included in the plan extends from Merrifield Place in the 
south to West View Boulevard in the north. 
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The objectives and purpose of the plan are to: 
 
• establish a baseline description of the environment to guide future environmental 

planning and recommended management actions 
• outline key environmental threats and management strategies to minimise impact and 

protect conservation and recreation values 
• outline management issues apparent at various locations of the foreshore and suggest 

management strategies to manage those in the short to medium term 
• outline management actions to address key threats including monitoring and reporting  
• identify areas within the foreshore that are considered to have the highest conservation 

values, giving consideration to natural features including landform, flora and fauna, 
along with cultural values 

• identify current best practice management practices that can be implemented by the 
City 

• guide the future development of the City’s Capital Works Program 
• increase opportunities for grant funding by having a detailed schedule of projects 

provide guidance to City employees, contractors and Friends’ Groups operating within 
the coastal foreshore reserve. 

 
Issues and options considered 
 
The endorsement and implementation of the plan will help retain and improve upon the current 
biodiversity values of the bushland. 
 
It is considered that without active management the bushland within the Mullaloo foreshore 
will degrade with the subsequent loss of biodiversity and considerable loss of amenity to 
visitors and residents of the City of Joondalup. 
 
Legislation / Strategic Community Plan / policy implications 
 
Legislation Planning and Development Act 2005. 

Environmental Protection Act 1986. 
 

Strategic Community Plan  
  
Key theme The Natural Environment. 
  
Objective Environmental resilience. 
  
Strategic initiative • Identify and respond to environmental risks and 

vulnerabilities. 
• Understand the local environmental context. 
• Demonstrate current best practice in environmental 

management for local water, waste, biodiversity and 
energy resources. 

  
Policy  The objectives of the plan are consistent with the City’s 

Sustainability Policy. 
 
Risk management considerations 
 

Without sound strategic and operational planning the City’s valuable coastal bushland will 
degrade. This in turn can add to the risk of considerable loss of amenity for the City and the 
residents and visitors who enjoy the coastline.  
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Financial / budget implications 
 
The plan was developed using internal and external resources.  The implementation of the 
plan will have budget implications relating to the delivery of management actions and will be 
subject to the City’s annual budget approval process.  
 
Regional significance 
 
A large section of native vegetation managed by the City is contained within the City’s coastal 
foreshore reserves.  This bushland has been recognised as having regional significance and 
is included in bushland protected under the State Government’s Bush Forever policy. The 
City’s foreshore reserves are an amenity utilised and enjoyed by a much wider catchment than 
local residents, giving them a regional significance. 
 
Sustainability implications 
 
Environmental 
 
Environmental threats have the potential to degrade natural areas and reduce biodiversity 
values. The development and implementation of the plan will ensure that measures are taken 
to address threats within natural area reserves, and provide strategies for ongoing long-term 
management which will result in protection of the City’s coastal environment.  
 
Consultation 
 
A full community consultation was undertaken in June 2014 as part of the development of the 
Coastal Foreshore Management Plan 2014 - 2024 which has guided the development of this 
specific plan. 
 
The draft Mullaloo Coastal Foreshore Reserve Management Plan 2018 - 2022 was developed 
with input and assistance from the Mullaloo Beach Community Group Inc.  
 
 
COMMENT 
 
The City’s coastal foreshore reserves are an important regional resource. The reserves 
receive many visitors accessing various coastal locations on a daily basis. The reserves are 
under existing environmental threat. These threats are expected to increase with the rise in 
the population of the Swan Coastal Plain in future years. The plan identifies these 
environmental threats and makes recommendations to lessen their impact. 
 
The plan will inform and prioritise broad scale maintenance activities and capital works 
programs over the forthcoming five year period. It will increase opportunities for the City to 
apply for grant funding and guide employees, contractors and Friends’ Groups operating within 
the coastal bushland. The plan is acknowledged as a crucial step on the path to managing 
this important bushland to a standard deserving of its biodiversity values. Actions contained 
within the plan will be monitored with a review to be undertaken after five years. 
 
The Mullaloo Beach Community Group Inc. have supported the City in maintaining the coastal 
reserve at Mullaloo for a number of years and to a high standard.  The work of the group over 
this time is acknowledged by the City and their assistance and input into the draft plan is highly 
appreciated. 
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VOTING REQUIREMENTS 
 
Simple Majority. 
 
 
MOVED Cr Jones, SECONDED Cr Dwyer that Council: 
 
1 ENDORSES the draft Mullaloo Foreshore Reserve Management Plan 2018 – 2022 

forming Attachment 1 to Report CJ207-12/17; 
 
2 NOTES the ongoing contribution of the Mullaloo Beach Community Group Inc in 

maintaining the Mullaloo foreshore reserve. 
 
 
AMENDMENT MOVED Cr Norman, SECONDED Cr Poliwka that in Part 2 of the Motion 
the word ‘significant’ be ADDED between the words ‘ongoing’ and ‘contribution’ and 
the word ‘maintaining’ be DELETED and REPLACED with the word ‘rehabilitating’, with 
the Motion to read as follows: 
 
“2 NOTES the ongoing significant contribution of the Mullaloo Beach Community 

Group Inc in rehabilitating the Mullaloo foreshore reserve.” 
 
The Amendment was Put and          CARRIED (12/0) 
 
In favour of the Amendment:  Mayor Jacob, Crs Chester, Dwyer, Hamilton-Prime, Hollywood, Jones, Logan, 
May, McLean, Norman, Poliwka and Taylor. 
 
 
The Original Motion as Amended, being: 
 
That Council: 
 
1 ENDORSES the draft Mullaloo Foreshore Reserve Management Plan 2018 – 2022 

forming Attachment 1 to Report CJ207-12/17; 
 
2 NOTES the ongoing significant contribution of the Mullaloo Beach Community 

Group Inc in rehabilitating the Mullaloo foreshore reserve. 
 
Was Put and          CARRIED (12/0) 
 
In favour of the Motion:  Mayor Jacob, Crs Chester, Dwyer, Hamilton-Prime, Hollywood, Jones, Logan, May, 
McLean, Norman, Poliwka and Taylor. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix 15 refers 
 
To access this attachment on electronic document, click here:   Attach15brf171205.pdf 
 
  

Attach15brf171205.pdf
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Disclosure of Proximity Interest 
 
Name/Position Cr Russell Poliwka. 
Item No./Subject CJ208-12/17 - Proposal for a Kingsley Commemorative Peace 

Precinct at Lot 971 (52) Creaney Drive, Kingsley and Kingsley Park, 
Lot 15031 (72) Kingsley Drive, Kingsley - Alternative Location 
Proposal. 

Nature of interest Proximity Interest.  
Extent of Interest Cr Poliwka owns property in proximity. 

 
Disclosures of interest affecting impartiality 
 
Name/Position Cr John Chester. 
Item No./Subject CJ208-12/17 - Proposal for a Kingsley Commemorative Peace 

Precinct at Lot 971 (52) Creaney Drive, Kingsley and Kingsley Park, 
Lot 15031 (72) Kingsley Drive, Kingsley - Alternative Location 
Proposal. 

Nature of interest Interest that may affect impartiality. 
Extent of Interest Cr Chester is a member of the Kingsley and Greenwood Residents 

Association. 
 
Name/Position Cr John Logan. 
Item No./Subject CJ208-12/17 - Proposal for a Kingsley Commemorative Peace 

Precinct at Lot 971 (52) Creaney Drive, Kingsley and Kingsley Park, 
Lot 15031 (72) Kingsley Drive, Kingsley - Alternative Location 
Proposal. 

Nature of interest Interest that may affect impartiality. 
Extent of Interest Cr Logan is a member of the Kingsley and Greenwood Residents 

Association which supports the proponent’s proposal and is known 
to a number of the stakeholders. 

 
 
Cr Poliwka left the Chamber at 9.31pm.  
 
 

CJ208-12/17 PROPOSAL FOR A KINGSLEY COMMEMORATIVE 
PEACE PRECINCT AT LOT 971 (52) CREANEY 
DRIVE, KINGSLEY AND KINGSLEY PARK, LOT 
15031 (72) KINGSLEY DRIVE, KINGSLEY – 
ALTERNATIVE LOCATION PROPOSAL 

 

WARD South-East 
 

RESPONSIBLE Mr Garry Hunt 
DIRECTOR Office of the CEO 
 

FILE NUMBER 11367, 00126, 101515 
 

ATTACHMENTS Attachment 1  Location Plan 
 Attachment 2 Original Kingsley Commemorative Peace 

Precinct Proposal 
Attachment 3 City’s Design Option 1 
Attachment 4 City’s Design Option 2 
Attachment 5 Proposal with Alternative Locations  
Attachment 6 Overall Plinth and Flagpole Location Plan 
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AUTHORITY / DISCRETION Executive - The substantial direction setting and oversight 
role of Council, such as adopting plans and reports, 
accepting tenders, directing operations, setting and 
amending budgets. 

 
 
PURPOSE 
 
For Council to reconsider a proposal for a commemorative peace precinct on Lot 971 (52) 
Creaney Drive, Kingsley (Lot 971) and Kingsley Park, Lot 15031 (72) Kingsley Drive, Kingsley 
where the proponents have provided alternative locations for two of the five proposed 
commemorative plinths.  
 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
Lot 971 is a community purpose site of 10,000m2 owned by the City in freehold. The site is 
zoned “Civic and Cultural” under District Planning Scheme No. 2.  Lot 971 is unimproved 
except for a 600m2 car park adjacent to Kingsley Tavern. Lot 971 has Kingsley Park on its 
southern boundary (Attachment 1 refers). 
 
The City received a proposal from a Kingsley resident with the support of the Kingsley and 
Greenwood Residents Association (KAGRA) requesting that part of Lot 971 be used as a 
commemorative peace precinct (Attachment 2 refers). The proposal detailed that the concept 
arose from the proponent being approached with the suggestion that it would be advantageous 
to have a local more accessible memorial where older residents could pay their respects in 
quiet contemplation due to the aging demographic of citizens in Kingsley, Woodvale and 
Greenwood.  Advice was that older residents have difficulty attending the traditional ANZAC 
and Remembrance Day ceremonies in the major venues in the metropolitan area.   
 
The original proposal was considered by Council at its meeting held on 18 April 2017 
(CJ050-04/17 refers) at which time the City presented two alternative options for the 
proponent’s consideration (Attachments 3 and 4 refer). These options not only took advantage 
of the existing infrastructure within the bordering Kingsley Park, but also precluded any related 
memorial installations within the treed area, or the middle of Lot 971.  
 
The reason for avoiding the treed area within Lot 971 was to ensure that the site is not wholly 
considered as a commemorative peace precinct but retains its option as a strategic community 
purpose asset. 
 
Part of Council’s resolution from its meeting held on 18 April 2017 (CJ050-04/17 refers), was 
for the Chief Executive Officer to negotiate with the proponent to install a number of small 
plinths on Lot 971, in addition to Options 1 and 2 as detailed in Attachments 3 and 4 to Report 
CJ050-04/17.  Following a site meeting, an alternative location proposal for two of the memorial 
installations was submitted to the City (Attachment 5 refers). 
 
The proposal for reconsideration by Council details that the project aim remains unchanged 
which is, ‘To provide the residents of Kingsley and surrounding suburbs, with a place of 
tranquillity and quiet contemplation within a beautifully preserved, natural bushland setting.’ 
The proposal details that the main plinth and flagpole location being unchanged - shown as 1 
on Attachment 6.  The change positions of plinths 2 and 3 on Attachment 6 are now shown as 
being located within Kingsley Park rather than Lot 971. These plinths and flagpoles are 
considered to be in good locations taking advantage of existing park infrastructure, such as a 
continuous footpath from the Kingsley Park car parks and providing space around the proposed 
flagpoles for participants to the events.  
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While it is acknowledged that the proponent has reduced the number of plinths within Lot 971, 
the remaining two plinths – 4 and 5 shown on Attachment 6 have remained in the middle of the 
site.  Irrespective of the size of the plinths, or they could be easily removed, once memorial 
infrastructure is associated with a location there is a high risk its symbolism will have an "in 
perpetuity" impact.   
 
Lot 971 has considerable community value as its size of 10,000m2 provides the City, or possibly 
not-for-profit community organisations, with significant development options. It has the 
potential to provide services and programs for residents over a greater area than just the 
adjacent suburbs.  Using the middle of Lot 971 as a memorial precinct is highly likely to inhibit 
the site’s potential of serving future community needs. Additionally, to include a land use now 
that could jeopardize the optimum selection of a building site on Lot 971 could be detrimental 
to maximising tree preservation on the site. 
 
The spirit of the proposal is acknowledged and there is nothing preventing the local community 
enjoying the trees stands at this location currently, or if the northern most portion of Lot 971 is 
utilised as commemorative peace precinct.  It is considered that this enjoyment does not need 
to be formalised by including memorial installations among the trees. A commemorative peace 
precinct could be supported subject to the necessary statutory approvals, however, relocation 
of the plinths shown as 4 and 5 to the northern most part of Lot 971 is recommended and 
indicated on Attachment 6.   
 
It is therefore recommended that Council:  
 
1 NOTES the two alternative plinth locations relating to the development of a 

commemorative peace precinct at Lot 971 (52) Creaney Drive, Kingsley and Kingsley 
Park, Lot 15031 (72) Kingsley Drive, Kingsley as detailed in Attachment 5 to Report 
CJ208-12/17; 

 
2 SUPPORTS the location of the plinth and flagpoles shown as 1 on Attachment 6 to 

Report CJ208-12/17, on the northern boundary of Lot 971 (52) Creaney Drive, 
Kingsley; 

 
3 SUPPORTS the location of the plinths shown as 2 and 3 on the southern  boundary 

of Kingsley Park, Lot 15031 (72) Kingsley Drive, Kingsley shown as 2 and 3 on 
Attachment 6 to Report CJ208-12/17;  

 
4 DOES NOT SUPPORT the proposed location of the plinths within Lot 971 (52) 

Creaney Drive, Kingsley shown as 4 and 5 on Attachment 6 to Report CJ208-12/17; 
 
5 REQUESTS the relocation of the plinths shown as 4 and 5 on Attachment 6 to Report 

CJ208-12/17 to suitable areas on the northern-most boundary of Lot 971 (52) Creaney 
Drive, Kingsley; 

 
6 REQUESTS the Chief Executive Officer to ADVISE the proponent that: 
 

6.1 Council’s support is subject to the proponent obtaining any necessary statutory 
approvals which should be at no cost to the City; 

 
6.2 a management plan is required that details how matters such as maintenance 

and malicious damage to the memorial structures are proposed to be dealt with;  
 
6.3 the City does not have budget funds available for the installation of a 

commemorative peace precinct at Lot 971 (52) Creaney Drive, Kingsley and 
Kingsley Park, Lot 15031 (72) Kingsley Drive, Kingsley;  
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6.4 prior to obtaining any necessary statutory approvals, or prior to any proposed 
development on Lot 971 (52) Creaney Drive, Kingsley and Kingsley Park, Lot 
15031 (72) Kingsley Drive, Kingsley would need to be in consultation with the 
City in the first instance. 

 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Suburb/Location Lot 971 (52) Creaney Drive, Kingsley. 
Owner City of Joondalup. 
Zoning  DPS2 Civic and Cultural. 
 MRS Urban. 
Site area 10,000m2. 
 
Lot 971 was acquired by the City in June 1982 from the developer of the area, Portuland 
Developments Pty Ltd. The site is unimproved except for a 600m2 car park which involves a 
reciprocal access and car parking agreement with three other adjoining lots. This agreement 
relates to the development of the car park by the owners of the Kingsley Tavern in lieu of a 
shortfall of parking bays on the tavern site - Lot 972 (90) Kingsley Drive, Kingsley.  
 
Commencing from March 2011, Lot 971 was examined for potential rezoning and disposal 
with a number of confidential reports being submitted to the former Strategic Financial 
Management Committee and Council on this subject.  
 
At its meeting held on 11 October 2011 (C49-10/11 refers), Council received a 602-signature 
petition requesting the City retain Lot 971 in its natural state with only minor modifications to 
develop it into a sculpture park. At its meeting held on 20 March 2012 (CJ040-03/12 refers) 
Council resolved to take no further action regarding this petition. 
 
At its meeting held on 24 June 2014 (CJ103-06/14 refers), Council resolved among other 
matters to take no further action in relation to the sale of any portion of Lot 971. The decision 
was based on the City’s receipt of a 1,977 signature petition indicating a lack of local 
community support for the site being sold and developed. 
 
Original Proposal 
 
At its meeting held on 17 May 2016 (C24-05/16 refers), Council considered a Notice of Motion 
and resolved that a report would be prepared on the following: 
 
“That Council REQUESTS the Chief Executive Officer to prepare a report on the establishment 
of a “peace and reflection precinct” on Lot 971 (52) Creaney Drive Kingsley.”  
 
The motion was detailed as being a community-driven initiative that envisaged Lot 971 
providing a quiet place of contemplation for local residents to have the opportunity to reflect 
on a range of tragic events. It was stated that the proponent would appreciate the City 
investigating the concept, costing and funding options associated with installing a number of 
generic plaques along a walk-through, taking into consideration access for the elderly and 
infirm members of the community.  
 
The proponent acknowledged that the proposed project need not impinge on The Returned 
and Services League (RSL) events and activities in the City of Joondalup. Rather, the site 
would provide a simple yet unique opportunity for local people to reflect on matters close to 
the heart.   
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At its meeting held on 18 April 2017 (CJ050-04/17 refers), Council resolved the following: 
 
“1  NOTES the proposal submitted relating to the development of a commemorative peace 

precinct at Lot 971 (52) Creaney Drive, Kingsley;  
 
2  REQUESTS the Chief Executive Officer to negotiate with the proponent to install a 

number of small plinths on Lot 971 (52) Creaney Drive, Kingsley as a commemorative 
peace precinct, as well as Options 1 and 2 as detailed in Attachments 3 and 4 to Report 
CJ050-04/17;  

3 NOTES that the City does not have budget funds available for the installation of a 
commemorative peace precinct at Lot 971 (52) Creaney Drive, Kingsley as detailed in 
Part 2 above.” 

 
 
DETAILS 
 
The project aim is described as being: 
 
“To provide the residents of Kingsley and surrounding suburbs with a place of tranquillity and 
quiet contemplation within a beautifully preserved natural bushland setting.”   
 
The proposal stated that on discussions with other groups, it was suggested that for suburbs 
that also have an aging demographic, this proposal could be an example for many more of 
these types of precincts.  The proposed peace precinct could also be a place of reflection for 
the broader community to commemorate the injuries and loss of life in maritime, airborne, 
natural and man-made disasters. 
 
In the original proposal, it is stated that the intent is to transform Lot 971 at no, or minimal cost 
to the City, into a commemorative peace precinct by way of a new name, wheelchair and 
pram-friendly pathways and bench seating. There would be a main ceremonial site and a 
number of commemorative plinths in designated areas within the proposed precinct.   
 
It is stated that the proposal does not have the involvement of any RSL body.  
 
The proposal acknowledges that no reference to the word “memorial” will be used concerning 
any name associated with the proposal out of respect for the Kingsley Football Club’s 
memorial in Kingsley Park. 
 
Attachment 2 provides the full details including the level of support from stakeholders and 
members of the local community and also includes a letter of support from Greenwood 
College. Part of the letter states the College would be delighted to be involved in any 
commemorative activity associated with the bushland islands in Kingsley Park.    
 
Issues and options considered 
 
Alternative Locations 
 
With regard to Part 2 of Council’s resolution at its meeting held on 18 April 2017 (CJ050-04/17 
refers) City officers, the two Ward Councillors, the proponent and other community members 
including representatives of KAGRA met on site to examine alternative locations for the 
proposed plinths and the flagpoles.   
 
The meeting resulted in the City receiving an updated proposal (Attachment 5 refers) in that it 
referenced two alternative locations to the original proposal.  The locations overall are shown 
on Attachment 6. 
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Based on Council’s resolution at its meeting held on 18 April 2017, Council has potentially 
provided its in-principle support to the concept of a peace and reflection precinct at the subject 
location. In line with Part 2 of Council’s resolution, the proponent, supporters from the 
community and the Ward Councillors have provided suitable and practical alternative locations 
for the plinths and flagpoles that for the most part take advantage of the existing park 
infrastructure. 
 
Plinths and flagpoles indicated as 1, 2 and 3 on Attachment 6 to this Report are considered to 
be in suitable locations. Plinths at these locations are accessible via the pathway from the two 
car parks that service Kingsley Park, utilise existing park infrastructure such as existing 
benches, have space for congregation and are flat underfoot in consideration that many 
attendees to proposed events being will be older members of our community.  Additionally, 
the location of the plinths offers public surveillance. 
 
The proposed locations of plinths 4 and 5 shown on Attachment 6 to this Report are in the 
middle of Lot 971 among the trees. Memorial installations at these locations could jeopardise 
the best overall location for a future community facility, or have the effect that Lot 971 becomes 
a “memorial park”. The consequence of supporting plinths at these locations is that the option 
of developing a community facility by the City, or a not-for-profit organisation, is likely to be 
lost.  
 
Any formal or informal use of the site for memorials may design out the opportunity for the 
land to be used advantageously for the benefit of a wider section of the community in the 
future.  In the future, a facility on Lot 971 could be used for the purposes of health, seniors, 
children, families, youth, community hubs, learning, cultural spaces, or services to meet the 
needs of disadvantaged or marginalised groups.  
 
To safeguard the future community development options for this site, the relocation of the 
plinths to the northern boundary of Lot 971 could be considered and have been indicated on 
Attachment 6 to this Report. This will then provide the City with optimum options for a 
community facility location with tree retention being an important part of that selection. 
 
Lot 971 is 10,000m2 which equates to significant community value due to any proposed 
community facility developed on the site likely to be of a size to serve a broad area of the 
community beyond the site’s adjoining suburbs. Any actions which could mean the potential 
loss of the site, or an overall change of use, should consider a wider-ranging community 
consultation process. 
 
The fact that Lot 971 has a significant value on the City’s asset register highlights the 
responsibility of Council’s stewardship when deciding on the future of the site.   
 
Should the commemorative peace precinct be supported, it is recommended that a 
management plan is provided to the City that deals with matters such as maintenance and 
malicious damage to any of the structures. 
 
Bushland on Lot 971 
 
The history to this site indicates that many local residents have a desire for Lot 971 to be a 
community asset only in terms of it being ‘bushland’ with building development being avoided 
and the large trees on the site preserved. 
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In September 2015, based on a request from KAGRA, the City installed fencing at certain 
locations within Lot 971 to protect the trees from unnecessary damage by mowing 
maintenance. The fencing installation is not considered a permanent fixture and will remain 
installed until reassessment is required in the event that future community demand 
necessitates development. In the interim, the current aesthetics of Lot 971 are there to be 
enjoyed.  
 
It should be noted that the advantage of Lot 971 is that its size allows for sensitive building 
location options that could encourage the retention of many of the existing trees.  
 
Strategic Community Plan / policy implications 
 
Legislation Planning approval will be required should a commemorative 

peace precinct be supported at the subject locations.  
 

Strategic Community Plan  
  
Key theme Financial Sustainability. 
  
Objective Financial diversity. 
  
Strategic initiative Support new projects that balance identified financial risks 

against effective management approaches. 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   
Policy  Asset Management Policy. 

Sustainability Policy. 
 
Risk management considerations 
 
Lot 971 is a community purpose site. Should memorial plinths be included in the middle of the 
site, it could have an irreversible effect on the site’s ability to meet future community demand.   
Should the proposal be supported, be it within Lot 971 or Kingsley Park, it could set a 
precedent for other requests being received for commemorative peace precincts in City parks. 
This needs to be considered as a direction given the impact it may have on future use of 
Crown or community purpose land and on maintenance and replacement costs for associated 
infrastructure.  
 
Financial / budget implications 
 
Costings with regard to the two alternative options provided by the City have been provided to 
the proponent as a guide as there are no City funds available for a proposal at this location. 
 
It needs to be taken into account that any inclusions within the proposed peace precinct have 
the potential to become the City’s replacement and maintenance responsibility.  
 
Should the development opportunity of this site be lost, it will impact on the site’s value as an 
asset. 
 
In the City’s financial records (used for financial reporting purposes), this land asset had a 
recorded ‘fair value’ of over $1.6 million as at 1 January 2013.  
 
Regional significance 
 
The inclusion of a peace precinct within Lot 971 may offer residents in the Cities of Wanneroo 
and Stirling an opportunity to attend services that are relatively local to them.  
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It could be argued that Lot 971 has regional significance based on it being a 10,000m2 site.  
As an example, a multi-functional community facility developed on the site has the potential 
for wide-ranging community benefit. 
 
Sustainability implications 
 
Any proposed development of a community purpose facility on part of Lot 971 would have a 
sensitive environmental approach to the location of the building and its design principles. 
 
The size and location of this site provides it with significant potential to promote social 
sustainability.  Services and community group opportunities generated from a multi-purpose 
community facility could have a substantial positive effect across all generations and cohorts.  
 
Consultation 
 
The City has not undertaken any formal consultation with the community regarding the future 
of this site and should consultation take place, it would need to be conducted in accordance 
with the City’s approved Community Consultation and Engagement Policy and Community 
Engagement Protocol.  
 
Due to Lot 971 being 10,000m2 and therefore the potential for any community development 
on the site to serve a broader area than the bordering suburbs, it is considered that a larger 
target area is considered as part of any community consultation. 
 
 
COMMENT 
 
Based on Council’s resolution at its meeting held on 18 April 2017 (CJ050-04/17 refers), 
support in-principle for a peace and reflection precinct at the subject location has potentially 
been provided. Should the plinths shown as 4 and 5 on Attachment 6 to this Report be 
relocated to the northern edge of Lot 971 where there is space under the trees that could 
provide natural shade, Council may consider a commemorative peace precinct as being 
acceptable.   
 
The fundamental risk of Council supporting the locations of the plinths shown as 4 and 5 on 
Attachment 6 to this Report is that such support could result in a substantially sized community 
purpose site not being developed for its intended purpose. This would be at a financial cost to 
the City due to the loss of an asset and to the community in terms of the programs and service 
provision that a facility on the site could offer. 
 
The relocation to the northern edge of Lot 971 of plinths 4 and 5 does not mean the trees on 
the site cannot be enjoyed. Relocation serves to protect an important community asset being 
considered as a memorial park and implications that comes with such a sensitive use. Council 
requesting the relocation of plinths 4 and 5 as part of its support for this proposal constitutes 
a decision that is financially responsible, practical and serves the greater community good.  It 
would also allow the proponent of the commemorative peace precinct to progress his proposal.   
 
 
VOTING REQUIREMENTS 
 
Simple Majority. 
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OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION 
 
That Council: 
 
1 NOTES the two alternative plinth locations relating to the development of a 

commemorative peace precinct at Lot 971 (52) Creaney Drive, Kingsley and Kingsley 
Park, Lot 15031 (72) Kingsley Drive, Kingsley as detailed in Attachment 5 to Report 
CJ208-12/17; 

 
2 SUPPORTS the location of the plinth and flagpoles shown as 1 on Attachment 6 to 

Report CJ208-12/17, on the northern boundary of Lot 971 (52) Creaney Drive, 
Kingsley; 

3 SUPPORTS the location of the plinths shown as 2 and 3 on the southern boundary of 
Kingsley Park, Lot 15031 (72) Kingsley Drive, Kingsley shown as 2 and 3 on 
Attachment 6 to Report CJ208-12/17;  

 
4 DOES NOT SUPPORT the proposed location of the plinths within Lot 971 (52) Creaney 

Drive, Kingsley shown as 4 and 5 on Attachment 6 to Report CJ208-12/17; 
 
5 REQUESTS the relocation of the plinths shown as 4 and 5 on Attachment 6 to Report 

CJ208-12/17 to suitable areas on the northern-most boundary of Lot 971 (52) Creaney 
Drive, Kingsley; 

 
6 REQUESTS the Chief Executive Officer ADVISE the proponent that: 
 

6.1 Council’s support is subject to the proponent obtaining any necessary statutory 
approvals which should be at no cost to the City; 

 
6.2 a management plan is required that details how matters such as maintenance 

and malicious damage to the memorial structures are proposed to be dealt with;  
 
6.3 the City does not have budget funds available for the installation of a 

commemorative peace precinct at Lot 971 (52) Creaney Drive, Kingsley and 
Kingsley Park, Lot 15031 (72) Kingsley Drive, Kingsley;  

 
6.4 prior to obtaining any necessary statutory approvals, or prior to any proposed 

development on Lot 971 (52) Creaney Drive, Kingsley and Kingsley Park, Lot 
15031 (72) Kingsley Drive, Kingsley would need to be in consultation with the 
City in the first instance. 

 
 
Cr Taylor left the Chamber at 9.32pm.  
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PROCEDURAL MOTION – ITEM BE REFERRED BACK TO THE CHIEF EXECUTIVE 
OFFICER 
 
MOVED Cr Logan, SECONDED Cr Chester that Item CJ208-12/17 – Proposal for a 
Kingsley Commemorative Peace Precinct at Lot 971 (52) Creaney Drive, Kingsley and 
Kingsley Park, Lot 15031 (72) Kingsley Drive – Alternative Proposal BE REFERRED 
BACK to the Chief Executive Officer to allow further discussion with the proponent of 
the location of the suggested plinths in the precinct. 
 
The Procedural Motion was Put and          CARRIED (10/0) 
 
In favour of the Motion:  Mayor Jacob, Crs Chester, Dwyer, Hamilton-Prime, Hollywood, Jones, Logan, May, 
McLean and Norman. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix 16 refers 
 
To access this attachment on electronic document, click here:  Attach16brf171205.pdf 
 
  

Attach16brf171205.pdf
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CJ209-12/17 ESTABLISHMENT OF AN EDGEWATER QUARRY 
COMMUNITY REFERENCE GROUP 

 
WARD  North Central 
 
RESPONSIBLE  Mr Garry Hunt 
DIRECTOR  Office of the CEO 
 
FILE NUMBER 37544, 101515 
 
ATTACHMENTS Attachment 1 Location Plan 
 Attachment 2 Proposed Nomination Form 
 Attachment 3 Proposed Terms of Reference 
 Attachment 4 Proposed Frequently Asked Questions 
 
AUTHORITY / DISCRETION Executive - The substantial direction setting and oversight 

role of Council, such as adopting plans and reports, 
accepting tenders, directing operations, setting and 
amending budgets. 

 

 
 
PURPOSE 
 
For Council to consider the establishment of an Edgewater Quarry Community Reference 
Group and to approve calling for Expressions of Interest from the community for nomination.  
 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The Edgewater Quarry site covers an area of approximately 17.7 hectares. It is in a strategic 
location that through a master planning process has the potential to offer multiple benefits to 
the both the City and its community.  
 
At its meeting held on 27 June 2017 (CJ090-06/17 refers), Council endorsed the Draft 
Joondalup Activity Centre Plan (JACP).  The JACP indicates a location within the site adjacent 
to Joondalup Drive as having development potential with the remaining land uses being public 
open space and conservation. Attachment 1 provides property related information and land 
areas. 
 
At its meeting held on 15 August 2017 (C62-08/17 refers), Council requested a report be 
prepared on the establishment of an Edgewater Quarry Community Reference Group 
(EQCRG). It was considered that a community reference group could assist with the 
development of a concept design for the site, in addition to acting as a conduit to disseminate 
information and give feedback to and from the wider community.  
 
Through a proposed Nomination Form (Attachment 2 refers), it is recommended that 
Expressions of Interest (EOI) are called from community members over a 30 day period. In 
addition to the Nomination Form and proposed Terms of Reference (Attachment 3 refers), 
other information such as ‘Frequently Asked Questions’ (Attachment 4 refers) outlining the 
EQCRG’s role and expectations will be included on the City’s website.  Calling for EOI will be 
advertised in the community newspapers in addition to the City’s website and Facebook page.  
 
In accordance with the proposed EQCRG Terms of Reference, His Worship the Mayor and 
both North Central Ward Councillors will form part of the EQCRG and it is recommended that 
His Worship the Mayor becomes the Presiding Member.  It is further recommended that the 
EQCRG consists of 20 community members with representation as follows:  
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• Six ratepayers or residents from the suburb of Edgewater. 
• Five ratepayers or residents from other City suburbs. 
• Nine members being nominated from community or special interest groups. For 

example: 
o community groups that have an interest in recreation pursuits that they consider 

are suitable for the Edgewater Quarry site including adventure, accessible and 
nature based play areas 

o residents’ associations 
o regional representation due to the amenity value and therefore likely attraction 

by the broader community once the site is developed. 
 
Once the nomination process has closed, City officers will assess the nominations and provide 
recommendations on the group’s proposed membership in a subsequent report to Council.  
 
It is therefore recommended that Council: 
 
1 APPROVES the establishment of the Edgewater Quarry Community Reference Group; 
 
2 APPROVES His Worship the Mayor and both North Central Ward Councillors being 

members of the Edgewater Quarry Community Reference Group; 
 
3 APPROVES His Worship the Mayor being the Presiding Member of the Edgewater 

Quarry Community Reference Group;  
 
4 APPROVES up to 20 members from the community for the Edgewater Quarry 

Community Reference Group; 
 
5 ENDORSES the Terms of Reference for the Edgewater Quarry Community Reference 

Group shown as Attachment 3 to Report CJ209-12/17; 
 
6 SUPPORTS calling for Expressions of Interest for a 30-day period using the 

Nomination Form and Terms of Reference shown as Attachments 2 and 3 to Report 
CJ209-12/17;  

 
7 APPROVES the Frequently Asked Questions related to the establishment of the 

Edgewater Quarry Community Reference Group shown as Attachment 4 to Report 
CJ209-12/17: 

 
8 subsequent to the 30-day Expression of Interest advertising period and assessment of 

the nomination forms received, REQUESTS the Chief Executive Officer to prepare a 
report on the proposed community selection of the Edgewater Quarry Community 
Reference Group. 

 
 
BACKGROUND 

The Edgewater Quarry site is bounded by residential housing, Regatta Drive, Treetop Avenue 
and Joondalup Drive, Edgewater. The site to be master planned comprises three reserves, an 
area of land owned in freehold by the City and land identified as Joondalup Drive (Joondalup 
Gate 1) Drainage Sump, Edgewater; approximately 17.7 hectares overall. (Attachment 1 
refers). 
 
Since the 1970s, there have been several proposals for more intensive development of the 
site and at its 19 May 2009 meeting, which followed community consultation during 2008, 
Council requested that draft concept designs be developed to include certain land uses.   
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Following Council’s decision, draft concept plan options, commercial analysis and financial 
projections for the project were developed and presented at a number of Strategy Sessions.  
After a further presentation to the Strategy Session held on 16 March 2016, Elected Members 
requested further concept plans, in addition to examining a potential Crown land/freehold land 
exchange. 
 
Draft Joondalup Activity Centre Plan (JACP) – Quarry Park 
 
The City has prepared the draft JACP in accordance with State Planning Policy 4.2: Activity 
Centres (SPP 4.2). The activity centre boundary includes Edgewater Quarry which in the 
document is referred to as Quarry Park. SPP 4.2 identifies Joondalup as a Strategic 
Metropolitan Centre that as such, requires an activity centre plan to guide future development 
and retail expansion. Council endorsed the draft JACP at its meeting held on 27 June 2017 
(CJ090-06/17 refers).  The draft JACP identified an area of land east of Joondalup Drive within 
Quarry Park as being a suitable location for development.   
 
In the report to Council on the draft JACP, the approval of a local planning policy prior to the 
commencement of any development east of Joondalup Drive was recommended. The 
proposed local planning policy will provide further guidance on planning matters such as 
access / parking location/s, servicing area/s and the interface with the adjacent open space. 
The local planning policy would require separate additional consultation as detailed in the 
Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015.  
 
The draft JACP depicts a “City – Lake Active Transport Link‟ through Quarry Park that is 
intended for use by pedestrians and cyclists but not for vehicles. 
 
The final determination of the draft JACP now rests with the Western Australian Planning 
Commission. 
 
Draft Perth and Peel Green Growth Plan for 3.5 Million 
 
The Department of the Premier and Cabinet has released the draft Perth and Peel Green 
Growth Plan for 3.5 Million (GGP) which has gone through a public comment period that 
concluded on 13 May 2016. The draft GGP aims to secure approval under Part 10 of the 
Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 and deliver 
streamlined approvals processes under the Western Australian Environmental Protection Act 
1986 (EP Act) for certain types of development or 'classes of action'. 
 
The City’s Lot 998 (100) Treetop Avenue, Edgewater within Edgewater Quarry as shown on 
Attachment 1, is included in the GGP as land being required for Broad Conservation 
Commitments. The master planning of Edgewater Quarry will need to take this into account 
and it could be part of negotiations with the Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage from 
a potential land exchange perspective. 
 
Notice of Motion  
 
At its meeting held on 15 August 2017, a motion was moved that resulted in Council resolving 
as follows (C62-08/17 refers): 
 
“That Council REQUESTS the Chief Executive Officer to prepare a report on the establishment 
of an Edgewater Quarry Community Reference Group with a view to:  
 
1  examining the future options of the Edgewater Quarry site;  
 
2  identifying and discussing the issues and concerns of the community and stakeholders 

around the options of the Edgewater Quarry site;  
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3  representing the interests of the wider community;  
 
4  acting as a conduit to disseminate information and feedback to and from the wider 

community;  
 
5  liaising with extended networks and community groups to facilitate information sharing 

concerning the Edgewater Quarry;  
 
6 appointing His Worship the Mayor, both North Central Ward Councillors and a 

maximum of 20 other members of the community that would be sought through 
expressions of interest.” 

 
 
DETAILS 
 
The reason for the above Notice of Motion was that the establishment of a community 
reference group could produce the same valuable contribution as did the Ocean Reef Marina 
Community Reference Group. This group was formed to assist the City to develop a concept 
design and structure plan for Ocean Reef Marina. Other reasons for the establishment of an 
EQCRG were given as providing a mechanism for the issues and concerns of the community 
being adequately represented and it would serve as a conduit to disseminate information and 
feedback. 
 
Issues and options considered 
 
For the reasons provided in the Notice of Motion, it is considered that the establishment of a 
community reference group is an effective next action to progress the master planning of the 
Edgewater Quarry site.  The EQCRG will assist the City towards the development of a concept 
plan with the preferred design being submitted for Council’s consideration and full community 
consultation.  
 
Through an EOI process, interested community members and stakeholders can complete a 
Nomination Form (Attachment 2 refers) providing reasons why they consider their 
membership would be of benefit to the EQCRG. The Nomination Form also provides for 
prospective members of the EQCRG to agree to the associated Terms of Reference 
(Attachment 3 refers).   
 
Expression of Interest 
 
To progress the establishment of the EQCRG, it is recommended that the City will now call for 
Expressions of Interest from the community. This will be by way of public notices in The West 
Australian and community newspapers, the City’s website and media outlets, public libraries 
and public notice boards. 
 
As detailed in Council’s resolution (C62-08/17 refers), His Worship the Mayor and both North 
Central Ward Councillors will form part of the EQCRG, and it is further recommended that His 
Worship the Mayor is the Presiding Member.  
 
Nomination Forms will be available on the City’s website, or via mail if required. ‘Frequently 
Asked Questions’ and the proposed Terms of Reference for the group will also be made 
available with the Nomination Forms.   A period of 30 days will be allocated for the return of 
the completed Nomination Forms, after which they will be assessed against the Terms of 
Reference.  A report will then be submitted for Council’s consideration of the recommended 
selection.  
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To encourage a diverse membership base that ensures that community and stakeholder 
aspirations, issues and concerns on the future of Edgewater Quarry are accommodated, 
parameters to be included in the EQCRG’s Terms of Reference could be as follows: 
 
• For adequate representation from the suburb of Edgewater – six ratepayers or 

residents. 
• Five ratepayers or residents from other City suburbs. 
• Nine membership places will be for nominated representatives from community and 

special interest groups. For example: 
• community groups that have an interest in recreation pursuits that they consider 

are suitable for the Edgewater Quarry site including adventure, accessible and 
nature based play areas 

• residents’ associations 
• regional representation due to the amenity value and therefore likely attraction 

by the broader community once the site is developed. 
 
To allow potential members who work standard business hours the option to nominate for the 
EQCRG, scheduled meetings should be outside of these hours. It is considered that a meeting 
every two months would be an acceptable standard. It is proposed that the term of the group 
shall run until 31 October 2019, with a review on the group’s effectiveness being reported to 
Council at its meeting to be held in September 2019. 
 
A professional facilitator, external experts and City officers will be utilised as and when 
required.   
 
Legislation / Strategic Community Plan / policy implications 
 
Legislation  
 

Local Government Act 1995. 
 

Key theme 
 
Objective 
 
Strategic initiative 

Governance and Leadership. 
 
Active democracy. 
 
• Fully integrate community consultation practices into 

City activities. 
• Optimise opportunities for the community to access 

and participate in decision-making processes. 
• Adapt to community preferences for engagement 

formats. 

 
Policy Community Consultation and Engagement Policy. 
 
Risk management considerations 
 
A potential risk is a lack of interest across all cohorts of the community which could result in 
the EQCRG having minimal diversity and therefore not providing true representation of the 
overall community. 
 
Financial / budget implications 
 
There is an allocation of $60,000 in the 2017-18 Budget that can be utilised towards the related 
costs of establishing a community reference group. Any further necessary expenditure for the 
proposed initial two-year term of the EQCRG can be considered as part of the City’s future 
budget review process.  
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As the master planning of the site progresses, a revised scope will be developed allowing the 
estimated cash flows in the 20-Year SFP to be revised with the updated assumptions. 
Amendments will also be considered for the Five Year Capital Works Program. 
 
Regional significance 
 
The size and therefore potential scale of the recreation and public open space opportunities 
within Edgewater Quarry is likely to attract community members outside of the City’s 
boundaries. 
 
Sustainability implications 
 
Economic 
 
The City will pursue sponsorship and funding opportunities concerning the proposed 
playground areas within the site. 
 
Environmental 
 
An environmental assessment identified significant vegetation on the southern portion of the 
site that will need to be considered in the master planning of the site.  The Department of the 
Premier and Cabinet’s draft GGP supports the significance of this vegetation.  
 
Energy and water efficient opportunities can be identified in the eventual development of the 
site, including landscape design and the inclusion of passive and active recreation land uses.   
 
Social 
 
The public open space component of Edgewater Quarry has the potential to offer a variety of 
recreation pursuits for all members of the community.    
 
Consultation 
 
The proposed Edgewater Quarry Community Reference Group will serve as a mechanism for 
community engagement in conjunction with the City’s approved Community Consultation and 
Engagement Policy and Community Engagement Protocol.   
 
As part of the draft JACP, the City recommended that a local planning policy is in place prior 
to the commencement of any development east of Joondalup Drive within Edgewater Quarry. 
This will require separate statutory community consultation as detailed in the Planning and 
Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015.  
 
 
COMMENT 
 
For the reasons identified in Council’s resolution from its meeting held on 15 August 2017  
(C62-08/17 refers), it is considered that the establishment of an Edgewater Quarry Community 
Reference Group will assist in the progress of master planning the site. Inclusion of community 
feedback via the EQCRG will be a valuable form of community and stakeholder collaboration 
to inform a concept plan for the Edgewater Quarry site. 
 
Calling for Expressions of Interest from interested residents and stakeholders in line with the 
Terms of Reference detailed in Attachment 2 is recommended. 
 
 



CITY OF JOONDALUP - MINUTES OF MEETING OF COUNCIL  -  12.12.2017 174 
 

VOTING REQUIREMENTS 
 
Simple Majority. 
 
 
MOVED Cr Jones, SECONDED Cr McLean that Council: 
 
1 APPROVES the establishment of the Edgewater Quarry Community Reference 

Group; 
 
2 APPROVES His Worship the Mayor and both North Central Ward Councillors 

being members of the Edgewater Quarry Community Reference Group; 
 
3 APPROVES His Worship the Mayor being the Presiding Member of the 

Edgewater Quarry Community Reference Group;  
 
4 APPROVES up to 20 members from the community for the Edgewater Quarry 

Community Reference Group; 
 
5 ENDORSES the Terms of Reference for the Edgewater Quarry Community 

Reference Group shown as Attachment 3 to Report CJ209-12/17; 
 
6 SUPPORTS calling for Expressions of Interest for a 30-day period using the 

Nomination Form and Terms of Reference shown as Attachments 2 and 3 to 
Report CJ209-12/17;  

 
7 APPROVES the Frequently Asked Questions related to the establishment of the 

Edgewater Quarry Community Reference Group shown as Attachment 4 to 
Report CJ209-12/17; 

 
8 subsequent to the 30 day Expression of Interest advertising period and 

assessment of the nomination forms received, REQUESTS the Chief Executive 
Officer to prepare a report on the proposed community selection of the 
Edgewater Quarry Community Reference Group. 

 
The Motion was Put and          CARRIED (10/0) 
 
In favour of the Motion:  Mayor Jacob, Crs Chester, Dwyer, Hamilton-Prime, Hollywood, Jones, Logan, May, 
McLean and Norman. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix 17 refers 
 
To access this attachment on electronic document, click here:   Attach17brf171205.pdf 
 
  

Attach17brf171205.pdf
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Disclosure of Financial Interest 
 

Name/Position Mr Garry Hunt, Chief Executive Officer. 
Item No./Subject CJ210-12/17 -  Request for Leave - Chief Executive Officer. 
Nature of interest Financial Interest. 
Extent of Interest The Chief Executive Officer is requesting annual leave. 

 
 
CJ210-12/17 REQUEST FOR LEAVE – CHIEF EXECUTIVE 

OFFICER 
 
WARD All 
 
RESPONSIBLE Mr Mike Smith 
ACTING DIRECTOR  Corporate Services 
 
FILE NUMBER 98394, 98394B, 101515 
 
ATTACHMENTS Nil 
 
AUTHORITY / DISCRETION Executive - The substantial direction setting and oversight 

role of Council, such as adopting plans and reports, 
accepting tenders, directing operations, setting and 
amending budgets. 

 
 
 
PURPOSE 
 
To give consideration to the request for annual leave submitted by the Chief Executive Officer 
(CEO). 
 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The CEO has requested annual leave for the periods 20 December to 22 December 2017 
inclusive and 8 January to 24 January 2018 inclusive. The annual leave is within the CEO’s 
entitlement under his contract of employment and he has sufficient accrued annual leave. 
 
It is recommended that Council APPROVES the request from the Chief Executive Officer for 
annual leave for the periods 20 December to 22 December 2017 inclusive and 8 January to 
24 January 2018 inclusive. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The CEO commenced his employment on 31 January 2005. In accordance with his current 
employment contract the CEO is entitled to 25 days leave per annum. 
 
 
DETAILS 
 
The CEO has requested annual leave from duties for the periods 20 December to 
22 December 2017 inclusive and 8 January to 24 January 2018 inclusive for annual leave. 
The CEO has delegated authority to appoint an Acting CEO for periods where he is absent 
from work while on leave, where such periods are for less than 35 days. 
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Issues and options considered 
 
During the employment of the CEO there will be periods of time where he will be absent from 
the City of Joondalup on annual leave. 
 
The annual leave for the CEO is to be taken at a mutually convenient time subject to the 
operational requirements of the Council. It is recommended that Council approve the annual 
leave request. 
 
Legislation / Strategic Community Plan / policy implications 
 
Legislation Not applicable. 

 
Strategic Community Plan  
  
Key theme Governance and Leadership. 
  
Objective Corporate capacity. 
  
Strategic initiative Maintain a highly skilled and effective workforce. 
  
Policy  Not applicable. 
 
Risk management considerations 
 
Not applicable.  
 
Financial / budget implications 
 
Provision for the annual leave is included in the Budget for 2017-18. 
 
Regional significance 
 
Not applicable. 
 
Sustainability implications 
 
Not applicable. 
 
Consultation 
 
Not applicable. 
 
 
COMMENT 
 
The CEO has an entitlement in accordance with his employment contract for periods of annual 
leave. The dates requested are conducive to the operations of the City and are within his 
entitlements. 
 
 
VOTING REQUIREMENTS 
 
Simple Majority. 
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Cr Poliwka and Cr Taylor entered the Chamber at 9.34pm.  
 
 
MOVED Cr Hollywood, SECONDED Cr Hamilton-Prime that Council APPROVES the 
request from the Chief Executive Officer for annual leave for the periods 20 to  
22 December 2017 inclusive and 8 January to 24 January 2018 inclusive. 
 
The Motion was Put and          CARRIED (12/0) 
 
In favour of the Motion:  Mayor Jacob, Crs Chester, Dwyer, Hamilton-Prime, Hollywood, Jones, Logan, May, 
McLean, Norman, Poliwka and Taylor. 
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C94-12/17 COUNCIL DECISION – ADOPTION BY EXCEPTION RESOLUTION - 
[02154, 08122] 

 
MOVED Mayor Jacob, SECONDED Cr Jones that pursuant to the Meeting Procedures 
Local Law 2013 – Clause 4.8 – Adoption by exception resolution, Council ADOPTS the 
following items: 
 
CJ190-12/17, CJ191-12/17, CJ194-12/17, CJ195-12/17, CJ196-12/17, CJ197-12/17,  
CJ199-12/17, CJ200-12/17, CJ201-12/17, CJ202-12/17 and CJ203-12/17. 
 
The Motion was Put and          CARRIED (12/0) 
 
In favour of the Motion:  Mayor Jacob, Crs Chester, Dwyer, Hamilton-Prime, Hollywood, Jones, Logan, May, 
McLean, Norman, Poliwka and Taylor. 
 
 
 
 
URGENT BUSINESS 
 
C95-12/17 MAYOR HON. ALBERT JACOB, JP – CONSIDERATION OF 

INCLUSION OF DUFFY HOUSE, LOT 69 (108) DUFFY TERRACE ON 
THE STATE REGISTER OF HERITAGE PLACES – [81629, 36873] 

 
In accordance with Clause 4.7 of the City of Joondalup Meeting Procedures Local Law 2013, 
Mayor Jacob gave notice of his intention to move the following Motion as Urgent Business at 
the Council meeting held on Tuesday 12 December 2017: 
 
“That Council calls on the Heritage Council of Western Australia to urgently consider 
the inclusion of Duffy House, located on Lot 69 (108) Duffy Terrace, on the State 
Register of Heritage Places to ensure the existing structure is protected from 
demolition and from falling into further disrepair.” 
 
Reason for Urgent Business 
 
The delay in referring the business to the next meeting could have adverse legal or financial 
implications for the local government. 
 
Reason for Motion 
 
The State Government or one of its agencies, the Western Australian Planning Commission / 
Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage may seek to demolish the building before the 
Council meeting to be held on 20 February 2018. 
 
In accordance with Clause 4.7 of the City of Joondalup Meeting Procedures Local Law 2013, 
the following is a summary of the verbal report given by the Chief Executive Officer: 
 
“The City has within its district a property known as Duffy House and is located at 108 Duffy 
Terrace, Woodvale. The site is reserved under the Metropolitan Region Scheme for the 
purposes of Parks and Recreation and is currently owned by the Western Australia Planning 
Commission (WAPC). 
 
In 2009, the site was included on the City of Joondalup Heritage List but did not meet the 
threshold for entry on the State Register of Heritage Places. 
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The WAPC contacted the City in July 2015, advising the WAPC was considering doing some 
work on the building to prevent further deterioration. During that conversation with the City, 
dollar for dollar funding was requested from the City to do the works to the building. At that 
time, the City declined given the building is on land owned by the WAPC. 
 
The WAPC is now seeking to demolish the building and has sought the City’s feedback on the 
proposal. The City has advised it does not support the demolition of Duffy House. The WAPC 
has asked the City to reconsider its position.    
 
The City intends to respond again to the WAPC to advise it does not support demolition of the 
building however it is uncertain whether the WAPC will proceed to demolition despite the City’s 
recommendation not to.” 
 
MOVED Mayor Jacob, SECONDED Cr May that that Council calls on the Heritage 
Council of Western Australia to urgently consider the inclusion of Duffy House, located 
on Lot 69 (108) Duffy Terrace, on the State Register of Heritage Places to ensure the 
existing structure is protected from demolition and from falling into further disrepair. 
 
The Motion was Put and          CARRIED (12/0) 
 
In favour of the Motion:  Mayor Jacob, Crs Chester, Dwyer, Hamilton-Prime, Hollywood, Jones, Logan, May, 
McLean, Norman, Poliwka and Taylor. 
 
 
 
 
MOTIONS OF WHICH PREVIOUS NOTICE HAS BEEN GIVEN 
 
C96-12/17 NOTICE OF MOTION – MAYOR ALBERT JACOB – STIMULATION 

OF HOSPITALITY AND TOURISM VENTURES – [45001] 
 
In accordance with Clause 4.6 of the City of Joondalup Meeting Procedures Local Law 2013, 
Mayor Jacob has given notice of his intention to move the following Motion at the Council 
meeting to be held on 12 December 2017: 
 
“That Council REQUESTS the Chief Executive Officer to prepare a report that examines 
initiatives which can stimulate opportunities and employment in hospitality and 
tourism ventures within the City of Joondalup, with the examination of measures 
including, but not limited to: 
 
1 possible changes to alfresco regulation and licensing including allowances or 

signage and verge / sidewalk alfresco structures to encourage greater alfresco 
hospitality provision within the City of Joondalup; 

 
2 greater facilitation of growers’ markets and evening food markets throughout 

the City of Joondalup; 
 
3 parking provisions in strategic locations adjacent to hospitality business, 

including the provision of short term (less than an hour) free parking 
opportunities; 

 
4 investigating opportunities for greater City discretion to approve uses within 

Commercial and Industrial zones within the City of Joondalup, particularly for 
proponent initiatives which may have tourism potential.” 
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Reason for Motion 
 
Recent feedback from local business has indicated a strong desire for the City to engage in 
initiatives which promote and encourage local tourism and hospitality. 
 
This was also reflective of the feedback I received during the recent Joondalup Council 
campaign and commitments which I made to investigate possible reforms in these areas. 
The hospitality and tourism industry is one of the largest employment sectors in Western 
Australia, having an equivalent level of employment to the resources industry. 
 
Measures which facilitate greater business investment in these industries can lead to greater 
local employment opportunities, particularly for younger people in our community. 
 
 
MOVED Mayor Jacob, SECONDED Cr Poliwka that Council REQUESTS the  
Chief Executive Officer to prepare a report that examines initiatives which can stimulate 
opportunities and employment in hospitality and tourism ventures within the  
City of Joondalup, with the examination of measures including, but not limited to: 
 
1 possible changes to alfresco regulation and licensing including allowances or 

signage and verge / sidewalk alfresco structures to encourage greater alfresco 
hospitality provision within the City of Joondalup; 

 
2 greater facilitation of growers’ markets and evening food markets throughout 

the City of Joondalup; 
 
3 parking provisions in strategic locations adjacent to hospitality business, 

including the provision of short term (less than an hour) free parking 
opportunities; 

 
4 investigating opportunities for greater City discretion to approve uses within 

Commercial and Industrial zones within the City of Joondalup, particularly for 
proponent initiatives which may have tourism potential. 

 
The Motion was Put and          CARRIED (12/0) 
 
In favour of the Motion:  Mayor Jacob, Crs Chester, Dwyer, Hamilton-Prime, Hollywood, Jones, Logan, May, 
McLean, Norman, Poliwka and Taylor. 
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ANNOUNCEMENTS OF NOTICES OF MOTION FOR THE NEXT MEETING 
 
NOTICE OF MOTION – CR NIGE JONES – STRATEGIC APPROACH TO THE NEEDS OF 
SOCCER CLUBS WITHIN THE CITY OF JOONDALUP – [00523] 
 
In accordance with Clause 4.6 of the City of Joondalup Meeting Procedures Local Law 2013, 
Cr Jones has given notice of his intention to move the following Motion at the Council meeting 
to be held on 20 February 2018: 
 
“That Council REQUESTS the Chief Executive Officer to prepare a report for Council’s 
consideration in 2018 which, in recognition of the success and growth of soccer in 
the northern corridor, considers the needs of all soccer clubs within the City of 
Joondalup and determines the most strategic approach whereby these needs can be 
met into the future which should include, but is not limited to: 
 
1 the identification, in consultation with the local community, of future 

locations which could possibly host senior NPL as well as the full range of 
training and junior facility needs; 

 
2 engaging with Football West around a suitable home for Soccer within the 

northern corridor.” 
 

 
 
 
 
CLOSURE 
 
There being no further business, the Mayor declared the Meeting closed at 9.47pm the 
following Elected Members being present at that time: 
 

MAYOR HON. ALBERT JACOB, JP 
CR KERRY HOLLYWOOD 
CR TOM MCLEAN, JP 
CR PHILIPPA TAYLOR 
CR NIGE JONES 
CR CHRISTOPHER MAY 
CR RUSSELL POLIWKA 
CR CHRISTINE HAMILTON-PRIME 
CR MIKE NORMAN 
CR JOHN CHESTER 
CR JOHN LOGAN 
CR SOPHIE DWYER 
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Record of Amendments made to the Iluka Structure Plan 

 
 

Amendment 
 

No. 

Description of Amendment Endorsed 

by Council 

Endorsed 

by WAPC 

 
 
1 

 
 
A.  Changes to Figure 1 as follows: 

 
 

1.  Modify  the layout  of the western  side of the 

structure plan area south of O’Mara Boulevard 

by re-orientating commercial and public open 

space land and including laneways in the 

adjoining residential land with a small section 

being recoded to R30. 

2.  Remove the laneway in the north-west  corner 

of the structure plan area along Burns Beach 

Road. In addition recode the portion fronting 

Burns Beach Road from R20 to R30. 

3.  Recode  a stretch  of land on the east side of 

Delgado  Parade  and  land  to  the  north  of 

O’Mara Boulevard from R30 to R25. 

4.  Removal of a laneway to the north and south 

of a portion of land in the centre of O’Mara 

Boulevard. 

5.  Inclusion of a laneway for R30 lots north-west 

of Sir James McCusker Park. 

6.  Modify the road layout for all R30 lots located 
 

north of Sir James McCusker Park and O’Mara 

Boulevard to reflect the subdivision proposal 

dated 16 October (WAPC No.120494). 

7.  Delete reference to Detailed Area Plan (DAP). 

B.  Changes to Part 1 ‘Statutory Planning’ as follows: 

1.  Deleting section 5.2 and replacing with generic 

design  guidelines  for R20, R25 and R30 lots. 
 
 
C.   Delete reference to the ‘Residential Planning Codes’ 

 

and replace with ‘Residential Design Codes’. 

 
 
27 May 2003 

 

2 Changes to Figure 1 as follows: 5 April 2005 27 May 2005 



 

 1.  Modify  the  configuration  of the  small  pocket 

park   in   the   northernmost   section   of   the 

structure  plan  area  by  providing  road 

interfaces on all sides of the POS. 

2.  Modify     the    road     network     immediately 

surrounding the POS outlined in 1. above to 

facilitate the change in POS configuration. 

3.  Inclusion of Controlled Access Places along the 

north  eastern  section  of  Burns  Beach  Road 

and Delgado Parade. 

  

3 Modify clause 5.2 Provisions – Parts 2, 3 and 4 to read: 

Land use permissibility  and general provisions  shall be 

the same  as those  within  the Residential  zone  under 

the scheme unless otherwise specified in the Structure 

Plan. 

27 February 
 

2007 

23 November 
 

2009 

4 1. Removal of Centre Zone, replaced with Commercial 

R60 Zoning.  

2. Requirement for Local Development Plans for Village 

Centre sites, rather than separate Structure Plan. 
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O V E R V I E W 
 

 
 
 

1.   PARTS OF THE STRUCTURE PLAN 

This Structure Plan comprises two parts: 

Part 1 – Statutory PlanningImplementation 

Section 

Part 2 – Explanatory Report 
 
 
 

Sub-clause 9.8.2 of the City of Joondalup Town Planning Scheme No. 2 states the following: 
 
 

“Where an Agreed Structure Plan imposes a classification on the land included in it by reference to 

reserves, zones (including Special Zones) or Residential Density Codes, until it is replaced by an 

amendment to the Scheme imposing such classifications: 

 
(a) the provisions of the Agreed Structure Plan shall apply to the land within it as if its provisions 

were incorporated in this Scheme and it shall be binding and enforceable in the same way as 

corresponding provisions incorporated in the Scheme; and 

 
(b) provisions in the Scheme applicable to land in those classifications under the Scheme shall 

apply mutatis mutandis to the Agreed Structure Plan area.” 
 

 
Sub-clause  9.8.3  (b)  of the  Scheme  enables  an  Agreed  Structure  Plan  to  make  provision  for  a 

standard  or requirement  applicable  to zones or R Codings under the Scheme  to be varied.   Sub- 

clause 9.8.3 (g) states that an Agreed Structure Plan may distinguish between provisions, standards 

or requirements  which  are intended  to have effect  as if included  in the Scheme  and provisions, 

standards and requirements which are for guidance or information only. 

 
  



INSERT PLAN: ILUKA STRUCTURE PLAN – A3 

  



2.          SUMMARY 
 
 

This Structure Plan refers to the land within Iluka bounded by Burns Beach Road to the west and 

north, Silver Sands Drive to the south and Naturaliste  Boulevard  and Delgado Parade to the east. 

The site is located within Swan Location 1370 and includes Pt Lot M1722, contained within Certificate 

of Title Volume 2098, Folio 1000 and Pt Lot M1722, contained within Certificate of Title Volume 1975, 

Folio 725.  This Structure Plan shall determine the overall land use and form of development for this 

area. 



 

 
The  Structure  Plan  area  is  divided  into  the  ‘Centre  Zone’Commercial Zone’,  ‘Residential  Zone’  

and  ‘Parks  and Recreation’ reservation.   Part 1 of the report outlines the objectives and provisions 

for each of these zones/reservations.    The Explanatory  Report  contained  within  Part 2 provides  

further  explanation about the site and the rationale for the proposed design. 

 

The zones and reservations nominated for Iluka are shown on the Structure Plan (refer to Figure 1 - 

Iluka Structure Plan). 
 
 
 
 
 
 

INSERT PLAN: ILUKA STRUCTURE PLAN – A3 INSERT 
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PART 1 – STATUTORY PLANNINGIMPLEMENTATION SECTION 
 
 
 

As provided for under Part 9 of the Scheme, this part of the Structure Plan has the same 

force and effect as a provision, standard or requirement of the Scheme. 
 
 

1.0        SUBJECT AREA 
 
 

The Structure Plan area comprises approximately 95ha of land bounded by Burns Beach Road 

to the west and north, Silver Sands Drive to the south and Naturaliste Boulevard and Delgado 

Parade to the east (refer to Figure 2 - Location Plan). 
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2.0  STRUCTURE PLAN ZONES / RESERVATION 
 
 

The Structure  Plan shows  the road structure  and divides  the Structure  Plan area into the 

following: 
 
 

• Residential Zone 
 

• Centre Commercial Zone 
 

• Parks and Recreation Reservation 
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3.0        DEFINITIONS 
 
 

The terms used in this Part of the Structure Plan Report shall be interpreted  in accordance 

with the City of Joondalup Town Planning Scheme No. 2. and as set out hereunder: 

 

 

“STOREY” shall mean the vertical space extending from one habitable floor of a building to 

the floor above and for residential properties shall be deemed to be no more than 3.5 metres. 

The term shall not include any space within a roof, whether used for habitation or not. 
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4.0  THE SCHEME 
 
 

Unless provided for by specific requirements  of this Structure Plan, all requirements  shall be 

in accordance with the provisions of the City of Joondalup Town Planning Scheme No. 2. 
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5.0  RESIDENTIAL ZONE 
 
 

5.1  Objectives 
 
 

The objectives for the Residential Zone are: 
 
 

• To provide for a range of lot sizes to facilitate housing diversity and choice; 
 

• To provide  lots which are orientated  and dimensioned  to suit energy  efficient 

housing; 

• To  provide  lots  which  optimise  coastal  views,  solar  orientation  and  cooling 

coastal breezes; 

• To arrange lots to front the Parks and Recreation  reservations  and to properly 

address   street   frontages   to  promote   attractive   streetscapes   and   passive 

surveillance of public spaces; 

• To provide for smaller lots around the Centre Zone and the Parks and Recreation 

reservations; 

• To guide building layout and access on laneway lots to enable efficient use of 
 

land and protection of neighbourhood amenity; 
 

• To maintain a high level of pedestrian safety, amenity and accessibility. 
 
 
 
 

5.2  Provisions 
 
 

1.  The  residential  density  codes  nominated  on  the  Structure  Plan  (refer  to 

Figure 1 – Iluka Structure Plan) shall apply to future development within the 

Residential Zone. 
 
 

2.  R20 Lots 
 
 

Development of all Residential R20 lots shown on the structure plan shall be 

assessed in accordance with the Residential Design Codes, District Planning 

Scheme, Council’s Policies (except in the case of Building Height in which the 

Residential Design Codes applies), relevant Local Laws and Building Codes of 

Australia. 

 
3.  R25 Lots 

 
Development of all Residential R25 lots shown on the Structure Plan shall be 

assessed in accordance with the Residential Design Codes, District Planning 
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Scheme, Council’s Policies (except in the case of Building Height in which the 

Residential Design Codes applies), relevant Local Laws and Building Codes of 

Australia, except were they have been varied in the following instances: 

 
a.  A minimum 2.5 metre front setback and an average of 4.5 metres 

shall be met. An average front setback of 3.0 metres shall be 

permitted  where 50% or more of the garage/carport  is recessed 

into the design of the dwelling, however garage/carports shall be 

setback a minimum of 4.0 metres regardless. 

 
 

b.            Rear setback  shall be in accordance  with the Residential  Design 
 

Codes. 
 
 
 

c.            Laneway access is not permitted. 
 
 
 

d.            Development  of Residential  R25 lots shall have a maximum  site 

coverage of 60% of the total lot. 

 
 

e.  To encourage solar access and energy efficiency whilst preserving 

similar solar access to adjoining properties, a zero lot setback onto 

a  side  boundary  other  than  a  street  boundary  is  encouraged 

(except  where  stated  for  corner  lots  with  a  secondary  street 

frontage, refer to 3(i)). The use of a zero setback shall be limited 

to the western boundary for north/south-orientated  lots and the 

southern boundary for east/west orientated lots. A zero setback to 

the side boundary is required to be in accordance with acceptable 

development  provision  A2  (iii)  section  3.3.2  of  the  Residential 

Design Codes. 

 
 

f.  Regardless  of whether or not a zero setback has been sought to 

one of the side boundaries  referred  to in (e) above a minimum 

setback of 1.5 metres is required to the opposite side boundary for 

both ground and upper floors for walls without a major opening. 

This will be to the eastern  boundary  for north/south,  orientated 

lots  and  the  northern  boundary  for  east/west,  orientated  lots. 

Where  major  openings  are  proposed,  setbacks  are  to  be  in 

accordance with the Residential Design Codes. 
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g.  Those lots with the zero lot line on one side boundary shall also 

have a mandatory 2.0 metre second storey setback when the wall 

contains no major openings to habitable rooms. This setback is to 

apply specifically on the south for east/west lots and the west for 

north/south lots. Where major openings to habitable rooms are 

proposed  setbacks  are to be in accordance  with  the Residential 

Design Codes. 

 
 

h.  Maximum  building  height  is  to  be  in  accordance  with  Table  3 
 

‘Category  B’  of  the  ‘Residential  Design  Codes’.  This  provision 

supercedes any Local Planning Policy that relates to Building Height. 

 
 

i.  For corner lots with two frontages to a street, the secondary street 

setback is to be in accordance  with the Residential Design Codes. 

To encourage active frontage and surveillance to a secondary street 
 

a zero setback may be permitted  to up to 50% of the secondary 

street boundary subject to the following conditions: 

 
 

(a)           The part of the building that is located at a zero setback 

must address the secondary street in a similar manner to 

that of the primary street; 

(b)  The remaining  part of the building  is to be setback  in 
 

accordance  with the Residential  Design  Codes  for 

secondary street; 

(c)  Any fencing proposed to the secondary street boundary is 
 

required to be a maximum height of 1.8 metres with the 

solid component being permitted to a maximum height of 

750mm  with  the  remainder  being  ‘permeable  fencing’ 
 

(See City of Joondalup Policy 3.2.6 ‘Subdivision and 

Development Adjoining Areas of Public Space’ for an 

example of ‘permeable fencing’) and 

(d)          The  secondary  street  boundary  does  no  include  the 

corner truncation. 
 
 

j.  Elements 8 and 9 of the Residential Design Codes, do not apply. 
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k.  Each  Single  house  is  required  to  provide  an  enclosed,  lockable 

storage area, constructed in a design and material matching the 

dwelling,  accessible  from  outside  the  dwelling,  with  a  minimum 

internal dimension of 1.5m with an internal area of at least 4m2. 

Storerooms   are   permitted   in  garages   provided   the   minimum 

dimensions and area are achieved. 
 
 

l.  Where no fence is proposed along the front boundary, side fencing 

must not exceed a height of 1 metre within the front setback area. 

Where front fencing is proposed the side fencing within the front 

setback area is required to be of the same height (not to exceed 

1.0m), same style and same materials as the front boundary fence. 
 
 

m.  Fencing  forward  of  the  front  building  line  is  not  encouraged, 

however where it is proposed permeable fencing or solid fencing or 

a combination of the two will be permitted to a maximum height of 

1.0 metre. 
 
 
 

n.  Should an application  not be in accordance  with the development 

provisions  provided  in this section,  consultation  with  adjoining  or 

other landowners and the submission of a development  application 

is required. 

 
 

4.  R30 Lots 
 
 

Land use permissibility  and general  provisions  shall be the same as those 

within the Residential zone under the Scheme unless otherwise specified in 

this Structure Plan. 
 
 

Development of all Residential R30 lots shown on the Structure Plan shall be 

assessed in accordance with the Residential Design Codes, District Planning 

Scheme, Council’s Policies (except in the case of Building Height in which the 

Residential Design Codes applies), relevant Local Laws and Building Codes of 

Australia, except were they have been varied in the following instances: 
 
 

a.  The development  of all residential  lots with rear laneway  access 

shall satisfy a minimum 1.5-metre front setback and an average of 

3.0 metres. 
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b.  The  development  of lots  without  laneway  access  shall  satisfy  a 

minimum 2.5-metre  front setback and an average of 4.5 metres. 

An average front setback of 3m shall be permitted where 50% or 

more of the garage is recessed into the design of the dwelling.  A 

minimum 4m setback shall apply to all garages/carports. 

 
 

c.  Rear   setback   (excluding   garages/carports   for   lots   with   rear 

laneways)  shall  be  in  accordance  with  the  Residential  Design 

Codes. 

 
 

d.  Garages  and carports  on laneway  lots shall provide  a 1.5 metre 

minimum rear setback.   A 1.5 metre side offset is required for 

garage/carport  openings  to  the  boundary  for  site  truncation  to 

enable improved vehicle access. 

 
 

e.  To encourage solar access and energy efficiency whilst preserving 

similar solar access to adjoining properties, a zero lot setback onto 

a  side  boundary  other  than  a  street  boundary  is  encouraged 

(except  where  stated  for  corner  lots  with  a  secondary  street 

frontage, refer to 4(k)). The use of a zero setback shall be limited 

to the western boundary for north/south-orientated lots and the 

southern boundary for east/west orientated lots. A zero setback to 

the side boundary is required to be in accordance with acceptable 

development  provision  A2  (iii)  section  3.3.2  of  the  Residential 

Design Codes. 

 
 

f.  Those lots with the zero lot line on one side boundary shall also 

have a mandatory 2.0 metre second storey setback when the wall 

contains no major openings to habitable rooms.  This setback is to 

apply specifically on the south for east/west lots and west for 

north/south lots. Where major openings to habitable rooms are 

proposed  setbacks  are to be in accordance  with  the Residential 

Design Codes. 

 
 

g.  Regardless  of whether or not a zero setback has been sought to 

one of the side boundaries  referred  to in (e) above a minimum 
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setback of 1.5 metres is required to the opposite side boundary for 

both ground and upper floors for walls without major openings to 

habitable   rooms.   This  will  be  to  the  eastern   boundary   for 

north/south,   orientated   lots   and   the   northern   boundary   for 

east/west, orientated lots. Where major openings are proposed 

setbacks  are  to  be  in  accordance  with  the  Residential  Design 

Codes. 

 
 

h.  Development  of  Residential  R30  lots  shall  have  maximum  site 

coverage of 60% of the total lot. 

 
 

i.  Rear garages/carports are mandatory for all laneway allotments. 
 
 
 

j.  Maximum  building  height  is  to  be  in  accordance  with  Table  3 
 

‘Category B’ of the ‘Residential Design Codes’.   This provision 

supercedes  any  Local  Planning  Policy  that  relates  to  Building 

Height. 

 
 

k.  For corner lots with two frontages to a street, the secondary street 

setback is to be in accordance with the Residential Design Codes. 

To  encourage  active  frontage  and  surveillance  to  a  secondary 

street  a  zero  setback  may  be  permitted  to  up  to  50%  of  the 

secondary street boundary subject to the following conditions: 
 
 

(a)      The part of the building that is located at a zero setback 

must address the secondary  street in a similar manner to 

that of the primary street; 

(b)      The  remaining  part  of  the  building  is  to  be  setback  in 

accordance  with  the  Residential  Design  Codes  for 

secondary street; 

(c)  Any fencing proposed to the secondary street boundary is 

required to be a maximum  height of 1.8 meters with the 

solid component  being permitted to a maximum height of 

750mm with the remainder being ‘permeable fencing’ (see 

City  of  Joondalup  Policy  3.2.6  ‘Subdivision  and 

Development   Adjoining   Areas  of  Public  Space’   for  an 

example of ‘permeable fencing’) and 

(d)      The secondary street boundary does not include the corner 
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truncation. 
 
 

l.  Elements 8 and 9 of the Residential Design Codes, do not apply. 
 
 

m.  All  developments  are  required  to  provide  an  enclosed,  lockable 

storage area, constructed in a design and material matching the 

dwelling, accessible from outside the dwelling, with a minimum 

internal dimension of 1.5m with an internal area of at least 4m2 per 

dwelling.   Storerooms   are  permitted   in  garages   provided   the 

minimum dimensions and area are achieved. 
 
 

n.  Where no fence is proposed along the front boundary, side fencing 

must not exceed a height of 1 metre within the front setback area. 

Where front fencing is proposed the side fencing within the front 

setback area is required to be of the same height (not to exceed 

1.0m),  same  style  and  same  materials  as  the  front  boundary 

fence. 

 
 

o.  Fencing  forward  of  the  front  building  line  is  not  encouraged, 

however where it is proposed permeable  fencing or solid fencing 

or a combination of the two will be permitted to a maximum height 

of 1.0 metre. 

 
 

p.  Should an application not be in accordance with the development 

provisions  provided in this section, consultation  with adjoining or 

other landowners and the submission of a development application 

is required. 



 Iluka Structure Plan   

Page 12 

 

 

 
 
 
 

6.0  CENTRE COMMERCIAL ZONE 
 
 

6.1  Objectives 
 
 

The objectives for the Centre Commercial Zone are to be consistent with those contained 

within the City of Joondalup Town Planning scheme No. 2 for the Commercial Zone.: 
 
 

• To promote development which is an integral part of and a focus for the broader 

community; 

• To  provide  efficient  and  safe  access  arrangements  with  pedestrian  /  cycle 

priority; 

• To promote development which complements the coastal setting and contributes 

a strong sense of place to Iluka; 

• To promote  buildings  with active street frontages,  which properly  address  the 

street and public spaces; 

• To encourage high standards of built form and streetscape; 

• To  encourage  a  mix  of  uses  which  can  sustain  commercial  and  community 

activities beyond normal business hours. 
 

 
6.2  Provisions 

 
 

1.   No subdivision  or other development  shall commence  or be carried out on land within the  

Centre  Commercial Zone  until  a  Structure  Local Development Plan  has   been  prepared  

and  adopted on that land  in accordance  with  the  requirements  of  Part  9  of  the  of the 

City  of  Joondalup  Town Planning Scheme No. 2 for this area. 

 
2.   The approved Structure Local Development Plan shall address the following: 

i.  Permissibility  of  uses  within  the  Centre  Zone,  including  the  maximum permissible 

area of retailing;i.

 

Measures to ensure built form fronts O’Mara Boulevard with ground floor street 

activating non-residential land uses; 

ii. Built form controls generally reflecting the intent to deliver a mixed use development 

incorporating multiple dwellingsa mixture of alternative housing types not prevalent in 

the immediate localitylocality, which considers its context including surrounding built 

form and scale. 

iii. Height limit/s. 

iiv.  Building design guidelines and development standardsSpecific Multiple Dwelling R-Code 

variations necessary to facilitate mixed use development  

 on the land; and 

viii.  Overshadowing and protection of privacy; and 

iv.  Car parking and vehicular access requirements. 
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3.   A Minimum allowance for 1,500sqm of street activating non-residential floorspace generally 

fronting O’Mara Boulevard shall be provided on land within the Commercial Zone, with non-

residential uses to frame both sides of the road reserve to create a ‘main-street’ pedestrian 

environment. 

 
34.  A  maximum  building  height  restriction  of  three  storeys  shall  apply  for  all 

development within the Centre Commercial Zone, unless it can be demonstrated 

that additional height will comply with the Design Principles of the R-Codes at cl. 

6.1.2 and not have undue negative impact on the surrounding community.  
 
 

45.  An R60 density coding shall apply to residential development  within the CentreCommercial 
  

Zone. 
  
 

56.  Residential Development  within the Centre Commercial Zone shall comply with the relevant 

provisions of the Residential Planning Codes and Building Code of Australia. 
 

7.  For any non-residential land uses fronting O’Mara Boulevard, parking shall generally be provided 

at a ratio of 1 bay per 20 sqm of net lettable floor area. 
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PART 2 – EXPLANATORY REPORT 
 
 

1.0  INTRODUCTION 
 
 

1.1        Background 
 
 

Development of Iluka is managed by Beaumaris Land Sales on behalf of The Roman Catholic 

Archbishop of Perth and Davidson Pty Ltd.  Iluka forms part of the Beaumaris Estate and is 

located approximately 28 kilometres north west of the Perth Central Business District (CBD) 

and 3.5 kilometres  west of the Joondalup  City Centre (refer to Figure 2 - Location Plan). 

The site comprises an area of approximately  95ha and is projected to yield approximately 

900 allotments, catering for an estimated population of 2300 persons. 
 
 

An earlier Structure Plan was prepared for Iluka by Feilman Planning Consultant Pty Ltd in 
 

1992.  This Structure Plan formed the basis for a submission to the then City of Wanneroo 

seeking  approval  to rezone  the site from ‘Rural’ to ‘Residential’,  ‘Commercial’,  ‘Civic’ and 

‘Service  Station’  (Amendment  No.  641).    Scheme  Amendment  No.  641  and  the  former 
 

Structure Plan were not formally endorsed by the City of Wanneroo due to a number of 

outstanding issues associated with a legal agreement.  Accordingly, the site remained zoned 

‘Rural’ under the preceding City of Joondalup Town Planning Scheme No. 1 (TPS No. 1). 
 
 

TPS No. 1 was superseded by Town Planning Scheme No. 2 (TPS No. 2) in November 2000. 

Under TPS No. 2 the subject land is zoned ‘Urban Development’.   A provision is included 

within  this  Scheme  requiring  a  Structure  Plan  to  be  prepared  for  land  zoned  ‘Urban 

Development’ before subdivision or development can commence. 
 

 
In  order  to  progress  the  required  Structure  Plan,  a  project  team  was  commissioned 

comprising the following members: 
 
 

Roberts Day Group  Town Planners 
 

Sharni Howe Architects  Architect 
 

Cossill and Webley  Civil Engineers 
 

Riley Consulting  Traffic Engineers 
 

ATA Environmental  Environmental Consultants 

McMullen Nolan & Partners  Licensed Surveyors 
 

McNally Newton Landscape Architects  Landscape Architects 
 
 

In preparing the Structure Plan a number of investigations  were carried out by the project 

team including environmental, engineering and traffic assessments. 
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Collation of information from these investigations has enabled clear identification of the 

opportunities and constraints presented by the site and provided a logical framework for the 

delineation  of future land uses and the structure  of the proposed design.    The Structure 

Plan also responds to the Western Australian Planning Commission’s (WAPC) Liveable 

Neighbourhoods and is lodged for assessment under this code. 
 
 

This  report  provides  complete  details  of  results  from  the  investigative  process  and  the 

rationale  behind  the  land  use  mix  and  design  proposed  by the  Structure  Plan.   It also 

responds  to  the  Liveable Neighbourhoods and  the  City  of  Joondalup  District  Planning 

Scheme requirements  for the preparation of local structure plans.  Aspects of the Structure 

Plan relative to the subdivision design may be changed at the subdivision application and/or 

detailed design stages. 
 
 

1.2          Project Objectives 
 
 

The overriding vision for Iluka is to create a quality residential estate, incorporating the most 

recent  design  and  environmental  initiatives,  while  recognising  the  unique  opportunities 

presented by the site in the building of a future community.   With this vision in mind, the 

following project objectives were developed to guide the development of the Iluka Structure 

Plan: 

 
 

• Promote  the development  of a premier  coastal community  with its own clear identity 

and sense of place, using the coastal location and natural undulating topography of the 

site as key foundations; 

• Design  a  neighbourhood  which  promotes  the  building  of  a  ‘real’  local  community, 

including a strong emphasis on a mixed-use neighbourhood local centre; 

• Provide opportunities  for a mix of uses to promote vibrant and dynamic spaces and to 

generate local employment activity; 

• Provide   efficient,   safe,   convenient   and   fully   integrated   transport   networks   for 

pedestrians, cyclists, public transport and motorists; 

• Provide public open spaces (POS) that are well distributed,  designed and managed to 

provide choice of recreational opportunities for all members of the community; 

• Promote  residential  development  which optimises  coastal views, solar orientation  and 

cooling coastal breezes; 

•    Provide a diversity of lots for a wide range of quality housing and a diverse community; 

and 
 

• Incorporate the main elements of traditional planning principles into the Structure Plan 

to promote a place for quality living, recreating and working. 
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2.0  SITE CHARACTERISTICS 
 
 

2.1        Location 
 
 

Iluka is situated near the coast within the City of Joondalup, approximately  28 kilometres 

north-west  of the Perth CBD.   The site is bounded by Burns Beach Road to the west and 

north, Silver Sands Drive to the south and Naturaliste Boulevard and Delgado Parade to the 

east (refer to Figure 2 - Location Plan). 
 

 
The site is located within Swan Location 1370 and includes Pt Lot M1722, contained within 

Certificate of Title Volume 2098, Folio 1000 and Pt Lot M1722, contained within Certificate of 

Title Volume 1975, Folio 725. 
 

 
2.2        Land Use 

 
 

The  site  is vacant  and  partially  cleared  of natural  vegetation  as  a result  of the  overall 

earthworks program for the site.  Uncleared portions are mostly covered with coastal heath. 
 

 
2.3        Landform & Soils 

 
 

The site is located within the Spearwood Dune System, which is characterised by low hilly to 

undulating  terrain.   The Quindalup  Dune System, which usually occupies the near coastal 

zone within the coastal strip of the Perth metropolitan region, is absent within this location. 

This Quindalup system does however occur adjacent to the beach, north of the Burns Beach 

Caravan Park and to the south of the site. 
 

 
The coastal area east of the beach consists of bare limestone and shallow brown sandy soils 

over limestone  (McArthur  & Bartle,  1980). Inland of this, particularly  within the southern 

section, the site comprises  Karrakatta  sand characterised  by grey-brown  sand over yellow 

sand, generally with limestone within two metres.  Further east and interspersed with the 

Karrakatta  sand in places, limestone  is again exposed  or covered  with a shallow layer of 

sand. 
 

 
The site has varied relief with a central ridge which dissects the site from north to south and 

which slopes down towards the coast and Marmion Avenue (refer to Figure 3 – Site Analysis 

Plan).  The land falls towards the coast to a low point of 5 AHD in the south western sector, 

near the coastal reserve. 
 

 
The natural relief contributes important landscape character to the site, which underpins the 

design proposed by the Structure Plan.  To preserve this landscape character and optimise 

the advantages  it affords,  boulevards  will be aligned  to offer long distance  views  to the 

ocean from the lots developed on the more elevated land. 
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Based on topographical information for the site, the minimum separation from groundwater 

is about 4 metres at the lowest point.  There are no wetlands or surface expressions of the 

groundwater within the site or within immediately neighbouring areas. 

 
2.4        Vegetation and Flora 

 
 

ATA  Environmental  has  coordinated  a  flora  and  vegetation  survey  and  fauna  habitat 

assessment  of the site.   Full details of the findings from this research  are provided under 

Appendix G – Flora and Vegetation Survey and Fauna Habitat Assessment. 
 
 

The flora and vegetation survey was undertaken by qualified botanists during October and 

December 2000.  Six principle native vegetation associations were recorded from the study 

area all broadly mapped as the Cottesloe Complex – Central and South.  The vegetation 

comprises areas of heath, which predominantly  occur in locations where limestone is at or 

close to the surface and woodlands consisting primarily of Banksia species over a dense low 

under storey on deeper sands. All associations with the possible exception of Eucalyptus 

foecunda Mallee are represented within the conservation and reservation estates (including 

the nearby Neerabup National Park) and as a consequence are not considered to be of high 

conservation value. 
 

 
A total of 111 flora species from 42 families were recorded during the field surveys.   This 

included 17 introduced, non-endemic or invasive species, which were largely restricted to 

disturbed areas.  The native species total comprised one cycad, 29 monocotyledons  and 81 

dicotyledons.  None of the species recorded are listed as a Declared Rare Flora species or on 

CALM’s  Priority  flora  list.    Two  of  the  species  from  the  list  Sarcozona bircarinata and 

Hibbertia spicata have  been  previously  recorded  from  the  vicinity  of  the  study  area. 

Although neither was recorded during this study the timing of the survey was appropriate for 

identification of both species. 
 

 
2.5        Fauna 

 
 

A search of the Department of Conservation  and Land Management’s  (CALM’s) database in 

November 2000 indicated three species that are Specially Protected under provisions of the 

Wildlife Conservation Act 1950 and one species of Priority taxa are known to occur in the 

area (Appendix 2).  These are: 

 

•           Schedule 1 - Rare or likely to become extinct 

Short-billed (or Carnaby’s) Black-Cockatoo, Calyptorhynchus latirostris 
 
 

•           Schedule 4 - Otherwise in need of special protection 
Peregrine Falcon, Falco peregrinus 

Carpet Python, Morelia spilota imbricata 
 
 

•           Priority 4 - Taxa in need of monitoring 
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Southern Brown Bandicoot (or Quenda), Isoodon obesulus fusciventer 
 
 

A fauna habitat assessment involving a one day site inspection occurred in November 2000. 

All of the fauna  species  recorded  are typical  of the location  and available  habitats.  One 

species of significant fauna, Short-billed (or Carnaby’s) Black Cockatoo, Calyptorhynchus 

latirostris (Schedule 1) is known to occur at the site.  This species would occur as a seasonal 

visitor to the area during the non-breeding period.  Possible signs of the Southern Brown 

Bandicoot  (Priority 4) were recorded in one location on the site, however the presence of 

this species has not been confirmed. 
 

 
Suitable  habitats  for  fauna  occurring  or  expected  to  occur  on  the  site,  including  the 

bandicoot, are protected within existing and proposed reserves to the north and north-east 

of the site such as Neerabup National Park and the coastal Foreshore Reserve.   Continued 

clearing of bushland for the expansion of the Iluka residential development will result in the 

removal  of  habitat.    Wherever  possible,  retention  of  good  quality  vegetation  should  be 

considered  as  part  of  the  allocation  of  Public  Open  Space  (POS)  for  the  subdivision 

development.   In particular, retention of the area of Eucalyptus foecunda Mallee near Burns 

Beach Road should be considered. 
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3.0  STATUTORY PLANNING FRAMEWORK 
 
 

3.1        Strategic Planning 
 
 

The subject site has been identified  as a future urban development  node in a number of 

strategic planning studies produced by the WAPC.  These studies include, Urban Expansion 

Policy Statement (November 1990), Metroplan (December 1990) and North West Corridor 

Structure Plan (March 1992). 
 
 

3.2        Metropolitan Region Scheme 
 
 

The  Iluka  Structure  Plan  area  is  zoned  ‘Urban’  under  the  Metropolitan  Region  Scheme 

(MRS).   Land to the west of the subject site is reserved ‘Parks and Recreation’  under the 

MRS, land to the north is zoned ‘Rural’ and land east and south is zoned ‘Urban’. 
 
 

3.3        Local Town Planning Scheme 
 
 

The subject site is zoned Urban Development  under the existing  City of Joondalup  Town 

Planning Scheme No. 2.  The purpose of the Urban Development Zone is to provide for the 

orderly planning and redevelopment of larger areas of land in an integrated manner within a 

regional context whilst retaining flexibility to review planning with changing circumstances. 
 
 

To achieve this outcome, the Scheme requires that an Agreed Structure Plan be prepared 

and endorsed before subdivision and/or development proceeds and for subdivision and 

development to be carried out in conformity with the Agreed Structure Plan. 
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4.0          CONTEXT ANALYSIS 
 
 

A Context Analysis Plan has been prepared  to locate Iluka within its broader metropolitan  context 

and to demonstrate the site’s relationship with surrounding developed and natural areas, including 

planned and committed development for adjacent sites. 
 
 

Iluka is situated approximately 28 kilometres north west of the Perth CBD and 3.5 kilometres west of 

the Joondalup  City Centre.   Iluka is a coastal site, abutting  a MRS ‘Parks and Recreation’  coastal 

reserve on its western boundary. 
 
 

The Context Analysis Plan shows that, with the exception of the Burns area to the north, the Iluka 

Structure Plan area is encircled by developed residential estates based on conventional residential 

subdivision design.  Kinross is located to the north east, Currambine to the east and Ocean Reef to 

the south.   Areas within the southern and eastern sectors of Iluka are also developed and a small 

residential settlement exists at Burns Beach to the north-west. 
 

 
The Burns area to the north of Iluka is the subject of a MRS Amendment to zone the land ‘Urban’. 

The Amendment  is yet to be finalised due to a number of environmental  issues.   To support the 

initiation of the proposed MRS Amendment, a Structure Plan was prepared for the Burns area (refer 

to Figure 4 - Context Analysis Plan).  This Structure Plan, having no formal status other than that it 

supported the initiation of the MRS Amendment, is expected to be subjected to further revisions and 

refinements. 
 
 

The most direct connecting roads to Joondalup from Iluka are Shenton Avenue and to a lesser extent 

Moore Drive and the most direct route to the Perth CBD is via Marmion Avenue and the Mitchell 

Freeway.   Vehicular access from Iluka to the coast is via Ocean Parade and a series of trails within 

the coastal reserve provide for controlled pedestrian access.   The existing bike paths and bus route 

locations available to Iluka are depicted on the Context Analysis plan.  The nearest train station is at 

Currambine, approximately two kilometres east of Iluka. 
 
 

Originally, the Iluka Structure Plan predicted that a market would exist for up to 3,300sqm of retail 

floorspace within the Village Centre, with the exact amount of floor space to be determined at a later 

date.  Following a prolonged and detailed market investigation, including several attempts at tenant 

procurement, in addition to urban design considerations for potential scenarios, it has been established 

that a figure of 1,500sqm of non-residential floorspace is both desirable and achievable.  Key 

considerations pertinent to the non-residential floorspace include: 

• The urban design outcome necessary to accommodate the originally planned 3,300sqm of retail 

floorspace, would likely result in a traditional ‘big box’ internalized shopping centre with a large 

at-grade car park surrounding.   

 
• This urban design outcome would represent a poor result for residents within the Iluka 
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community, particularly considering vistas toward the lower lying Village Centre sites. 

 

• Since original planning of the Village Centre was conducted, the nearby Currambine Central 

Centre has expanded to include a range of civic services and retail/commercial floorspace beyond 

what was originally anticipated.  This has impacted on the ability for the Iluka Village Centre to 

attract a commercial operator for a major retail tenant. 

 
• Demand for retail and local entertainment experiences has evolved since the inception of original 

planning for the estate, with options now desired to be accessible and welcoming to local 

pedestrians and cyclists, not just motorists that have the ability to park nearest the entry.   

 
• Equally, local residents have expressed a desire for the centre to be a ‘local’ destination, rather 

than attract large amounts of regional traffic. 

• The market has matured since original planning for the Village Centre was conducted, with an 

identified demand for apartment living in the area that was not always anticipated.   

• This identified market segment represents an opportunity to: 

o Improve the possible urban design outcomes for the Village Centre, by substantially 

increasing the likelihood of non-residential land uses being delivered below appropriately 

scaled apartment development – creating a true form of ‘mixed-use’ development. 

o Increase the likelihood for basement level car parking to be provided, and/or built form 

framing the street to screen unsightly large expanses of at-grade parking areas. 

o Provide dwelling stock that responds to the City’s Housing Strategy, and provides a 

diverse form of housing that appeals to a broad range of demographics. 

 

In terms of local retail and community facilities, the Iluka Structure  Plan provides for aThe intent is 

to create a mixed use Coastal Village located within comfortable walking distance of all residents.  

This Village will function as a neighbourhood local centre f o r  l o c a l  r e s i d en t s  and is expected to 

comprise a minimum of up to 1,53,300 sqm2  of street activating non-residential floor space 

f r on t i n g  O ’M a r a  Bou l e v a r d  for retail, entertainment or medical use and 1,000m2  for community 

use located on the northern side of O’Mara Boulevard (or otherwise provided as a contribution to benefit 

local residents).  The exact amount of floor space dedicated to retail and community use will be 

determined, as part of the more detailed structure planninglocal development plan that will be 

required for this  

area before development can proceed. 
 
 
 
 

Although this centre will provide predominantly convenience retailing, it is anticipated that provision 

will also be made for ancillary  offices  for local employment,  local health, welfare  and community 
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facilities and for some attractions for visitors.  The primary catchment for the centre will include all 

residential  properties  within  the Iluka area bounded  by Burns Beach  Road, Marmion  Avenue  and 

Shenton Avenue.  Visitors from the broader metropolitan region are expected to be attracted to the 

coastal location unique to the Village and provide an important secondary catchment. 
 
 

Currambine  Market  Place,  located  approximately  one kilometre  to the south-east  of Iluka,  is the 

nearest District Centre.   This Centre includes cinemas which will provide an important recreational 

resource for future residents of Iluka, particularly youth.   It is expected that this centre will service 

the weekly retail shopping needs of Iluka residents. 

 

 
Joondalup is the nearest Strategic Regional Centre to Iluka, providing a full range of shopping, office, 

administrative, social, entertainment, recreation and community services.  Joondalup will continue to 

grow and will provide an important service and employment centre for Iluka residents.  Other centres 

such as Currambine Central already serve the Iluka community, which has grown larger than originally 

envisaged.  

 
 

The nearest  primary  schools  to Iluka are Beaumaris  Primary  School  and St Simon Peter  Catholic 

Primary School to the south, Currambine  Catholic Primary School to the east and Kinross Primary 

School to the north-east.   The Education Department of Western Australia has advised that Iluka is 

within the public school catchment for Beaumaris Primary School.    The school catchment areas for  

 

the Joondalup Education District could however change should a new primary school be developed 

within the Burns area to the north of Iluka as is currently proposed in the Structure Plan proposed for 

this area. 

 
 

The nearest high schools to Iluka are both to the south within Ocean Reef, being Ocean Reef Senior 

High School and Prendiville Catholic College.  A new school accommodating years 6 – 10 is proposed 

for Kinross, which may service the northern sector of Iluka. 

 
 

The Edith Cowan  University  and TAFE  Joondalup  campuses  provide  the nearest  tertiary  eduction 

facilities for future Iluka residents. 

 
 

Notable  recreational  resources  available  to Iluka include  extensive  coastal  reserve,  the Joondalup 

Golf Course to the south-west, Ocean Reef Boat Harbour to the south, the Joondalup Arena to the 

east and Neerabup National Park to the north-east. 
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The existing  lakes parkland  area, which is contained  within the south-eastern  sector  of the Iluka 

Structure Plan area, is developed with a system of pathways and attractive lakes within a landscaped 

setting.   This area is suited mostly to passive forms of recreation.   The other two main parklands 
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 proposed for Iluka are of sufficient size and are of regular shape to be developed to meet the needs 

of the initial community and to be modified as community needs change over time. 



 Iluka Structure Plan   

Page 23 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

5.0  DESIGN PHILOSOPHY 
 
 

5.1   Traditional Planning Principles 
 
 

Neighbourhoods  designed  and  developed  in  accordance  with  traditional  town  planning 

principles provide the framework for the creation of integrated and sustainable communities. 

The design proposed for Iluka incorporates traditional planning principles which promote 

community  development  and diversity (refer to Figure 1 - Structure Plan).   The principles 

adopted are: 

 
 

• An accessible, vibrant and identifiable neighbourhoodlocal /village  centre, meeting the 

daily needs ofproviding a select amount of street activating non-residential mixed uses and 

alternative housing  options  for local all residents; 
 

• A built environment which can accommodate a compatible mix of land uses – housing, 

shops, work places, parks and civic facilities; 
 

• Land use mix, development  densities and interconnecting  street patterns which make 

walking, cycling and public transit viable alternatives to driving; 
 

•    Priority given to public spaces and the location of public buildings; 
 

• Housing  choices  for  diverse  residential  communities   –  i.e.  different  age  groups, 

economic levels, cultural backgrounds etc; 
 

•    A sense of community and place; 
 

•    Strong links with other neighbourhoods, district/regional centres and outside attractions; 
 

and 
 

•    Ability  to  accommodate   modern  society  –  i.e.  advances  in  telecommunications   / 
 

technology and changing living / working patterns and transport needs. 
 
 
 

The key principles espoused by the proposed design are discussed in further detail below. 
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5.2        Coastal Village 
 
 

A mixed use community and commercial Coastal Village is proposed adjacent to the coastal 

reserve, within comfortable walking distance of all residents.   This village will be an 

integralwill be delivered in the form of a mixed use,  part of a regional string of beach-side, 

main-street nodedevelopment along the coast, including complementary but smaller in size to 

nearby developments such as Sorento,  Hillarys and Mindarie.  The Village will comprise a 

combinationintends to provide a diverse range of alternative housing options and a mix of street 

activating non-residential land uses of retail, office, community, residential and recreational 

uses;; providing convenient facilities, services and employment  opportunities for local 

residents and attractions for visitors.  It is considered that the unique characteristics of the 

site will render the Coastal Village a visitor destination in its own rightIt is expected that the 

day-to-day commercial viability for the street activating non-residential land uses fronting O’Mara 

Boulevard will be primarily from local customers, both within the Village Centre itself and the 

Iluka community. 
 
 

Located at the western end of  O’Mara Boulevard, the main east-west route into the Estate, 

the Coastal Village will have a strong visual presence  for visitors and local residents  and 

will become  a  significant  landmark  for  the  Estate.    The  Village  will  comprise  multi-

storey buildings of up to three storeys with landmark qualities.  These buildings would mark 

the termination of the vista for O’Mara Boulevard and provide a key interest along Burns 

Beach Road.  POS will be developed immediately south of the Village, providing a 

complementary Village Green and an important recreation and meeting space for the local 

community and visitors. 
 
 

The Village design will be based upon ‘“Main Street”’ principles, with buildings having active 

street frontages along O’Mara Boulevard.  The Village will also be designed to provide a 

strong sense of place which is closely linked with its coastal setting. 
 
 

It is proposed for a residential density limit of R60 and a building height restriction of three 

storeys to apply to development  within the Coastal Village, unless it can be demonstrated 

that additional height will be of  a high architectural standard and not have an undue impact 

on the surrounding community. A strong residential presence within this area will promote a 

vital, 24 hour centrethe vitality of the centre and viability of businesses. . 
 
 

As noted in Part 1 of this structure  plan, a detailed structure  Local Development  pPlan/s 

for the Coastal Village (Centre Commercial Zone) will need to be endorsed approved by 

Council before development within this area can proceed.  The  structure  Local Development 
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pPlan  will be required  to address,  among  other  matters,  building designactivation of 

O’Mara Boulevard, development standardsR-Code variations, overshadowing and protection 

of privacybuilt form controls, height limits, and car parking and vehicular access requirements.  

This requirement will give Council the control needed to ensure future development within 

the Village is of a high standard and compatible with development within the Estate and its 

coastal location.  The   Village  will  function  as  a  Neighbourhood   Local   Centre  and  is  

expected   to  comprise 

 approximately  13,3500m2  of retailstreet activating non-residential floor space fronting O’Mara 

Boulevard , and 1,000m2  for community use to be located to the northern side of O’Mara 

Boulevard (or otherwise provided as a contribution to benefit local residents).  . This is similar 

to  the  recommended  floor  space  limit  contained  within  the  earlier  Iluka  Structure  Plan 

(Feilman   Planning   Consultants,   1992)   which   recommended   a  neighbourhood   centre 

comprising 3,286m2. 
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The figure recommended in the earlier structure plan was based on 0.53m2  per capita being 

provided  for the estimated  residential  population  within  the catchment  area bounded  by 

Marmion Avenue, Burns Beach road, Ocean Reef Avenue and Shenton Avenue. This earlier 

structure plan had proposed for the centre to be located inland from the coast, whereas the 

revised proposal is for a coast-side location which is expected to draw trade from the local 

residential catchment as well as from visitors of the wider metropolitan catchment. 
 

 
5.3        Residential Neighbourhood 

 
 

5.3.1    Lot Orientation 
 
 

Residential  lots  will  be  oriented  to  maximise  the  benefits  of  solar  orientation, 

cooling coastal breezes and where applicable, views of the ocean and surveillance 

of POS areas (refer to Figure 3 - Site Analysis). 
 

 
The street block layout will accommodate  north-south and east-west oriented lots. 

The dwellings designed for these lots will be able to benefit from solar access, 

incorporating  north  and  east  facing  habitable  room  windows  and  outdoor  living 

areas. Section 5.2 sets out provisions for all residential laneway lots. This includes 

the smaller residential lots that will be developed within the Estate for which the 

opportunities  for  capturing  solar  access  are  more  limited.  The  provisions  will, 

among other matters, be required to address solar orientation and solar setbacks. 
 

 
The interconnected  road pattern proposed for the Estate will afford strong physical 

and visual links between the residential areas and the Coastal Village, the foreshore 

reserve and local parks. 

 
5.3.2    Residential Densities and Design 

 
 

A range  of residential  densities  are proposed  to facilitate  a diversity  of housing 

types and to meet the requirements of people with different housing needs. 
 
 

In  terms  of  yield,  it  is  projected  that  the  Structure  Plan  area  will  produce 

approximately 900 lots.  It is proposed for approximately 80 per cent of this yield to 

be coded R20 and the remaining 20 per cent to be coded R30.    Residential land 

within the R20 coded areas will include some lots with areas above the average lot 

size permissible under the R20 coding.  These larger lots will enable a proportion of 

larger homes to be developed within the Estate. 
 
 

Applying the metropolitan average housing hold size of 2.6 persons (ABS 1996), the 

Structure  Plan  area  is  expected  to  cater  for  an  estimated  population  of  2300 

persons. 



 Iluka Structure Plan   

Page 27 

 

 

 
 
 
 

The higher density, R30 residential  precincts  will generally  frame parkland areas, 

the Coastal Village and O’Mara Boulevard leading into the Village.  Within these 

locations, the limited private areas available to the smaller lot sizes can be offset by 

proximity to open space or the public areas associated with the Coastal Village. 
 
 

Rear laneways are proposed for lots fronting POS areas to provide vehicular access 

to garages at the rear of lots and reduce vehicular traffic on the frontage streets. 

Coupled with reduced setbacks, the laneway lots will encourage greater community 

interaction on frontage streets and dwelling designs which effectively  address the 

street. 
 
 

Along the ridgeline,  lower density development  is proposed  to accommodate  the 

larger homes built to optimise premium coastal views.  These lots will all have east- 

west orientations to maximize coastal views and will be serviced by rear laneways 

to ensure the houses properly address the street frontage.   The laneways will also 

enable direct access to the upper level of the dwellings. 
 
 

The design and standard of residential development will generally be controlled by 

the Residential Planning Codes and Covenants.   Site specific building provisions, as 

set out in section 5.2, will be prepared for the smaller lot precincts where additional 

development controls are required to ensure buildings function effectively for 

prospective owners and contribute to attractive and unified streetscapes.   These 

provisions will also be used for the larger lots with rear laneways to guide building 

layout, design and access  and enure dwellings  are oriented  to have surveillance 

over the street frontage and rear laneways. 
 
 

5.4        Public Open Space and Community Facilities 
 
 

Two well defined neighbourhood  parks and one district park are proposed.   As shown in 

Figure  5  –  Public  Open  Space  Plan,  most  dwellings  will  be  within  400  metres  of  a 

neighbourhood or district park as required by Liveable Neighbourhoods.  The interconnected 

street   pattern   will  ensure   convenient   pedestrian   and  cycle  access   to  these   parks. 

Residential   lots  will  be  oriented   to  overlook   each  of  the  spaces;   promoting   good 

opportunities  for  passive  surveillance  and  an  attractive  outlook  for  residents.    Streets 

leading to the parkland areas will also benefit from the attractive vistas afforded by these 

spaces. 
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The largest park will be the existing district lakes parkland area, comprising an area of 

approximately  6.13ha (includes lakes) within the south-eastern  sector of the Estate.   This 

POS area will be used primarily for passive recreation and will serve an important drainage 

function.  The two neighbourhood parks will be located in the lower lying areas to the south 

and north of the Coastal Village, where coastal views are unavailable.  Being of a substantial 

size and of regular  shape, these open spaces  will have the flexibility  to be adaptable  to 

changing community  needs.    The neighbourhood  park to the south will have a drainage 

function. 
 
 

In addition to these neighbourhood  parks, boardwalks and pavilions will provide controlled 

community access to the adjacent coastal reservation. Well defined east – west links within 

the Estate will provide direct access to this important community space and resource. 
 
 

POS will be provided in accordance with the WAPC’s Liveable Neighbourhoods wherein there 

is provision for a 2 per cent discount on the normal 10 per cent POS requirement.   This 

provision is subject to compliance with the following: 
 
 

• Element  1-  Community  Design  Objectives  of  Liveable  Neighbourhoods  having  been 

satisfied to achieve the desired urban structure, lot layout and parkland distribution. 

•   Any local parks having the support of the local government and both neighbourhood and 
 

local  parks  being  constructed   in  accordance   with  an  approved   landscaping   and 

management plan to the satisfaction of the local government. 

•   Any regional open space or foreshore reserve being provided in accordance with Clauses 
 

3.2 and 3.3 of the WAPC’s policy DC 2.3. 
 
 

With respect  to the first of the above  points,  the Structure  Plan and this accompanying 

report effectively  demonstrate  compliance  with the Community  Design objectives  outlined 

under Element 1 of Liveable Neighbourhoods.   With regard to the second point, a Parkland 

Agreement  is provided  under  Appendix  A which  provides  an undertaking  to the  City  of 

Joondalup that development of the POS areas within the Structure Plan area will be carried 

out in accordance with an approved landscaping and management plan to the satisfaction of 

the City.  These plans are currently being progressed and will be lodged with the City prior 

to subdivision.   With regard the last point of the above points, the regional coastal reserve 

complies with the WAPC’s Policy DC 2.3. 
 
 

During March 1999, the City of Joondalup considered and confirmed the accuracy of the POS 

Schedule that was prepared for the whole of the Beaumaris Estate (refer to Appendix B - 

Letter from City of Joondalup  dated 8 March 1999 and Beaumaris  Estate POS Schedule). 

This Schedule had shown a 5,000m2  surplus of POS for the Beaumaris Estate. 
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Since this Schedule was prepared, the Structure Plan for the undeveloped area of Iluka has 

been modified.  The implications of these changes for POS provision are as follows: 

 
 

i)  The  ‘Retail’  Commercial’  (1.61ha)  and  ‘Service  Station’  (0.15ha)  sites,  which  

equate  to  a  POS deduction  of 1.76ha  for  the  ‘Iluka  Village  Precinct’,  do not  apply  

under  the  revised Structure Plan.  These commercial components have been replaced 

by the Centre  Zone which equates to a 2.18ha POS deduction; 

ii)  The  lakes  POS  area  within  the  ‘Iluka  Village  Precinct’  of  the  former  Structure  Plan 

comprised a total area of 5.43ha (drainage deducted).  Under the revised Structure Plan 

this POS area is proposed to comprise 4.13ha (drainage deducted); 

iii)  The former Structure  Plan proposed a single POS area within the ‘Balance Residential 

Area’ comprising 1.77ha.  The revised Structure Plan replaces this area with a POS area 

within the north western  sector  and a second  area within the south western  sector. 

Together these areas will provide 1.57ha of POS (drainage deducted). 

 
The  revised  POS  schedule  for Iluka,  which  allows  for the  above  variations,  is provided, 

together with the original figures, in the table below: 
 
 

Description Former POS 

Calculations for Iluka 

Revised POS Calculation for Iluka 

Gross Area 207.19ha 207.19ha 

Total Deductions 7.64ha 
 

(incl. drainage) 

5.17ha 
 

(excl. drainage) 

Net Subdivisible Area 199.55ha 202.02ha 
 

(92.82 ha = Structure Plan Area 
 

109.20 ha = remainder of Iluka) 

POS Required 19.95ha 
 

(10% requirement) 

8% of 92.82ha = 7.4256ha 
 

10% of 109.02ha = 10.902ha 
 

Total = 18.3276 

Drainage Areas  2.89ha 

Drainage Credit N/A 1.44ha 
 

(50% credit) 

POS Provided 20.86ha 20.80ha (incl. drainage credit) 

Surplus POS 0.91ha 2.47ha 

 
It is evident from the above table that allowing for deductions for non-residential land uses 

(eg. Coastal Village, road widening, drainage) the revised Structure Plan for Iluka results in 

a POS surplus of 2.47ha above  the 8% and 10% contribution  requirement  applicable  to 

Iluka. 
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5.5        Interconnected  Street Pattern 
 
 

The Structure Plan proposes a highly interconnected street pattern which will offer choice so 

as to reduce  excessive  flows  on any individual  route  and will provide  good connectivity 

between Iluka and adjoining neighbourhoods. 
 
 

The street layout has been deliberately  configured  to preserve long distance views of the 

ocean  and  foreshore  conservation  reserve  and  to provide  direct  pedestrian/cycle  access 

between the residential areas and the Coastal Village, coastal reserve and POS areas. 

Fundamental to the road structure is the central, main east-west O’Mara Boulevard between 

Naturaliste Boulevard and the coast. 
 
 

It will provide a strategic link between the two primary Estate attractions; the existing lakes 

parkland area and the Coastal Village.  Traversing the central saddle, O’Mara Boulevard will 

also  afford  motorists,  pedestrians  and  cyclists  extensive  coastal  views  and  enables  the 

Coastal Village to be centrally located to the Estate (refer to Figure 3 - Site Analysis). 
 
 

O’Mara Boulevard will be designed and landscaped to contrast strongly with local streets so 

as to effectively distinguish ‘civic’ from ‘neighbourhood’ streets and provide legible and 

convenient access to the Coastal Village for residents of nearby Estates and other visitors. 

Street  blocks  with  a  north-south   orientation   will  lead  into  the  Boulevard,   ensuring 

convenient pedestrian/cycle access to the Coastal Village for local residents and enabling 

dwellings to be oriented to capture optimal coastal views. 
 
 

In addition to the central boulevard, an east-west link will be provided within the northern 

sector  of the Estate.   This link will provide  direct access  to the northern  neighbourhood 

park, to the coastal reserve and to the Burns Beach coastal village.   Importantly,  this link 

will also provide the Burns Beach community with convenient access to the Iluka Estate and 

its associated  facilities.   Motorists  will be denied  uninterrupted  vehicle  access  along  this 

route to ensure priority is given to pedestrian/cycle movement. 
 
 

Traffic management measures will be incorporated into the street system to maintain a high 

level of safety and amenity within the residential precincts and the Coastal Village. 
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5.6  Pedestrian / Cycle Network / Public Transport 
 
 

The Iluka development has been planned to provide for convenient east-west connections 

between residential  development,  the village centre, the beach and foreshore reserve and 

the existing Iluka community. 

The modified grid street pattern, incorporating frequent junctures and direct linkages to key 

attractions  and facilities,  will encourage  local pedestrian  and cycle movement  throughout 

Iluka.  To promote safe and efficient movement, dual use paths will be provided on the main 

connecting  routes.    The  proposed  road  reserve  widths  will  be  of  sufficient  width  to 

accommodate footpaths in accordance with the requirements of Liveable Neighbourhoods. 
 
 

The Department of Transport (DOT) has been consulted about future bus services to Iluka. 

The  DOT  has  advised  that  two  routes  will  service  Iluka;  feeding  residents  and  visitors 

between Iluka and the Joondalup railway station.   From the Joondalup railway station, 

passengers will have direct access to the Perth CBD and other metropolitan centres. 
 

 
The proposed bus routes are submitted in the Traffic Assessment Report included under 

Appendix  C.    Details  of  the  pedestrian/cycle   routes  that  are  proposed  to  service  the 

Structure  Plan area are shown  on the Traffic Management  and Pedestrian/Cycle  Network 

Plan submitted under Appendix D. 
 

 
5.7        Landscape Works and Streetscape Treatments 

 
 

Details of the landscape works and streetscape enhancement projects that are proposed to 

be implemented as part of the development of the Structure Plan area are submitted in the 

landscaping and streetscape enhancement report prepared by McNally Newton Landscape 

Architects under Appendix E. 
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6.0        ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSIDERATIONS 
 
 

Development of the site in accordance with the Structure Plan will involve the removal of existing 

vegetation and habitats.  The area is not identified in the draft Perth’s Bushplan (1998) as supporting 

regionally significant bushland. 
 

 
The  vegetation  complex  occurring  on  the  site  is  represented  within  the  nearby  areas  that  are 

presently afforded protection or recommended  for retention in Perth’s Bushplan.   A total of 36% of 

the complex remains within the Perth Metropolitan Region with over 15% currently protected (WAPC, 

1998).   Implementation  of the draft Perth’s Bushplan would result in a total of 19% of the original 

extent  of this vegetation  complex  being retained  in the Perth  Metropolitan  Region,  which  is well 

above the target applied in Perth’s Bushplan of 10% being protected. 
 

 
The Iluka Structure Plan area lies adjacent to large areas supporting regionally significant vegetation 

that are presently protected or proposed for protection in Perth’s Bushplan.   This includes the wide 

coastal foreshore reserve fronting the development area, Burns Beach bushland immediately to the 

north, Neerabup National Park to the north-east  and the link between  Burns Beach and Neerabup 

National Park.   These areas will preserve  representative  areas of vegetation,  flora and habitat for 

fauna in the local area. 
 
 

The bushland at Iluka is therefore considered of local significance only.  Pockets of vegetation will be 

retained within areas of POS, and where feasible, linkage will be maintained between the POS areas 

and the neighbouring foreshore area. 
 
 

There are no natural drainage  features  or wetlands  within the Structure  Plan area. The drainage 

design will incorporate features to facilitate removal of pollutants to minimise potential impacts on 

groundwater quality. 
 
 

The Structure Plan has been designed to take account of the natural landscape of the site and retain 

the character of the site as much as feasible in the context of residential development. 
 
 

A Foreshore Management Plan (FMP) for the Foreshore Reserve was prepared in 1991 and updated 

in 1993.   Provision of controlled access from the development  will be essential to ensure the long 

term protection of the adjoining coastal foreshore area. Opportunities for access points from the 

residential areas to the coast are shown on the Structure  Plan.   Details of proposed access points 

from the Structure Plan area to the coastal reserve, facilities within the foreshore reserve, and any 

proposed modification to the previous FMP will be provided at a later date as planning proceeds, and 

will be subject to approval from relevant agencies. No development is to intrude into the foreshore 

reserve. 
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7.0       ENGINEERING SERVICES AND INFRASTRUCTURE 
 
 

An  Engineering   Services   Report   and  Drainage   Management   Plan  Report   have   been 

prepared by Cossill and Webley.  These reports appear in Appendix F and provide details of 

the following engineering servicing and infrastructure requirements for servicing future urban 

development of the Structure Plan area: 

• the provision of reticulated water supply and sewerage disposal; 
 

• the provision  of public  utility  services  i.e.: underground  electricity  supply,  telephone  and 

natural gas supplies; 

• drainage management strategy; and 
 

• earth working strategy. 
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8.0        TRAFFIC 
 
 
 

A detailed traffic assessment was prepared by Riley Consulting.  Full details of the findings from the 

assessment  and recommendations  for traffic  management  are detailed  in the Traffic  Assessment 

Report provided under Appendix C. 
 

 
Details  of  proposed  treatments   for  intersections   are  shown  in  the  Traffic  Management   and 

Pedestrian/Cycle Network Plan submitted  under Appendix D. 
 
 
In relation to the local centre, it is expected there will be high levels of walking and cycling to local 
facilities.  For any non-residential land uses fronting O’Mara Boulevard, parking shall generally be 
provided at a ratio of 1 bay per 20 sqm of net lettable area.  This parking ratio is typical of major 
shopping centres with significantly higher traffic demands and thus is considered reasonable.  blanket A 
consistent parking ratio will assist the centre in maintaining tenants by allowing change of uses to occur 
easily without being constrained by parking, ensuring longevity of the centre for the benefit of local 
residents.  The provision of on-street parking surrounding the local village sites will also assist in 
enhancing the viability of tenants, and may be viewed as contributing toward the site’s overall parking 
requirements (for visitors of both residential and non-residential land uses).  Reciprocal parking is to be 
encouraged for non-conflicting land uses in the village centre, to reduce the burden of parking and 
associated access on the efficient use of land. 
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9.0  STAGING 
 
 

It is proposed for the development  to be staged over a seven year period with approximately  150 

lots being released annuallygenerally adopting a frontal approach to development, with releases 

developed and timed to respond to market demand and other identified objectives. 

 
The Village Centre will be among the last land to be developed, once the surrounding catchment is mature.
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10.0     CONCLUSION 
 
 

The future urban development of Iluka forms a natural extension of the residential development that 

has occurred in recent years to the south, east and north-west and which is proposed for the land to 

the north.   This pressure for urban development within this locality and the appropriateness  of this 

form of development for the subject site is acknowledged by the ‘Urban’ zoning applicable to the site 

under the MRS. 
 

 
The  proposed   Structure   Plan  provides   a  comprehensive   planning   framework   for  the  future 

development  of  the  site.    A  design  approach  has  been  adopted  which  incorporates  traditional 

planning  principles  and  which  is consistent  with  the  WAPC’s  Liveable Neighbourhoods, including 

diversity  of lot sizes, an interconnected  street pattern, mixed land uses and development  focused 

around an accessible neighbourhood centre and prominent neighbourhood parks.  The design also 

responds to local site conditions, particularly in terms of optimising coastal views, and maintaining a 

strong relationship with the coastal reservation and surrounding existing residential estates. 
 

 
The subject site is zoned Urban Development in the City of Joondalup TPS No. 2.  Under the Scheme, 

a Structure  Plan is required  to be approved  for this zone before  development  or subdivision  can 

proceed.   To progress development of the site in accordance with the proposed Structure Plan, the 

City of Joondalup and WAPC’s early consideration and adoption of the proposed Iluka Structure Plan 

is therefore sought. 
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I L U K A  P A R K L A N D  M A N A G E M E N T  P L A N 
 
 
 

1.   The Management  Plan  includes  the two  neighbourhood  parks  (public  open  space  areas) 

included within the endorsed Iluka Structure Plan. 
 
 

2.   Prior  to  development  of  these  parks,  Beaumaris  Land  Sales  shall  submit  to  the  City  of 

Joondalup a detailed landscaping and reticulation plan for approval. 
 
 

3.   Beaumaris  Land Sales undertake  to develop the parks in accordance  with the landscaping 

and reticulation plan approved by the City of Joondalup. 

 
4.  Beaumaris Land Sales shall maintain and be responsible for the parks for two consecutive 

summers commencing from the practical completion of the works. 

 
5.   An  inspection   shall  occur  just  prior  to  the  date  for  the  handover   of  maintenance 

responsibilities to the City of Joondalup to enable City of Joondalup Officers the opportunity 

to  assess  the  condition  of  the  respective  parks  and  for  any  outstanding  matters  to  be 

addressed prior to handover to the City. 
 
 
 

BEAUMARIS LAND SALES 
 
 
 
 
 

Signature 
 
 
 

Date 
 
 
 

CITY OF JOONDALUP 
 
 
 
 
 

Signature 
 
 
 

Date 
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PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO THE ILUKA STRUCTURE PLAN  
Summary of Submissions  

 

KEY THEME  NUMBER OF 
SUBMISSIONS 

CITY’S COMMENT 

General Opposition 53  
Oppose the proposed amendments (in general) 53 • Noted 

Zoning/Land Use 40  
Oppose change to commercial zoning 21 • The current Iluka structure plan provisions require a mix of land 

uses in addition to residential development on the subject sites in 
association with the current ‘Centre’ land use zoning.  

• The subject site is currently zoned ‘Centre’ which requires more 
specific built form and land use controls through the preparation of 
a structure plan. The ‘Centre’ and ‘Commercial’ zones are 
generally consistent as both intend to accommodate for a range of 
retail, commercial and entertainment services in conjunction with 
residential development. As detailed in the Council report, with the 
introduction of the Regulations in 2015, and subsequent guidance 
provided by the WAPC’s Structure Plan Framework, a LDP is now 
considered to be the most suitable planning framework to guide 
the built form outcomes and overall development of the subject 
sites. As a result, an additional structure plan is no longer 
necessary for the site and therefore the ‘Commercial’ zone is 
considered appropriate.  

• The ‘Commercial’ zoning of the site is considered appropriate as 
it allows for a range of residential and non-residential land uses 
consistent with a typical mixed-use development. The 
permissibility of land uses will be consistent with those identified 
in the ‘Commercial’ zone under DPS2. 

• The exact number and size of each retail tenancy will be known 
only at development application stage.  

• The permissibility of land uses will be consistent with those 
identified in the ‘Commercial’ zone under DPS2. 

• The proposed modifications to the Iluka Structure Plan will not set 
a precedent for re-zoning along the coast as there are no other 
‘Commercial’ or ‘Centre’ zoned sites nearby. ‘Residential’ zoned 

Believe land should be divided into residential lots 9 
Support small number of tenants (café/restaurant) 4 
Would like retail shops to be complementary to the 
predominant residential area 

4 

Believe proposal will allow further rezoning in the area 1 
Believe the proposal does not comply with State 
Planning Policy 2.6 - State Coastal Planning 
(SPP2.6). 

1 

Would like a minimum percentage of units for retirees 
if approved 

1 
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sites cannot be developed with mixed use buildings and any 
multiple dwellings must comply with the density code. 

• SPP2.6 only applies to development within 300 metres of the 
coast.  In additional, the subject site has not been identified as 
being at risk of coastal vulnerability. 

• The City is not able to mandate a minimum number of aged and 
dependant persons dwellings be incorporated into the future 
development of the sites.  

Built Form 101  
Would support a maximum two storey building height 21 • The current structure plan already permits a building height of 

three storeys. The proposed modifications to the Iluka Structure 
Plan retain the current maximum three storey building height but 
proposes additional wording which potentially allows for additional 
height subject to compliance with R-Code clause 6.1.2 Building 
Height and being able to demonstrate that the additional height will 
not have an undue negative impact on the surrounding community.  
The ability to develop higher than three storeys is subject to 
assessment and support through the development application 
process, and is not ‘as a right’.   

• Detailed discussion on height can be found in the Council report in 
addition to a cross section within Attachment 8 which illustrates the 
potential development outcome associated with a potential fourth 
storey element. 

• It is recommended to include additional wording on LDPs to 
provide greater clarity around maximum building height. 

• A development application is required to be lodged for any future 
development of the land and during the assessment process the 
application will be assessed against relevant structure plan 
provisions related to built form as well as the R-Codes in relation 
to overshadowing, overlooking, open space, site works and 
retaining wall deemed-to-comply provisions.  

• A nil street setback is considered appropriate for ‘Commercial’ 
mixed use development as it will create an active frontage to the 
street with access and windows directly onto the street. Clear 
glazing requirements, weather protection (awnings) and 
architectural features will enhance the streetscape and 
development and contribute to a pedestrian friendly environment. 

Concern that the proposal will affect suburb 
aesthetics 

18 

Concerned that the proposal will impact resident 
views 

16 

Would support a maximum three storey building 
height 

12 

Believe the size of the proposal is excessive 10 
Believe land should be divided into residential lots 9 
Concern for overshadowing and privacy issues 7 
Believe proposal does not incorporate enough trees 
and open space 

4 

Concern that the wording around the building height 
is ambiguous 

2 

Believe height restriction should be fixed and not 
open to opinion 

1 

Believe two metre natural ground level variance is 
too great 

1 

Traffic 71  
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Concern for increased noise and traffic in the area 40 • The current Iluka Structure Plan document accounts for traffic 
associated with a minimum of 3,300 square metres of commercial 
land uses and is forecast to generate 4,200 vehicle movements 
per day. The transport assessment identifies that the proposed 
revision to the structure plan and subsequent LDPs are likely to 
generate 1,875 vehicle movements per day.  Based on the current 
anticipated development of the site, the transport technical note 
anticipates a substantial reduction in traffic from that originally 
anticipated. 

• The transport assessment identifies that the surrounding road 
network has sufficient capacity to carry the traffic volumes 
expected from the proposed development and that the change in 
land uses will not negatively impact upon the intersection of 
O’Mara Boulevard/Burns Beach Road. 

• A development application is required to be lodged for the 
development and at that stage the suitability of vehicle access 
points and car parking will be assessed relative to the exact 
number and size of residential dwellings as well as proposed land 
use mix. 

Concern proposal does not adequately consider 
parking 

22 

Believe that the proposal will be accommodated by 
existing infrastructure 

9 

General Support  9  
Support the proposal (in general) 9 • Noted  
Other 186  
Believe the proposal will decrease the liveability within 
the area 

59 • The Iluka Structure Plan has always identified the site as a local 
centre with a density coding of R60, a retail floorspace of 3,300sqm 
and building height of three storeys. It is not considered that the 
current proposal is contrary to the anticipated development of the 
site as a local centre, and will improve liveability within the area 
through the provision of additional services and amenities. 

• The City is unable to comment in regard to information provided by 
the developer. The Iluka Structure Plan is the document that 
guides development of the site and has always done. 

• Developer profit is not a valid planning consideration. 
• Property values are not a valid planning consideration. 
• It is unclear how antisocial behaviour is linked to this proposal.  

Notwithstanding this, the application of Crime Prevention through 
Environmental Design (CPTED) principles will be considered 
through any development application that is lodged. 

Concern proposal has changed from its original 
intention 

27 

Believe proposal will only benefit developers and not 
residents 

20 

Believe proposal will decrease property values 19 
Informed that only a small two storey development 
would occur when purchasing their property 

15 

Believe proposal will lead to increased crime and anti-
social behaviour 

13 

Believe the removal of planning provisions and 
approvals is not transparent 

10 

Believe there are enough local commercial facilities 
in the area 

7 
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Queried how the developer determined a lack of 
market interest 

4 • The potential loss that may result from economic competition 
between new and existing business is not a valid planning 
consideration. However, a technical note was provided by the 
applicant which outlines retail provision in the area, particularly the 
role of the Iluka neighbourhood centre in the context of the 
Currambine district centre. 

• The application was referred to the Department of Water and 
Environmental Regulation during the assessment process with no 
comments provided. 

• With regards to building timeframe, the City is unable to mandate 
when the developer submits a development application. However, 
should a development application be approved, works are required 
to substantially commence within two years from the date of the 
decision, in order for the approval to remain valid.  

• Any impact on rates is not a planning consideration. 
• The City is required to provide its recommendation to the WAPC in 

respect to the proposed LSP amendment. Once provided, the 
WAPC will determine the proposed amendment. 

• It is recommended that the LSP amendment and LDPs are 
modified to remove the words “street activating” as there is no 
definition of what this is under any planning legislation.  

Concern for the impact on flora and fauna within the 
dune system 

3 

Concern for the lack of research on negative impacts 
of the proposal 

2 

Concern for the proposed timeframes to build the 
proposal 

2 

Would not have bought in the area if this 
development had been known 

2 

Indicated that developer promised a beach access 
path and did not deliver 

1 

Queried the demand for apartment living in Iluka 1 
Believe proposal will increase property values 1 
Believe proposal will result in increased rates. 1 
Believe the WAPC should determine suitability of 
amendment and not the City. 

1 

Would like the term ‘Street activating non-residential 
floor space’ clarified.  

1 
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PROPOSED LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLANS (ILUKA STRUCTURE PLAN)  
Summary of Submissions 

KEY THEME  NUMBER OF 
SUBMISSIONS 

CITY’S COMMENT 

General Opposition 69  
Oppose the proposed amendments (in general) 33 • Noted 

• The Iluka Structure Plan has always identified the site as 
a local centre with a density coding of R60, a retail 
floorspace of 3,300 square metres and building height of 
three storeys. It is not considered that the current 
proposal is contrary to the anticipated development of the 
site as a local centre. 

Believe the proposed development is not appropriate for 
surrounding area 

36 

Zoning/Land Use 41  
Concern that the number of dwellings proposed is too high 29 • The residential density of the subject sites is to remain 

unchanged at R60. The exact number of proposed 
dwellings will be based on compliance with the provisions 
of the Residential Design Codes and any Local 
Development Plans adopted. 

• The site has always been identified as a centre, and as 
such the incorporation of commercial land uses within the 
proposed development is not new, and is appropriate. 
Indeed, the amount of non-residential floor space is 
proposed to be reduced through the new proposal from 
what was originally proposed.  

• The exact number and size of each retail tenancy will be 
known only at development application stage.  

• The permissibility of land uses will be consistent with 
those identified in the ‘Commercial’ zone under DPS2 
and suitability of intended land uses will be assessed at 
development application stage.  

Believe lots should only incorporate residential properties 5 
Believe change in zoning is a result of tenant vacancy 3 
Would like to be kept zoning as 'Centre' 2 
Would like more retail space and units in the proposal 1 
Supports the inclusion of a small café or bakery provided it 
closes by 7pm 

1 

Built Form 64  
Oppose the four storey height of the development 17 • The draft LDPs specify the location of a possible fourth 

storey element away from the existing residential 
development.  Notwithstanding, any additional height 
would be subject to demonstrating compliance with the 
R-Code Design Principles demonstrating that an 
additional height will not have an adverse impact on the 

Concern for the aesthetic impact to the surrounding areas 13 
Concern for overshadowing and privacy issues 8 
Concern that the proposal will impact resident views 7 
Oppose the three storey height of the development 6 
Believe only a maximum height of two storeys should be 4 
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allowed surrounding community.  This would be assessed at the 
development application stage and is not ‘as a right’.  

• Detailed discussion on height can be found in the 
Council report in addition to a cross section within 
Attachment 8 which illustrates the potential development 
outcome associated with a potential fourth storey 
element. 

• A development application is required to be lodged for 
the development and during the assessment process the 
application will be assessed against relevant structure 
plan provisions related to built form as well as the R-
Codes in relation to overshadowing, overlooking, site 
works and retaining wall deemed-to-comply provisions.  

• Currently, the sites can already be developed to a 
maximum height of three storeys.  

• A nil street setback is considered appropriate for 
‘Commercial’ mixed use development as it will assist in 
creating an ‘active’ frontage to the street with access and 
windows directly onto the street. Clear glazing 
requirements, weather protection (awnings) and 
architectural features will enhance the streetscape and 
development and contribute to a pedestrian friendly 
environment. 

• It is agreed that the proposed inclusion of an allowance 
for the ground level to be increased by up to two metres 
is not appropriate to be included in the LDP.  This aspect 
is more appropriately assessed when a specific 
development proposal is lodged so the impact of any 
increased in ground levels can be determined. 

Oppose the construction of one bedroom apartments 4 
Oppose the amendment to build close to curb (i.e. nil 
setback) 

3 

Believe the two metre natural ground level variance is too 
great 

2 

Traffic 45  
Concern for increased noise and traffic in the area 26 • The current Iluka Structure Plan document accounts for 

traffic associated with a minimum of 3,300 square metres 
of commercial land uses which is currently forecast to 
generate 4,200 vehicle movements per day. The 
transport technical note identifies that the proposed 
revision to the structure plan and subsequent LDPs are 
likely to generate 1,875 vehicle movements per day.  
Based on the current anticipated development of the site, 

Concern for parking issues in the area 17 
Oppose vehicle access points 2 
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the transport technical note anticipates a substantial 
reduction in traffic from that originally anticipated.  

• The transport technical note identifies that the 
surrounding road network has sufficient capacity to carry 
the traffic volumes expected from the proposed 
development and that the change in land uses will not 
negatively impact upon the intersection of O’Mara 
Boulevard/Burns Beach Road. 

• A development application is required to be lodged for 
the development the suitability of vehicle access points 
and car parking will be assessed relative to the proposed 
land use mix. 

General Support  2  
Believe proposed amendments are appropriate 2 • Noted  
Other 79  
Believe the proposal will decrease property values 16 • Property values are not a valid planning consideration. 

• It is unclear how antisocial behaviour is linked to this 
proposal.  Notwithstanding this, the application of Crime 
Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED) 
principles will be considered through any development 
application that is lodged. 

• Developer profit is not a valid planning consideration. 
• The City is unable to comment with regards to 

information provided by the developer.  
• The potential loss that may result from economic 

competition between new and existing business is not a 
valid planning consideration. However, a technical note 
was provided by the applicant which outlines retail 
provisions in the area, and in particular the role of the 
Iluka neighbourhood centre in the context of the 
Currambine district centre.  

• The application was referred to the Department of Water 
and Environmental Regulation during the assessment 
process with no comments provided. 

• The City is not able to regulate occupancy of residential 
dwellings. 

• A technical note was provided and reviewed during the 
assessment process which outlines retail provisions in 

Believe proposal will lead to increased crime and anti-
social behaviour 

14 

Concern that the proposal has changed from its original 
intention 

14 

Believe the proposal will only benefit developers and not 
residents 

12 

Informed that only small cottage lots would be placed on 
the site 

9 

Believe there are enough local commercial facilities in the 
area 

5 

Concern for the impact on flora and fauna within the dune 
system 

3 

Concern for the type of occupants that the proposal will 
attract 

3 

Concern for the lack of research on negative impacts of 
the proposal 

2 

Believe a six year building timeframe is far too long 1 



 

       Page 4 of 4 
 

the area, particularly the role of the Iluka neighbourhood 
centre in the context of the Currambine district centre.  

• With regards to building timeframe, the City is unable to 
mandate when the developer submits a development 
application. However, should a development application 
be approved, works are required to substantially 
commence within two years from the date the decision is 
issued for the approval to remain valid. 
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PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO THE ILUKA STRUCTURE PLAN 
Schedule of Modifications 

 
 

NO. CLAUSE ISSUE RECOMMENDED MODIFICATIONS 
1 PREAMBLE  
1.1 Certification of Agreed 

Structure Plan 
The certification page of the LSP incorrectly refers to 
part 9 of DPS2. The certification page should be 
replaced with the current requirements under the 
Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) 
Regulations 2015.  

Replace certification page. 

2 PART 1 – IMPLEMENTATION SECTION 
2.1 3.0 - Definitions Incorrect terminology: “Town Planning Scheme No. 2”  Replace with “District Planning Scheme No. 2” 

2.2 4.0 – The Scheme Incorrect terminology: “Town Planning Scheme No. 2”  Replace with “District Planning Scheme No. 2” 

2.3 6.1 – Objectives Incorrect terminology: “Town Planning Scheme No. 2”  Replace with “District Planning Scheme No. 2” 

2.4 6.1 – Objectives Reword to ensure existing objectives are included in 
addition to the objectives of the Commercial zone 
under DPS2. 

Reword to state the following: 
 
“In addition to the objectives for the Commercial Zone under 
the City of Joondalup District Planning Scheme No. 2, the 
following objectives also relate to the village centre:” 
 
Retain all objectives currently included under clause 6.1. 

2.5 6.2 – Provisions Renumber provisions under 6.2 for ease of reference. Replace number of 1, 2, 3, 4 etc with 6.2.1, 6.2.2, 6.2.3, 6.2.4 
etc. 

2.6 6.2 – Provisions Ambiguity regarding point 2 (i) as there is no definition 
of “street activating non-residential land uses”. 

Replace point 2 (i) with the two following provisions: 
 
i. Development provisions are to be included which ensure 

the built form adjacent to O’Mara Boulevard provides an 
activated street frontage, passive/active surveillance and 
encourages pedestrian movement. 
 

ii. Measures to ensure the ground floor of building/s fronting 
O’Mara Boulevard include non-residential land uses. 

2.7 6.2 – Provisions Point 2 (iv) does not provide any benefit and is not 
required. 

Delete point 2 (iv) from clause 6.2. 

2.8 6.2 – Provisions Include additional point under point 2 to ensure the 
location and size of the non-residential floor space is 
identified under the LDP. 

Include point 2 (vi) which states the following: 
 
vi. The location, form and size of non-residential floor space 

over each land parcel. 

ATTACHMENT 6
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NO. CLAUSE ISSUE RECOMMENDED MODIFICATIONS 
2.9 6.2 – Provisions Point 3 requires rewording as there is no definition of 

street activity non-residential floorspace.  
Delete “street activating” from point 3. 

2.10 6.2 – Provisions Point 4 only gives guidance for assessing additional 
height for residential buildings as it references the R-
Codes. The wording of the provision does not relate to 
non-residential buildings. 

Reword point 4 to state the following: 
 
“A maximum building height restriction of three storeys shall 

apply for all development within the Commercial Zone, unless 

it can be demonstrated to the satisfaction of the determining 

authority that additional height will not: 

a) Negatively impact on the amenity of surrounding 
landowners; 

b) Result from significant site works and fill to the 
subject site;  

c) Impact on access to direct sunlight into buildings and 
appurtenant open spaces; 

d) Affect daylight to major openings into habitable 
rooms of adjoining development; and, 

e) Impact access to views of significance.” 
2.11 6.2 – Provisions  Editorial text update to point 5. Replace “a” within “an”. 

2.12 6.2 – Provisions Reword point 7 to simplify provision, provide certainty 
and ensure the parking standard applies to all non-
residential land-uses.  

Reword point 7 to state the following: 
 
“For all non-residential land uses, parking shall be provided 
on-site at a ratio of 1 bay per 20m² of net lettable area.” 

3 PART 2 – EXPLANATORY REPORT 
3.1 4.0 – Context Analysis Unsubstantiated statements under clause 4 which 

reference the Currambine District Centre expanding in 
size larger than anticipated. 

Delete the following words from the first sentence of for point 
3: 
 
“…beyond what was originally anticipated.” 
 
Delete the following words from the last sentence of the 
eighth paragraph which state: 
 
“…,which has grown larger than originally envisaged” 
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PROPOSED LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLANS (ILUKA STRUCTURE PLAN)   
Schedule of Modifications 

 
 

NO. PROVISION ISSUE RECOMMENDED MODIFICATIONS 
1 Title/Heading Remove reference to lot number and estate name Reword LDP names to the following: 

 
“Iluka Local Centre Local Development Plan No. 1” and “Iluka Local 
Centre Local Development Plan No. 2” 

2 Preamble Remove reference to property address/lot number. Replace the property address with “the Iluka Local Centre.” 

3 Preamble Reference is required to clause 7.3.1 & 7.3.2 of the R-
Codes as ‘deemed-to-comply’ requirements are being 
amended, replaced or deleted as part of the LDP. 

Insert additional sentence in the preamble of the table to state the 
following: 
 
“This LDP amends/replaces/deletes the following ‘deemed-to-comply’ 
Residential Design Codes (R-Codes) development provisions, in 
accordance with clause 7.3.1 & 7.3.2 of the R-Codes as outlined below.” 

4 R-Code Design 
Element 

Ensure all modifications to the ‘deemed-to-comply’ 
requirements of the R-Codes include the specific clause 
being amended, replaced and/or deleted, so it is clear 
which provisions of the R-Codes are not being modified 
and/or are still relevant.  

Include the specific R-Codes subclauses for each provision/s being 
modified under “R-Code Design Element” column.  

5 Building Height Avoid any uncertainty in the wording of the provision. Remove the words “particularly” and “away from existing dwellings”. 

6 Building Height Refer to the building height requirement in the Iluka LSP 
to remove doubling up of provisions. 
 

Replace the words “the Design Principles of cl. 6.1.12 and it will not have 
undue negative impact on the surrounding community” with the following: 
 
“…Clause 6.2.4 of the Iluka Structure Plan.”  

7 Building Height Remove reference to topographic changes across the 
LDP area, as should be considered as part of a 
development application when the detailed design of 
the development/building is known. Not as of right. 

Delete the last sentence of the building height provision which reference 
the change in natural ground level/ topography. 

8 Building Height For the purposes of the LDPs, height in metres should 
be included to ensure it is consistent with the building 
height requirements under the R-Codes. 

Include additional provision which states the following: 
“The maximum permitted building height for any three storey 
development shall not exceed 10.5 metres from natural ground level, and 
any fourth storey element/development shall not exceed 13.5 metres 
from natural ground level to the satisfaction of the City.” 

9 Street setback Include provision related to the setback of the third 
storey development to minimise the bulk and scale of 
the development on adjoining residential properties. 

Include an additional provision which states the following: 
 

ATTACHMENT 7
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NO. PROVISION ISSUE RECOMMENDED MODIFICATIONS 
 “All development shall be setback a minimum of 2 metres from all street 
boundaries, excluding O’Mara Boulevard and Burns Beach Road.” 

10 Open Space This concession on open space provision could be 
inappropriately applied due to the proposed wording. 
Include minimum size requirement to ensure the 
communal space provided is of a sufficient size. 

Reword this provision to state the following: 
 
“Where communal facilities which are at least 4 metres in dimension and 
at least 16m² in area are provided (such as BBQ area, club house, pool 
or similar facility), the minimum open space requirement shall be 30%.” 

11 Parking Public on-street car parking bays should not count 
toward the residential visitor car parking provision and 
should not be allocated to specific landowners. Instead 
they should be shared by all users/visitors/residents. 

Reword the provision and relocate to the LDP General Notes table to 
state the following: 
 
“On-street public visitor bays in the verge surrounding the LDP area are 
to be encouraged where suitable to assist with the parking demand 
generated by the development.” 

12 Vehicle Access Avoid any uncertainty in the wording of the provision Delete the words “Where possible,” from the provision. 

13 Active Frontage Ensure the main street (non-residential) ground floor 
tenancies are at the same level as the verge. 

Include the following wording at the end of the first sentence which 
states: “… and is level with the verge.” 

14 Active Frontage Avoid any uncertainty in the wording of the provision Delete the word “may” and include the following words after on-street 
parking: “… where applicable” 

15 Active Frontage No definition of “street activating non-residential land 
uses”. Creates some uncertainty/ambiguity regarding 
what this actually means. 

Remove “street activating” from second sentence of provision. 

15 Non-residential 
Building Street 
Setbacks 

No variations to the provisions of DPS2 have been 
included to reduce the permitted building setback to 
O’Mara Boulevard. 

Include a provision related to non-residential building street setbacks 
which states: 
 
“Non-residential buildings may be setback at nil to the O’Mara Boulevard 
to achieve an active frontage ‘main street’ design element.” 
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Active Frontage

ACTIVE FRONTAGE

PREFERRED SECONDARY VEHICLE ACCESS POINT

As provided in Part 6 of Schedule 2 - Deemed Provisions of the Planning and Development Regulations 2015, this Local Development Plan (LDP) sets out
specific and detailed guidance for future development of the Iluka Local Centre.
This LDP amends / replaces / deletes the following 'deemed-to-comply' Residential Design Codes (R-Codes) development provisions, in accordance with
clause 7.3.1 & 7.3.2 of the R-Codes as outlined below.

R-Code Design Element Local Development Plan 'deemed-to-comply' provision (C)

6.1.1

6.1.5

6.3.5

Building size

Open Space

Vehicle Access

INDICATIVE LOT BOUNDARY

C1       A maximum plot ratio of 1.6 applies. Development should result in a high level of amenity both
internally within the site for residents, and externally in terms of its surrounding residential
development by having due regard to the design principles and design guidance of SPP 7.3 Residential
Design Codes Guidance for multiple dwelling and mixed use developments (Apartment Design)"

6.1.2 Building height

6.1.4 Lot boundary
setbacks

C4.3    A wall may have a nil setback to internal lot boundaries, if it has a maximum height as set out in this
LDP and a maximum length of two-thirds the length of the boundary.

C5.5    Vehicle access points shall be located as marked on the plan.

Building Frontage which is designed for ground floor uses that promote activity on the street and is level with the verge.  A minimum
of 700sqm of non-residential floorspace shall be provided in the LDP area as marked on the plan.  The O'Mara Boulevard frontage
is to include design elements such as footpaths, weather protection, clear glazing, alfresco dining and on-street parking, where
applicable, which will contribute toward activation and the creation of a 'main-street' pedestrian friendly environment.

Modification

Replace

Amend C2       Three storeys shall be permitted in all areas subject of this LDP.  For the purposes of this LDP, the
maximum permitted building height for any three storey development shall not exceed 10.5 metres
from natural ground level to the satisfaction of the City.

Augment

C5       Open space is to be provided at a minimum of 30% of the site area and should comprise communal
open space and deep soil areas in accordance with the design guidance of State Planning Policy 7.3 -
Residential Design Codes Guidance for multiple-dwelling and mixed use development.

Staging The LDP area may be developed in stages or separate lots.  Should this occur, the LDP provisions only apply to the extent that
they relate to the stage or lot area being developed.

Lot Boundary Walls -
Aesthetic Treatments

If constructed in stages, development with exposed lot boundary walls are to be aesthetically treated to minimise their visual
impact until such time as the later stages are constructed.

PREFERRED PRIMARY VEHICLE ACCESS POINT

Augment

6.1.3 Street setback

Replace

Augment C3.3    To achieve the Active Frontage 'main street' design elements, the O'Mara Boulevard street setback
may be reduced to Nil.

C3.4    All development shall be setback a minimum of 2 metres from all street boundaries, excluding O'Mara
Boulevard and Burns Beach Road.

Non-residential Building
Steet Setbacks

Non-residential buildings may be setback at nil to the O’Mara Boulevard to achieve an active frontage ‘main street’ design
element.

16/07/2018
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      Metro North-West Joint Development Assessment Panel  

Agenda 
 
 

Meeting Date and Time:  5 March 2019, 10:00 AM 
Meeting Number:   MNWJDAP/246  
Meeting Venue:    City of Joondalup  

90 Boas Avenue, Joondalup  
 
Attendance 

 
DAP Members 
 
Ms Sheryl Chaffer (A/Presiding Member) 
Mr Chris Antill (A/Deputy Presiding Member) 
Mr Fred Zuideveld (Specialist Member) 
Cr Christine Hamilton-Prime (Local Government Member, City of Joondalup) 
Cr Philippa Taylor (Local Government Member, City of Joondalup) 
 
Officers in attendance 
 
Mr Ryan Bailey (City of Joondalup)  
Mr Chris Leigh (City of Joondalup) 
 
Minute Secretary  
 
Ms Wendy Cowley (City of Joondalup) 
 
Applicants and Submitters  
 
Item 8.1 
Mr Jarrad Sizer (Helm Living) 
Mr Brad Kelly (Helm Living) 
Mr Lindsay Allen (DMG Australia) 
Mr Scott Vincent (Planning Solutions) 
Ms Nannette Brammer 
Mr Jon Summers 
 
Item 10.1 
Mr Naim Jones (Jonescorp Pty Ltd) 
Mr Carlo Famiano (CF Town Planning & Development) 
Mr John Marchant 
 
Members of the Public / Media 
 
Nil  
 
1. Declaration of Opening 

 
The A/Presiding Member declares the meeting open and acknowledges the past and 
present traditional owners and custodians of the land on which the meeting is being 
held. 



Version: 2  Page 2 

2. Apologies

Ms Karen Hyde (Presiding Member) 

3. Members on Leave of Absence

Panel member, Ms Karen Hyde, Presiding Member has been granted leave of absence 
by the Director General for the period of 30 January 2019 to 28 March 2019 inclusive. 

4. Noting of Minutes

Signed minutes of previous meetings are available on the DAP website. 

5. Declarations of Due Consideration

Any member who is not familiar with the substance of any report or other information 
provided for consideration at the DAP meeting must declare that fact before the 
meeting considers the matter. 

6. Disclosure of Interests

Member Item Nature of Interest 

Ms Sheryl Chaffer 10.1 Impartiality Interest - 
The applicant has stated that this 
development is intended to be in partnership 
with the Department of Communities 
Opening Doors Shared Equality Scheme 
(Land & Housing). Ms Chaffer’s daughter is 
employed by the Department of communities 
but does not have any involvement with the 
above scheme or land and housing. 

7. Deputations and Presentations

7.1 Ms Nannette Brammer presenting against the application at Item 8.1. 
The presentation will address concerns relating to certain design 
elements present in the development application.   

7.2 Mr Jon Summers presenting against the application at Item 8.1. The 
presentation will address building heights, design codes and planning 
policies. 

7.3 Mr Lindsay Allen (DMG Architecture) presenting in support of the 
application at Item 8.1. The presentation will address the architectural 
design features of the development, in support of the proposal. 

7.4 Mr Jarrad Sizer (Helm Living) presenting in support of the application 
at Item 8.1. The presentation will address the community consultation 
process and related design response, in support of the proposed 
variations to the LDP. 
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7.5 Mr John Marchant presenting against the application at Item 10.1. The 
presentation will address the impact on neighbouring properties and 
the community. 

7.6 Mr Joseph Zampogna presenting against the application at Item 10.1. 
The presentation will address privacy, noise, traffic and parking 
issues. 

7.7 Mr Carlo Famiano (CF Town Planning & Development) presenting in 
support of the application at Item 10.1. The presentation will be 
against the recommendation for refusal and request that the 
application be approved. 

The City of Joondalup may be provided with the opportunity to respond to questions of 
the panel, as invited by the A/Presiding Member.  

8. Form 1 – Responsible Authority Reports – DAP Applications

8.1 Property Location: Portion of 9040 (34) Kallatina Drive, Iluka 
Development Description: 24 Multiple Dwellings 
Applicant: 
Owner: 

Helm Living Pty Ltd 

Davidson Pty Ltd and Roman Catholic 

Responsible Authority: 
DAP File No: 

Archbishop 
City of Joondalup 
DAP/18/01544 

9. Form 2 – Responsible Authority Reports – Amending or cancelling DAP
development approval

Nil 

10. Appeals to the State Administrative Tribunal

10.1 Property Location: Lot 33 and Lot 34 Tuart Trail, Edgewater 
Development Description: Fourteen (14) Multiple Dwellings 
Applicant: Mr Carlo Famiano 

(CF Town Planning & Development) 
Owner: Mr Naim Jones (Jonescorp Pty Ltd), 

Mr Edwin Cornelissen 
Responsible Authority: City of Joondalup 
DAP File No: DAP/18/01433 

Current Applications 

LG Name Property Location Application Description 

City of 
Stirling 

Lot 100 (304) Scarborough 
Beach Road, Osborne Park 

Motor Vehicle Sales and Repair 

City of 
Stirling 

Lot 101 (191) Balcatta 
Road, Balcatta 

Extension to the Existing Bunnings 
Warehouse 

City of 
Wanneroo 

Lot 801 (28K) Caloundra 
Road, Clarkson 

Proposed 24 hour drive-through 
fast food outlet (McDonalds) 
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Finalised Applications 

LG Name Property Location Application Description 

City of 
Joondalup 

Lot 125 (1) & 126 (3) 
Chipala Court, Edgewater 

Twelve (12) Multiple Dwellings 

 
11. General Business / Meeting Closure 

 
In accordance with Section 7.3 of the DAP Standing Orders 2017 only the A/Presiding 
Member may publicly comment on the operations or determinations of a DAP and 
other DAP members should not be approached to make comment. 
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Form 1 – Responsible Authority Report 
(Regulation 12) 

Property Location: Part Lot 9040 (34) Kallatina Drive, Iluka 

Development Description: 24 Multiple Dwellings 

DAP Name: Metro North-West JDAP 

Applicant: Helm Living 

Owner: Davidson Pty Ltd and Roman Catholic 
Archbishop 

Value of Development: $6 million 

LG Reference: DA18/1321 

Responsible Authority: City of Joondalup 

Authorising Officer: Dale Page, Director Planning and 
Community Development 

DAP File No: DAP/18/01544 

Report Due Date: 22 February 2019 

Application Received Date: 30 November 2018 

Application Process Days: 90 Days 

Attachment(s): 1. Location plan.
2. Draft deposited plan.
3. Development plans.
4. Building perspectives.
5. Landscape concept plan.
6. Applicant’s DA report.
7. Traffic impact statement.
8. BAL assessment.

Officer Recommendation: 

That the Metro North-West JDAP resolves to: 

Approve DAP application reference DAP/18/01544 and accompanying plans (Attachment 3) 
in accordance with Clause 68 of the Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) 
Regulations 2015, the Metropolitan Region Scheme and the City of Joondalup Local Planning 
Scheme No.3 subject to the following conditions: 

1. This approval relates to the 24 multiple dwellings and associated works only. It does not
relate to any other development on the lot.

2. All stormwater shall be collected onsite and disposed of in a manner acceptable to the
City.

3. All development shall be contained within the property boundaries.

4. The car parking bays, driveways and access points shall be designed, constructed,
drained and marked to the specification of the City and in accordance with the
Australian Standard for Off-street Car Parking (AS/NZS2890.1 2004), Off-street
Parking for People with Disabilities (AS/NZS2890.6 2009) and Off-street Commercial
Vehicle Facilities (AS2890.2:2002), prior to the occupation of the development. These
bays, driveways and access points shall thereafter be maintained to the satisfaction of
the City.
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5. An easement in gross for the shared driveway shall be placed on the certificate of title
for the subject lot.  The easement shall be at the owner/developer’s expense and
lodged with the Registrar of Titles for endorsement on the certificate of titles, prior to the
commencement of development.

6. A notification, pursuant to section 70A of the Transfer of Land Act 1893, shall be placed
on the certificate of title for the subject lot. The notification shall be at the
owner/developer’s expense and lodged with the Registrar of Titles for endorsement on
the certificate of title, prior to the commencement of development. The notification is to
state as follows:

‘This land is within a bushfire prone area as designated by an Order made by the Fire 
and Emergency Services Commissioner’. 

7. The boundary walls on the southern and eastern lot boundaries shall be of a clean finish
and aesthetically treated to minimise their visual impact to the satisfaction of the City.
Details are to be provided to and approved by the City prior to the commencement of
development.

8. Lighting shall be installed along all driveways and pedestrian pathways and in all
common service areas prior to the development first being occupied, to the satisfaction
of the City.

9. Detailed landscaping plans shall be submitted to and approved by the City prior to the
commencement of development. These landscaping plans are to indicate the proposed
landscaping treatments of the subject site and the adjoining road verges, and shall:

- provide planting of a sufficient height and density to soften the impact of the 
retaining walls and solid walls and fencing as viewed from all streets; 

- provide a minimum of four street trees along Mykonos View; 
- provide plant species, mature height and spread, plant spacing, pot size and 

quantities and an irrigation design by a Certified Irrigation Designer; 
- provide all details relating to paving, treatment of verges and tree planting; 
- be based on water sensitive urban design and designing out crime principles to the 

satisfaction of the City; 
- include details of the deep soil zone/s within the communal open space; 
- explore the option of including additional bicycle racks within the Mykonos View 

verge; 
- show spot levels and/or contours of the site; and 
- be drawn at an appropriate scale of either 1:100, 1:200 or 1:500. 

10. Landscaping and reticulation shall be established in accordance with the approved
landscaping plans, Australian Standards and best trade practice prior to the
development first being occupied and thereafter maintained to the satisfaction of the
City.

11. One visitor car parking bay shall be provided within the onsite car park and clearly
delineated (marked/signed), prior to the occupation of the development.

12. A Security and Access Management Plan detailing security gate operation,
management of intercom controls, signage and other methods to direct and enable
visitor access to private areas shall be submitted to the City for approval prior to
occupation of the development, and shall be implemented in accordance with the
approved plan.
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13. A Waste Management Plan indicating the method of rubbish collection shall be
submitted to the City prior to the commencement of development and approved by the
City prior to the development first being occupied.  All rubbish collection shall be in
accordance with the approved Waste Management Plan.

14. A Construction Management Plan shall be submitted to and approved by the City prior
to the commencement of development. The management plan shall detail how it is
proposed to manage:

- all forward works for the site;
- the delivery of materials and equipment to the site;
- the storage of materials and equipment on the site;
- the parking arrangements and access for the contractors and subcontractors;
- the management of dust during the construction process;
- other matters likely to impact on the surrounding properties;

and works shall be undertaken in accordance with the approved Construction
Management Plan.

15. A full schedule of colours and materials for all exterior parts to the development
(including retaining walls) shall be submitted to and approved by the City prior to the
commencement of development.  Development shall be in accordance with the
approved schedule and all external materials and finishes shall be maintained to a
high standard, including being free of vandalism, to the satisfaction of the City.

16. Any proposed building plant and equipment, including air conditioning units, piping,
ducting and water tanks shall be located so as to minimise any visual and noise impact
on surrounding landowners, and screened from view from the street. Details shall be
submitted to and approved by the City prior to the commencement of development.
Development shall be in accordance with these approved details.

17. Five on-street parking bays on Mykonos View shall be constructed by the developer, at
the developer’s expense, prior to the occupation of the development.  The detailed
design is to be approved by the City prior to construction.

18. Bicycle parking facilities shall be in accordance with the Australian Standard for Off-
street Carparking – Bicycles (AS2890.3-1993 as amended) prior to the development
first being occupied. Details of bicycle parking areas shall be provided to the City for
approval prior to the commencement of development.

19. An additional three bicycle spaces shall be provided by the applicant prior to
occupancy of the development, to the specification and satisfaction of the City.

20. Retaining walls shall be of a clean finish and made good to the satisfaction of the City.

21. Prior to occupation of the dwellings, each dwelling shall be provided with adequate
clothes drying facilities which are screened from view from the street(s) to the
satisfaction of the City. No clothes drying is permitted within the courtyards/balconies
of the dwellings.

Advice Notes 

1. In addition to the property access points and easements, the crossover and access
way from Burns Beach Road may need to be constructed by the applicant/owner
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should the development of any future commercial development not occur prior to 
occupation of the dwellings. 

2. The owner/applicant is advised that the subject site has been identified as being within
a bushfire prone area as designated by the Fire and Emergency Services
Commissioner. As a result:

a. a notification on the certificate of title is required in accordance with clause 6.10
of State Planning Policy 3.7 – Planning for Bushfire Prone Areas (SPP3.7); and

b. additional construction methods may be required as part of the Building Permit.

Further information about the designated bushfire prone areas and SPP3.7 can be 
found on the Department of Fire and Emergency Services website: 
https://www.dfes.wa.gov.au/ and the Department of Planning website: 
http://www.planning.wa.gov.au/ 

3. With respect to the schedule of colours and materials, the City encourages the
developer to incorporate materials and colours to the external surface of the building
and associated structures, including roofing, that have low reflective characteristics to
minimise potential glare from the development impacting the amenity of the adjoining
or nearby neighbours.

4. In regards to bicycle necessities, the three required bicycle spaces can be considered
either onsite and/or within the Mykonos View verge subject to the proposed
racks/spaces meeting the requirements of the City.

5. Any existing footpaths and kerbing are to be retained and protected during
construction of the development. Should the footpath/kerb be damaged during the
construction of the development, it should be reinstated to the satisfaction of the City.

6. Development shall comply with the requirements of the Environmental Protection Act
1986 and the Environmental Protection (Noise) Regulations 1997. Consideration
needs to be given to the positioning and placement of noisy plant equipment (e.g. air
conditioners, mechanical exhaust etc) so as to not have a negative impact on
surrounding residents.

7. All laundry areas to be provided with a floor waste in accordance with the City’s Local
Laws. In addition to having mechanical ventilation it is recommended that internal
laundry areas be provided with condensation dryers to minimise the likelihood of
mould occurring.

8. The applicant/owner is advised that verge treatments are required to comply with the
City’s Street Verge Guidelines. A copy of the Guidelines can be obtained at
https://www.joondalup.wa.gov.au/verge-treatments/

Details: outline of development application 

Zoning MRS: Urban. 

LPS3: Urban Development. 

Iluka LSP: Commercial, R80. 

Use Class: Multiple Dwelling. 

Strategy Policy: Not applicable. 

Development Scheme: City of Joondalup Local Planning Scheme No. 3. 



Page 5 

Lot Size: 10,328m² (total); 2,013m2 (subject portion). 

Existing Land Use: Vacant. 

The proposed development comprises the following: 

 A three storey building with at-grade car parking accessed via a proposed shared right-
of-way.

 24 multiple dwellings comprising a mix of one, two and three bedroom dwellings.

 A shared single vehicle access point from Burns Beach Road.

 A total of 40 car bays onsite and five parallel street bays along Mykonos View.

 Building entrance and lobby facing Mykonos View.

 Communal open space and resident amenities on the first floor.

 Façade comprising rendered walls, feature cladding, balconies with glass balustrades
and sliding screens, and concealed roofing.

 A mix of solid and visually permeable fencing facing the street.

The development plans and building perspectives are provided in Attachments 3 and 4 
respectively. 

Background: 

The applicant seeks approval for the development of a three storey building comprising 24 
multiple dwellings on the north-western corner of the vacant land parcels in the Iluka Local 
Centre. The development site is bound by Burns Beach Road to the west, Mykonos View to 
the north and the remaining portion of the subject site to the south and east. The location of 
the development site is identified in Attachment 1.  

The use ‘multiple dwelling’ is a discretionary (‘D’) in the Commercial Zone under LPS3. 

The two vacant land parcels were identified in the original Iluka Structure Plan (2002) as a 
neighbourhood centre with a zoning of ‘Centre’.  Development requirements of the original 
‘Centre’ zone included a retail floorspace provision of 3,300m2, a residential density coding of 
R60 and a maximum building height of three storeys.  

In 2017, a proposed amendment to the existing LSP and two proposed Local Development 
Plans (LDPs) were submitted for the two land parcels.  The proposed amendments and LDPs 
were advertised and subsequently modified by Council following advertising and then further 
modified by the WAPC following Council’s consideration.  The outcomes were: 

 Removal of the ‘Centre’ zone and replacement with a ‘Commercial R80’ zone.

 Iluka Local Centre Local Development Plan No. 1 for the land parcel north of O’Mara
Boulevard.

 Iluka Local Centre Local Development Plan No. 2 for the land parcel south of O’Mara
Boulevard.

 Retention of the three storey height limit with an added restriction of an overall maximum
height of 10.5 metres.

 Plot ratio of 1.6.

On 30 October 2018, the WAPC approved a subdivision application to subdivide the northern 
land parcel bound by O’Mara Boulevard, Mykonos View, Calis Avenue and Burns Beach 
Road into three lots. The proposed development is consistent with the draft deposited plan 
endorsed by the City on 19 February 2019 (refer to Attachment 2). At the time of writing this 
report, new Certificates of Titles had not been issued for these proposed lots and therefore 
the land still forms part of the balance Lot 9041 (34) Kallatina Drive, Iluka. 
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Legislation and Policy: 

Legislation 

 Planning and Development Act 2005.

 Metropolitan Region Scheme (MRS).

 Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015.

 City of Joondalup Local Planning Scheme No.3 (LPS3).

State Government Policies 

 State Planning Policy 3.1: Residential Design Codes of WA (R-Codes).

 State Planning Policy 7: Design of the Built Environment (Design WA).

 State Planning Policy 3.7: Planning in Bushfire Prone Areas.

Local Structure Plan/Local Development Plan 

 Iluka Local Structure Plan (Iluka LSP).

 Iluka Local Centre Local Development Plan No.1 (LDP No.1).

Local Planning Policies 

 Residential Development Local Planning Policy (RDLPP).

 Environmentally Sustainable Design Policy.

Consultation: 

Public Consultation 

The application was advertised for a period of 21 days, commencing on 23 January 2019 and 
concluding on 13 February 2019. Consultation was undertaken in the following manner:  

 a letter was sent to owners and occupiers of 202 properties in the vicinity of the subject
site;

 a sign was installed on the proposed development site facing Burns Beach Road; and

 development plans were made available for public viewing on the City’s website and at the
City’s Administration building.

A total of 38 valid submissions was received during the advertising period, being 32 
submissions objecting to the development and six submissions supporting the development. 
The issues raised in the submissions are summarised in the table below:  

No. Issue raised Applicants response Officers comments 

1 Building height 
does not 
comply. 

Amended plans have been 
provided reducing building floor-
to-floor heights by 943mm.   

More than 50% of the Mykonos 
View frontage (by length) is now 
below the permitted height of 10.5 
metres. Importantly, the top of 

The application exceeds the 
height requirements of the 
Iluka LDP No. 1 for a portion of 
the building only. It is 
considered the additional 1.5 
metres in building height is 
minor, applies to a portion of 
the building only and will not 
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No. Issue raised Applicants response Officers comments 

wall (TOW) at the eastern 
boundary (which would potentially 
have the greatest impact on views 
from dwellings on Calis Avenue) 
has been reduced from 23.586 
metres AHD to 22.386 metres 
(AHD) – a full 1.2 metre 
reduction. At this eastern 
boundary, the building is now 
1.411 metres below the permitted 
10.5 metre height limit.  

Any compliant building on the 
remaining eastern land parcel will 
still further obstruct sightlines 
from those dwellings which, to 
date, may have enjoyed views 
over the subject site purely by 
virtue of it being undeveloped. 

impact on any adjoining 
properties or the streetscape.  

2 Mix of dwelling 
type is much 
needed. 

Agreed. Noted. The development will 
provide a greater diversity of 
housing product within Iluka, 
and an ability to ‘age in place’. 

3 The design of 
the 
development is 
of a high quality. 

Agreed. Noted. The proposal was 
reviewed by the independent 
Joondalup Design Reference 
Panel (JDRP) who generally 
supported the design and 
aesthetics of the development. 

4 The 
development 
will be 
inconsistent with 
the desired 
streetscape of 
the area. 

Agreed. The design and layout of the 
development is considered to 
meet the objectives of the Iluka 
LSP and the intent for higher 
density development within the 
Iluka Local Centre. The 
structure plan for Iluka (which 
was in place before any 
residential development was 
constructed in the suburb) 
always envisaged a three 
storey development in this 
location. 

5 Setback to 
Mykonos View 
isn’t supported. 

Amended plans have been 
provided which increases the 
setback to apartment type C1 
(apartment numbers 8, 16 and 
24) fronting Mykonos View.

The single dwellings on the 
northern side of Mykonos View 
have a secondary street setback 
of 1.5m. None of the dwellings on 
the northern side having their 

Although the development 
does not comply with the 
required setback to Mykonos 
View, it is considered the 
setback proposed will not 
impact the existing streetscape 
or surrounding landowners.  
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No. Issue raised Applicants response Officers comments 

primary frontage to this street, 
and the side (facing) elevations 
are comparatively inactive.   

The protruding elements in 
aggregate, comprise 11.2 lineal 
metres, equating to 20% of the 
55.93 metre frontage.   

If the setback is averaged in 
accordance with the methodology 
in the R-Codes, the building 
would achieve an average 
setback of approximately 2.2m to 
Mykonos View. 

The inclusion of ground level 
landscaping, and additional street 
trees, will enhance the landscape 
character of Mykonos View, which 
does not currently feature trees or 
landscaping on either side.    

6 Vehicle access 
via Burns Beach 
road is unsafe. 

Refer to Uloth & Associates 
Transport Impact Statement 
submitted at DA lodgement. 
Vehicle access is considered to 
be functional and safe, and 
consistent with all applicable 
design standards. 

The proposed location of this 
vehicle access point is 
consistent with the approved 
location depicted in the LDP. 
The design and directional 
movement of the proposed 
crossover will be to the 
specifications and satisfaction 
of the City. 

7 The aesthetics 
of the 
development is 
not consistent 
with or the same 
high quality as 
other approved 
development. 

The building is architecturally 
designed and will be built using 
high quality materials that will 
stand the test of time. This will 
create an attractive and inviting 
place that contributes positively to 
the local character of the area. 
The building, while maintaining a 
consistent building height of three 
storeys along its road frontages, 
provides a high degree of variety 
and visual interest through its 
varied façade treatments. The 
combination of vertical and 
horizonal design elements, varied 
screening treatments and a 
diverse materials/colour pallet all 
contribute to an interesting and 
attractive development outcome. 

Refer to the City’s comment in 
respect to item 3 above. 

8 Burns Beach 
Road is unsafe 
and is being 

Refer to Uloth & Associates 
Transport Impact Statement 
submitted at DA lodgement. 

Refer to the City’s comment in 
respect to item 6 above. 
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No. Issue raised Applicants response Officers comments 

used as a main 
thoroughfare.  

Burns Beach Road is classified as 
a ‘District Distributor B’ road, and 
is therefore intended to function 
as a thoroughfare to carry 
vehicles throughout the district. 

9 The 
development 
will create 
additional traffic. 

Refer to Uloth & Associates 
Transport Impact Statement 
submitted at DA lodgement.  The 
traffic generated by the 
development may be readily 
accommodated by the existing 
road network. 

As outlined within the 
applicant’s Traffic Impact 
Statement, the additional traffic 
generated by the proposed 
development can be 
accommodated within the 
existing road network. 

10 Not enough car 
parking for 
residents and 
visitors.  

The ratio of resident car parking 
bays is compliant. 

One additional visitor bay has 
been added to the previously 
submitted plans. 

Five visitor parking bays are 
proposed to be provided on the 
street, in a parallel configuration, 
in lieu of the 6 visitor bays 
required by the R-Codes. 

On-site visitor parking provision at 
levels required by the R-Codes 
generally exceeds actual 
demand.  The Apartment Design 
Guidelines respond to this by 
requiring a reduced amount of 
visitor car parking. Further 
reductions in visitor parking can 
be applied where shared 
commercial parking bays are 
available, and additional off-street 
parking is provided in the vicinity. 
In this regard, we note the 
commercial development 
immediately south of the subject 
site will also provide significant 
on-site parking, potentially along 
with additional on-street parking.  

The proposed development 
exceeds the deemed-to-
comply requirements of the R-
Codes in respect to resident 
parking onsite. 

The reduced number of onsite 
visitor bays will be 
compensated by the addition 
of five on-street bays directly 
adjacent to the entry of the 
development.  

It is also recommended that 
the development allocates one 
surplus onsite resident bay for 
visitor parking to ensure the 
overall visitor parking 
requirement is met. 

11 Overlooking 
concerns into 
surrounding 
landowners’ 
backyards. 

Notwithstanding the overlooking 
is fully complaint from a planning 
perspective, additional screening 
has been added to the 
apartments fronting Mykonos 
View to lessen any perceived 
impact. 

We have also consulted 
extensively with these neighbours 

The development proposes a 
discretion in respect to 
overlooking into the southern 
portion of the subject site itself. 
No other land is affected in 
respect to overlooking from the 
development. 
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along Mykonos View, and one of 
these landowners (corner Burns 
Beach Road and Mykonos) even 
lodged a letter of support. 

12 Residents were 
told by Satterley 
that this land 
would be 
developed with 
cottage lots and 
single dwelling 
homes, not 
commercial or 
apartment 
developments. 

Not a valid planning concern. The City cannot speak to 
comments made by any other 
party in respect to the intended 
nature of development within 
the Iluka Local Centre. 

However, the subject site has 
been identified as “Centre” 
zoning since the Iluka LSP 
was first approved in 2002. 
Therefore, there has always 
been an expectation under the 
Iluka LSP that non-residential 
land uses would be proposed 
within this location.  

13 A time limit 
should be 
included on the 
completion of 
construction due 
to the lengthy 
staged 
approach to 
construction of 
the Iluka Local 
Centre. 

It is in the applicant’s interests to 
ensure construction is completed 
as expeditiously as possible. 

If approved, the planning 
application will remain valid for 
a period of two years. 
Development will need to be 
substantially commenced in 
this time for the planning 
approval to remain valid. 

Further, although not a 
planning consideration, it is 
noted that the subsequent 
Building Permit will also 
include a time limit in which 
construction will be required to 
be completed. 

14 Lack of 
landscaping 
within the front 
setback of the 
development to 
soften its bulk 
and scale. 

Additional landscaping has now 
been added to both Burns Beach 
Road and Mykonos View building 
frontages. 

The reduced landscaping 
proposed as part of the 
application is considered 
acceptable, subject to the 
inclusion of additional verge 
treatments/landscaping to 
lessen the impact of the 
development on the 
streetscape. It is 
recommended a condition is 
included as part of any 
approval to achieve this intent. 

15 A shortfall in 
bicycle parking 
is not 
supported. 

Three double bicycle rails 
(capacity for 6 bicycles) have 
been included next to the street 
trees adjacent to Mykonos View 
visitor car bays. A further three 
bicycle racks have also been 
added on level 1 (in addition to 

The proposed bicycle racks 
within Mykonos View verge are 
not supported by the City in its 
current form. However, it is 
recommended that a condition 
be included which requires the 
provision of an additional three 
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the five ‘pivot’ bicycle racks 
already shown on ground floor). 

This provides for a compliant total 
of 14 bicycles. Due to the 
significant value of many bicycles, 
in our experience many residents 
prefer to store their bicycles within 
their store rooms. For this reason, 
oversupply of external bicycle 
racks in communal areas has the 
potential to result in additional 
cost for limited real benefit. 

bicycle spaces. 

16 One metre of 
additional fill to 
the site impacts 
the proposed 
building height. 
The site should 
be 
stepped/tiered 
to decrease the 
amount of fill 
required. 

The natural slope of the site 
requires a minor cut and fill 
approach to achieve both an 
efficient and elegant built form 
outcome, presenting a consistent 
three storey interface along the 
road frontages.  

The proposed filling and retaining 
does not adversely affect 
adjoining properties.   

The increased site level also 
helps to achieve a better interface 
to Burns Beach Road and 
improved visual/acoustic buffering 
for ground level units fronting this 
busy road.  

The level of retaining and site 
works is less than that already 
provided for single residential 
dwellings north of Mykonos View, 
which have substantial retaining 
walls (significantly exceeding 1m) 
along the Burns Beach Road 
boundary, and eastwards along 
Mykonos View.   

This approach of cut and fill is 
entirely consistent with principles 
of good design, as it maintains 
accessibility and streetscape, and 
the natural topography of the 
locality. 

The applicant has proposed an 
even amount of cut and fill 
within the development site, 
and the amount of 
fill/excavation is considered 
minor in nature (equating to a 
discretion of 0.5 metres). 

It is considered the proposed 
development respects the 
natural slope of the land to 
lessen the impact on the 
streetscape and surrounding 
landowners/occupants. 

17 Additional 
screening and 
window tinting 
should be 
included to 
direct vision 

Refer above discussion of the 
measures implemented to protect 
privacy of existing and future 
residents. 

In respect to overlooking, the 
only property impacted by the 
development is the southern 
half of the subject site itself, 
which is to include non-
residential land uses. The 
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away from 
properties. 

provided visual privacy 
setbacks to all other properties 
complies with the deemed-to-
comply requirements of the R-
Codes. 

18 The building will 
overshadow the 
surrounding 
residential 
properties.  

This is not correct. The development complies 
with the overshadowing 
deemed-to-comply 
requirements of the R-Codes. 

19 The 
development 
will have a 
negative impact 
on the natural 
environment. 

The site is cleared and zoned for 
development of this form. 
Considerable evidence exists to 
support the environmental 
benefits of infill development in 
areas with existing infrastructure, 
such as this. 

The proposal does not involve 
any clearing of bushland as 
the site is currently vacant. 

20 No need for 
apartments on 
the subject site. 

Not a valid planning 
consideration. 

The land use ‘Multiple 
Dwellings’ is a discretionary 
use under the City’s LPS3 and 
can therefore be developed on 
the site. The necessity of the 
development is not a valid 
planning consideration. 

21 The 
development 
will impact on 
property values 
within the area. 

This is speculative, and not a 
valid planning consideration. 

Impact on property values is 
not a valid planning 
consideration. 

22 Open carports 
are not suitable 
in Iluka. 

Covered parking areas of the type 
proposed are entirely typical of 
multiple dwelling developments of 
this kind. 

Carports are typical forms of 
development within residential 
areas, including Iluka. In any 
case, the proposed carports 
are unlikely to be visible from 
the street, being located 
behind the building. 

23 The 
development 
will increase 
noise due to 
additional 
vehicle trips, 
waste collection 
and deliveries. 

Waste collection and servicing will 
be carried out via the shared 
vehicle access with the 
commercial development 
adjoining to the south.  In fact, 
given the development does not 
feature vehicle access via 
Mykonos View as contemplated 
by the LDP, it is anticipated the 
vehicle noise impacts will be less 
than may otherwise have been 
anticipated by an otherwise 
‘compliant’ development on the 
site. 

Any noise associated with the 
development will need to 
comply with the Environmental 
Protection (Noise) Regulations 
1997. 

Further, it is recommended 
that a condition be included on 
any approval which requires 
the preparation and approval 
of a Waste Management Plan. 
It is possible to include detail 
within the Waste Management 
Plan on collection times to 
ensure they occur at suitable 
times of the day. 



Page 13 

Consultation with other Agencies or Consultants 

Not applicable. 

Joondalup Design Reference Panel (JDRP) 

The proposal was presented to the JDRP at its meeting held on 19 December 2018. A 
summary of the JDRP comments, as well as the City and applicant’s response to these items 
are included below:   

No. JDRP comment Applicants response Officers comments 

1 The interface 
between the site 
and the 
adjoining 
commercial 
property in terms 
of the lot 
boundary wall 
visible above the 
car parking 
areas needs to 
be addressed. 

Agreed. We are currently working 
with the adjoining landowner (DMG 
are architects for both projects) to 
improve this interface.  

The relocation of the full height 
stores to Type C3/C3a apartments 
from the northern side of the 
balcony/courtyard to the southern 
side will also provide additional 
privacy for these residents. 

The LDP for the site requires 
all boundary walls to be 
finished /treated adequately. If 
approved, it is recommended 
a condition of approval is 
included to ensure the 
treatment of the proposed 
boundary walls is finished to 
an acceptable standard to the 
satisfaction of the City. 

2 No shared 
facilities are 
proposed within 
the communal 
open space. 

Noted. As discussed, we have 
provided casual seating areas and 
relaxation spaces for incidental 
encounters between residents 
rather than formal shared facilities. 

Given the location, we would 
expect residents to go to any of the 
nearby beach or park areas for 
communal BBQ’s, recreation and 
exercise, etc.  

We note that residents will have 
also access to the amenity 
proposed within the adjacent 
commercial development.  

There is no applicable 
planning standard which 
indicates what facilities are 
required within a communal 
open space area. 

The City considers the size, 
location and design of the 
communal open space to be 
adequate.  

3 The reduced 
setback of 
buildings to 
Mykonos View 
impacts on the 
ability to provide 
soft landscaping 
onsite. Further 
landscaping is 
required along 
the street, 
particularly the 
corner of Burns 

Noted. We have added an 
additional two large street trees 
between the visitor bays on 
Mykonos View as per attached 
plans. 

The verge on Burns Beach Road 
will be landscaped as per the TDL 
landscaping plan provided 
previously (incorporating three 
verge trees along this frontage). 
We have now added these street 
trees to the DMG site plan for ease 

Although there is a significant 
amount of hard surface within 
the front setback area of 
Mykonos View, any 
landscaping within the 
courtyards of the ground floor 
dwellings will be screened due 
to the front fence proposed 
along the street boundary. 

The inclusion of additional 
street trees and the proposed 
landscaping works within the 
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Beach Road and 
Mykonos View. 
Further street 
trees should be 
considered. 

of reference. verge will assist in 
compensating for this reduced 
landscaping. 

4 It is 
recommended 
that the store 
rooms on 
balconies of 
some units are 
relocated to 
ensure they 
have access to 
northern sun. 

Noted. This change has been 
made to the C3 and C3a apartment 
types 

The reorientation of the store 
rooms is acceptable as this 
ensures direct northern 
sunlight is available to these 
balconies and to avoid direct 
overlooking into the southern 
parcel of the subject site. 

5 The 
manoeuvring of 
vehicles onsite 
will be difficult. 
Bays adjoining 
the bin store 
(and other solid 
structures) need 
to be widened by 
300mm. 

We have had the plans reviewed 
by our traffic engineer and added 
the compliant car template on site 
plan. The 300mm has already 
been allowed adjacent to bin store 
and other solid structures.  

The proposed onsite car 
parking module has been 
reviewed by the City and is 
considered to meet required 
standards in terms of vehicle 
parking and manoeuvring. 

6 The sliding gates 
to the site 
appear to impact 
on the adjacent 
bays when 
opened. There 
may also be an 
issue of the 
gates sliding into 
each other when 
opened at the 
same time. 

As per Australian Standards the 
sliding gate does not need to open 
the full width of the driveway given 
the relatively low number of car 
movements. The proposed gate 
width can be accommodated 
without impacting the adjacent 
bays. 

This is a management issue 
for the landowners/residents 
to resolve. However, as noted 
in the comment above, the 
proposed onsite car parking 
module has been reviewed by 
the City and is considered 
acceptable. 

7 The pillars of the 
carport/s need 
further 
investigation. 
Should 
additional pillars 
be needed to 
support the 
roofing, this will 
impact on the 
width of the 
bays. Also, 
further detail is 
needed 
regarding the 
appearance/form 

Columns/pillars have now been 
now been added to the plans. 
Further columns/pillars can be also 
added if necessary in a similar 
manner without impacting on the 
carbay widths/door opening areas.  

With regards to the carport roof, 
the intention is to have a single pier 
(as shown) with outriggers to 
support the lightweight roof above. 

The appearance/form of the 
carport roof is shown on the South 
Elevation. Please let us know if you 
require further detail. 

Amended plans have been 
provided, which include further 
detail regarding the carport 
design and pillar locations. 
These are considered 
acceptable to the City.  
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No. JDRP comment Applicants response Officers comments 

of the carport as 
view from the lot 
boundaries.  

8 The bike racks 
do not appear to 
be suitable or 
practical and will 
impact on the 
landscaping 
provided. It is 
recommended 
bike racks be 
located 
elsewhere on 
site for ease of 
access. 

Three double bike rails (capacity 
for six bikes) have included next to 
the street trees adjacent to 
Mykonos View car bays. 

A further three bike racks (capacity 
for three bikes) have also been 
added on Level 1 

The location of the proposed 
bike rails within the verge are 
not supported by the City in 
their current form. 

It is recommended that a 
condition of approval is 
included which requires the 
provision of three additional 
visitor bicycle spaces to 
ensure compliance with the R-
Codes. 

The five resident bike racks 
within the landscaping strip in 
the car parking area are still 
proposed. If approved, it is 
recommended that a condition 
of approval is included which 
requires further details of the 
“pivot bike racks” as part of 
the landscaping plan to 
ensure they are functional and 
will not impact parking or 
landscaping onsite.  

9 Visual privacy 
issue from L2 
unit to unit below 
(balcony). Need 
to explore 
louvres to roof to 
ensure sunlight 
is still provided 
to the L1 
balcony whilst 
maintaining 
privacy. 

Noted. A louvred pergola has been 
added to C3 (Level 1) to prevent 
overlooking from C3a (Level 2) 
whilst still ensuring natural light. 

The relocation of the stores for 
both apartments from the northern 
side of the balcony/courtyard to the 
southern side will also improve 
natural light and amenity for these 
residents. 

Amended plans provided to 
avoid direct overlooking into 
the balcony below. The City 
considers this outcome 
acceptable and consistent 
with the JDRP 
recommendation. 

10 The size/width of 
the bin store 
appears to be 
quite narrow. 
May be difficult 
to manage bins 
coming in and 
out of the 
enclosure. 

We understand the bin store is 
compliant and there is now 
approximately 990mm access 
between the bins.  

The gate has also been amended 
to allow the bins to be taken out 
more easily.  

As per our discussion, this 
configuration is a worst-case 
scenario on the basis the bins 
need to be taken onto Burns Beach 

The City has reviewed the 
amended plans and is 
satisfied with the bin store 
proposed. If approved, it is 
recommended a condition of 
approval is included for a 
Waste Management Plan to 
ensure waste can be stored 
and collected adequately. 
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No. JDRP comment Applicants response Officers comments 

Road for collection. If direct 
collection can be agreed, this bin 
store configuration may be 
improved further (due to fewer, 
larger bins). 

As outlined above, the City considers that the applicant has adequately addressed the issues 
raised by the JDRP. 

Planning Assessment: 

The City has completed an assessment of the proposal against the relevant provisions of the 
Regulations, LPS3, the R-Codes, SPP7, SPP3.7, Iluka LSP, LDP No. 1 and the City’s 
RDLPP. The proposal complies with the majority of these requirements, with the exception 
of those listed below: 

Item Requirement Proposal Compliance 

Building Height 
under LDP. 

Maximum of 10.5 
metres in height and no 
more than three 
storeys. 

Maximum height of 12 
metres and three 
storeys. 

Does not comply 

1.5 metres above 
permitted height. 

See officer’s comment 
below. 

Street setback 
under LDP. 

Burns Beach setback – 
nil. 

Mykonos View – 
minimum of two metres. 

Burns Beach Road – nil 
to three metres. 

Mykonos View – nil to 
2.7 metres. 

Does not comply 

Portions of the 
building are set back 
from Mykonos View 
two metres less than 
permitted. 

See officer’s comment 
below. 

Lot boundary 
setbacks 
under LDP. 

Permitted to nil for two-
thirds (66%) the length 
of the boundary. 

Maximum wall height of 
10.5m/three storeys for 
any lot boundary wall. 

Nil setback to eastern 

lot boundary – 36%. 

Max height of 9.8 

metres. 

Nil setback to southern 

lot boundary – 41%. 

Max. height of 10.8 

metres. 

Does not comply 

The discretion 
proposed is 
considered minor in 
nature (0.3m) and will 
not impact the 
streetscape or 
surrounding 
landowners. 

Meets the relevant 
Design Principles of 
the R-Codes 

Open space 
provision 
under LDP. 

30% open space 
required subject to a 
communal open space 
and deep soil areas 
being provided. 

23% open space 
proposed. 

Communal open space 
and deep soil zones 

Does not comply 

7% less open space 
proposed than that 
required under LDP. 
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Item Requirement Proposal Compliance 

included on plans. 
See officer’s comment 
below. 

Street wall and 
fences under 
RDLPP. 

Front fences within the 
primary street setback 
area that are visually 
permeable to 1.2m 
above NGL. 

Fencing to secondary 
street 50% solid above 
1.2m metres above 
mid-point of verge. 

Mykonos View –solid to 

2.7m above NGL at 

highest point.  

Burns Beach Road – 

solid fencing 1.6m to 

2.6m above NGL. 

100% solid above 

1.2m. 

Does not comply 

Portions of the street 
fencing are solid 
above 1.2 metres.  

See officer’s comment 
below. 

Landscaping 
within front 
setback area 
under R-
Codes. 

Landscaping of open 
spaces within the street 
setback area shall 
include a maximum of 
50% hard surface. 

A total of 75% hard 
surface proposed within 
the front setback area. 

Does not comply 

An additional 25% 
hard surface is 
proposed within the 
front setback area. 

See officer’s comment 
below. 

Parking under 
the R-Codes. 

Visitor parking is 
required onsite at a rate 
of 0.25 abys per 
dwelling. 

Total of six visitor bays 
required onsite. 

No visitor parking bays 
are provided onsite. 

Does not comply 

A six visitor bay 
parking shortfall 
onsite is proposed. 

See officer’s comment 
below. 

Bicycle parking 
under the R-
Codes. 

Eight resident bays and 
three (2.4) visitor bays 
are required. 11 bike 
spaces required in total. 

A total of eight bike 
spaces are provided 
onsite. 

Does not comply 

A three bicycle bay 
shortfall is proposed. 

See officer’s comment 
below. 

Site 
works/retaining 
under R-
Codes. 

Fill/retaining shall not 
exceed 0.5m from 
natural ground level. 

Maximum one metre of 
fill proposed between 
street and building 
(Burns Beach Road). 

Maximum excavation of 
one metre along 
southern lot boundary. 

Does not comply 

A discretion of 0.5 
metres is proposed.  

See officer’s comment 
below. 

Visual privacy 
under R-
Codes. 

Unenclosed outdoor 
living areas 0.5 metres 
above natural ground 
level are to be setback 
at least 7.5 metres from 
an adjoining property.  

Unit C3 & C3a 
balconies setback a 
minimum of nil to 
southern lot boundary. 

Does not comply 

7.5m discretion in 
setback of balconies. 

Dwellings overlook 
the adjoining 
crossover, accessway 
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Item Requirement Proposal Compliance 

and carparking area 
for the proposed 
commercial 
development adjacent 
(no residential 
properties).  

Meets the relevant 
Design Principles of 
the R-Codes. 

Dwelling size 
under R-
Codes. 

Provide diversity in 
housing product with a 
minimum of 20% one 
bedroom dwellings, up 
to a max. of 50% of the 
development; and a 
minimum of 40% two 
bedroom dwelling. 

Three single-bedroom 

dwellings (12.5%). 

14 two-bedroom 

dwellings (58.5%). 

Does not comply 

Two less one 
bedroom dwellings 
than required. 

See officer’s comment 
below. 

Utilities and 
facilities under 
R-Codes. 

Storerooms a minimum 
of 4m² in area, a 
minimum dimension of 
1.5m and accessed 
from outside the 
building/dwelling. 

Store rooms range in 
size between 3.1m² to 
6.8m², with minimum 
dimension of one 
metre. 

Six stores are 
accessed externally, 18 
accessed internally to 
the building. 

Does not comply 

The discretions 
proposed relate to a 
small number of 
stores and are 
considered minor in 
nature.  

Meets the relevant 
Design Principles of 
the R-Codes. 

Officer Comments 

Building height 

In accordance with clause 6.2.4 of the Iluka Structure Plan (LSP) and clause 6.1.2 (replaced 
R-Code provision) under the Iluka LDP No. 1, the maximum building height permitted is 
three storeys and 10.5 metres from natural ground level. However, the proposed 
development includes a maximum building height of 12 metres from natural ground level.   

It is noted that the highest point of the building (12 metres) applies to the aluminium louvred 
screening around the A/C plant area on the roof. The highest point of the building is the lift 
shaft, which is 11.8 metres from natural ground level. The majority of the building itself is 
proposed at a height of 10.5 metres or lower; however, some areas of the building exceed 
10.5 metres due to the topography of the land which slopes downwards from east to west. 

In considering the acceptability of the additional building height the City has assessed the 
development against the relevant design principle of clause 6.1.2 of the R-Codes which 
states: 

“Building height that creates no adverse impact on the amenity of adjoining properties or the 
streetscape, including road reserves and public open space reserves; and where appropriate 
maintains: 
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 adequate access to direct sun into buildings and appurtenant open spaces;

 adequate daylight to major openings into habitable rooms;

 access to views of significance;

 buildings present a human scale for pedestrians;

 building façades designed to reduce the perception of height through design
measures; and

 podium style development is provided where appropriate.”

It is considered the proposed development meets the above design principles due to the 
following: 

 The development provides adequate access to sunlight due to the orientation of the
building and the location of balconies and major openings towards the street, with a
northern and western aspect.

 The applicant has provided a cross section of the building and adjoining properties east
to west to demonstrate the additional height will not impact on the views of significance
any more than a compliant building height of 10.5 metres (Attachment 3 refers).

 The development includes active street frontages to both Mykonos View and Burns
Beach Road due to the inclusion of courtyards, balconies and major openings fronting
the street.

 The applicant has stepped the building to respect the natural contours of the land and
provides an even amount of cut and fill to ensure the development does not dominate
the streetscape.

 The design quality, as well as the colours and materials proposed, are all of a high
standard of built form and will positively contribute to the streetscape.

 Concealed roofing has been proposed, as well as a large amount of glazing to reduce
the perceived height and scale of the building as viewed from the street.

As a result, the City considers that the proposed building height of the development meets 
the design principles of the R-Codes and is therefore supported.  

Street setbacks 

In accordance with clause 6.1.3 (augmented R-Codes provision) of the Iluka LDP No. 1, the 
permitted street setback to Mykonos View is two metres. However, the development has a 
proposed setback between nil to 2.7 metres from the Mykonos View street boundary. 

In considering the acceptability of the reduced street setback the City has assessed the 
development against the relevant design principle of clause 6.1.3 of the R-Codes which 
states: 

“Buildings are set back from street boundaries (primary and secondary) an appropriate 
distance to ensure they: 

 contribute to the desired streetscape;

 provide articulation of the building on the primary and secondary streets;

 allow for minor projections that add interest and reflect the character of the street
without impacting on the appearance of bulk over the site;

 are appropriate to its location, respecting the adjoining development and existing
streetscape; and

 facilitate the provision of weather protection where appropriate.”

It is considered the proposed development meets the above design principle due to the 
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following: 

 The nil setbacks proposed to Mykonos View relate to balconies, with the minimum
setback of the dwellings (solid walls) proposed at 1.1 metres. The balconies are open
structures which do not significantly impact the streetscape and therefore the setback of
balconies is considered appropriate.

 The portions of the development (excluding balconies) which encroach into the street
setback area is compensated by a greater amount of open space behind the street
setback line, therefore exceeding an average street setback of four metres.

 Only 20% of the frontage (excluding balconies) is setback less than the permitted two
metre setback to Mykonos View, therefore the majority of the building complies with the
desired street setback envisioned under the LDP.

 The articulated and varied setback of the development includes balconies and louvred
screening to add interest and reduce the bulk of the building as viewed from the street.

 All dwellings located immediately opposite the proposed development on Mykonos View
are oriented east-west and therefore have solid, secondary street fences facing the
development. The existing dwellings are setback between one to 1.5 metres from
Mykonos View and therefore the proposed setback of the proposed development is
generally consistent with existing streetscape.

 The setback of the balconies ensures courtyards and outdoor living areas have an
adequate amount of weather protection and shading for future occupants.

As detailed above, the City considers that the proposed setback of the development to 
Mykonos View is appropriate. 

Open space 

In accordance with clause 6.1.5 (augmented R-Codes provision) of the Iluka LDP No. 1, 
open space is to be provided at a minimum of 30% of the site area and should comprise 
communal open space and deep soil areas. However, a total of 23% open space has been 
provided onsite. 

In considering the acceptability of the reduced open space provision the City has assessed 
the development against the relevant design principle of clause 6.1.5 of the R-Codes which 
states: 

“Open space respects existing or preferred neighbourhood character and responds to the 
features of the site.” 

It is considered the proposed development meets the above design principle due to the 
following: 

 The applicant has included extensive landscaping treatments to the Burns Beach Road
and Mykonos View verges to compensate for the reduced landscaping onsite
(Attachment 5 refers). This will improve the appearance and character of the area and
ensure high quality landscaping is visible from the public realm rather than being
internalised within the site for resident benefit only.

 The quality of landscaping onsite is of a high standard and is focused around the level 1
communal open space area for use and enjoyment by all residents of the development.
As this space is located greater than 0.5 metres above natural ground level, it cannot be
included toward the open space provision of the development (as defined under the R-
Codes). However, if this communal open space was included in the open space
calculation, it would equate to an additional 7.2% of open space onsite (30.2% in total)
which would comply with the 30% requirement under LDP No. 1.Regardless, the
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communal open space area is still considered a functional outdoor space which will 
serve residents the same way as if it was located on the ground floor.   

 It is also noted that covered parking areas cannot be considered as open space under
the R-Codes. If the onsite parking bays were not covered, this area of the site would be
considered open space and would therefore increase the amount of open space
proposed.

 The development is located within a Local Centre, and therefore has an urban
character. The level and location of landscaping is considered acceptable in this
context.

As a result, the City considers that the proposed open space provision is appropriate. 

Street wall and fences 

In accordance with clause 6.2.2 (augmented R-Codes provision) of the City’s RDLPP, street 
walls and fences within the primary street setback area are not permitted to be solid higher 
than 1.2 metres from natural ground level (NGL) and should then be visually permeable 
above to 1.8 metres. In addition, secondary street fencing (Burns Beach Road) is permitted 
50% solid fencing to a height of 1.8 metres for the length of the street boundary.  

The proposal includes portions of solid front fencing along Mykonos View to a maximum 
height of 2.7 metres above NGL, and solid fencing to Burns Beach Road to a height of 
between 1.6 metres and 2.6 metres for 100% of the street boundary. 

In considering the acceptability of the proposed street fencing, the City has assessed the 
development against the relevant design principle of clause 6.2.2 of the R-Codes which 
states: 

“Front fences to enable surveillance and enhance streetscape.” 

It is considered that the proposed street fencing meets the design principle of the R-Codes 
as all dwellings have a view of the street and the quality of fencing and use of differing 
colours, materials, heights and a high proportion of visually permeable infill, enhances the 
streetscape. The City therefore supports the proposed street fencing to Mykonos View and 
Burns Beach Road. 

Landscaping 

In accordance with clause 6.3.2 of the R-Codes, landscaping of open spaces within the 
street setback area should include a maximum of 50% hard surface. However, the applicant 
has proposed a total of 75% hard surface within the front setback area. 

In considering the acceptability of the proposed landscaping the City has assessed the 
development against the relevant design principle of clause 6.3.2 of the R-Codes which 
states: 

“The space around the building is designed to allow for planting. Landscaping of the site is to 
be undertaken with appropriate planting, paving and other landscaping that: 

 Meets the projected needs of the residents;

 Enhances security and safety for residents; and

 Contributes to the streetscape.”

It is considered that the proposal meets the design principles above due to the following: 
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 The reduced percentage of soft landscaping onsite allows for optimal usage of the
courtyards by residents;

 The addition of four street trees along Mykonos View provides a degree of ‘green
buffering’ between the street and the development.

 The provision of street fences to all ground floor dwellings for security purposes means
that the majority of landscaping within the courtyards will not be visible from the street.

 The development in general enhances and positively contributes to the streetscape.

Further, it is recommended that a condition of approval is included which requires the 
planting of four street trees within Mykonos View verge to the specification and satisfaction 
of the City.  

As a result, the City supports the reduced landscaping provision within the front setback area 
as it is considered to meet the design principle of clause 6.3.2 under the R-Codes. 

Parking 

In accordance with clause 6.3.3 of the R-Codes, visitor parking is required at a rate of one 
bay for every five dwellings. As a result, a total of six visitor car parking bays are required 
onsite; however, none are proposed. 

In addition, a total of eight resident and three visitor bicycle spaces are required onsite. 
However, only eight bike racks are proposed onsite; being five “pivot” bays within the 
landscaping strip within the car parking area, and three located on level 1 adjacent to the 
caretakers’ facilities.  

In considering the acceptability of the proposed visitor and bicycle parking bay shortfall the 
City has assessed the development against the relevant design principle of clause 6.3.3 of 
the R-Codes which include: 

“Adequate car and bicycle parking provided onsite in accordance with projected need related 
to: 

 The type, number and size of dwellings;

 The availability of on-street and other off-site parking; and

 The proximity of the proposed development in relation to public transport and other
facilities.”

Visitor car parking 

It is considered that the proposal meets the design principle above due to the following: 

 The proposal includes five on-street parking bays along Mykonos View which are
directly adjacent the main entrance to the development.

 The number of resident bays required onsite equates to 32, however 40 bays have been
designated to residents which results in an eight bay surplus. As a result, it is
recommended that one of the surplus onsite resident bays are set aside as visitor
parking to ensure the overall visitor parking requirement is met.

 There are approximately 60 existing on-street bays located within 400 metres of the
development site which are publicly available and can be used by visitors to the
development. A further eight on-street bays are proposed to be constructed as part of
the development on Lot 651 (32) Fernando Parkway which are located approximately
250 metres of the development site.
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 There is an existing bus stop located on Ocean Parade which is approximately 300
metes from the development site which can be utilised by visitors.

It is considered that the proposed shortfall in visitor car parking onsite meets the design 
principles as outlined above, subject to a condition which requires the construction of five on-
street bays along Mykonos View and one visitor bay is provided onsite to the specification 
and satisfaction of the City. 

Bicycle parking 

Although a three bicycle space shortfall is proposed onsite, the applicant has included 
additional on-street bike racks within the Mykonos View verge. Although the principle of 
verge bike spaces is supported, there is insufficient detail for the location of these racks to 
be supported in their current form and location. 

Due to the proximity of the development site to the coastal foreshore and an existing shared 
path network, it is likely bicycles will be used on a regular basis by residents and visitors. It is 
therefore recommended that three additional bicycle spaces are provided either onsite 
and/or within the verge to the specification and satisfaction of the City. The applicant and 
City have agreed to explore the option of locating bike spaces within the verge further as 
part of the assessment of the required landscaping plan for the site. 

Site works 

In accordance with clause 6.3.6 of the R-Codes, excavation/fill between the street and the 
building is not to exceed 0.5m metres from natural ground level. In addition, any 
excavation/fill along a lot boundary is not to exceed 0.5 metres from natural ground level. 

It is noted that the proposal includes excavation of between 0.85m and one metre along the 
eastern lot boundary of the development site, and the same amount of fill along the Burn 
Beach Road street boundary. As a result, a (maximum) discretion of 0.5 metres is proposed 
by the applicant. 

In considering the acceptability of the proposed site works the City has assessed the 
development against the relevant design principle of clause 6.3.6 of the R-Codes which 
states: 

“Development that considers and responds to the natural features of the site and requires 
minimal excavation/fill. 

Where excavation/fill is necessary, all finished levels respecting the natural ground level at 
the boundary of the site and the adjoining properties and as viewed from the street.” 

It is considered that the applicant has proposed an even amount of cut and fill within the 
development site; excavating the site between 0.85m and one metre along the southern lot 
boundary, and the equivalent amount of fill along the Burns Beach Road street boundary. In 
addition, the applicant has stepped the development over three levels, dropping the finished 
level an additional one metre in total over the entire length of the development. 

As a result, the proposed development respects the natural slope of the land to lessen the 
impact on the streetscape and surrounding landowners/occupants, and therefore is 
considered to meet the above design principles of the R-Codes. 
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Dwelling size 

In accordance with clause 6.4.3 of the R-Codes, residential development that contains more 
than 12 dwellings is to provide diversity in unit types and sizes, including a minimum of 20% 
one bedroom dwellings, which equates to five one bedroom dwellings in this instance. 
However, the application includes three one bedroom dwellings, which equates to 12.5%. 

In considering the acceptability of the proposed dwelling diversity the City has assessed the 
development against the relevant design principle of clause 6.4.3 of the R-Codes which 
states: 

“Each dwelling within the development is of a sufficient size to cater for the needs of the 
residents. The development must provide diversity in dwellings to ensure that a range of types 
and sizes is provided.” 

It is considered the development complies with the above design principle as the size of 
dwellings is greater than the 40m² plot ratio area (and therefore meets the deemed-to-
comply requirement under R-Codes) and a diversity of dwellings is proposed; including three 
one bedroom, 14 two bedroom and seven three bedroom dwellings. As a result, the reduced 
number of one bedroom dwellings is supported by the City as the proposal is considered to 
meet the design principle under clause 6.4.3 of the R-Codes. 

Traffic and vehicular access 

The applicant has provided a Traffic Impact Statement (TIS) to support the proposal 
(Attachment 7 refers). The TIS has been reviewed by the City and it is considered that the 
assumptions and content included in this document are sufficient. Based on the additional 
130 vehicle trips per day, the existing road network is capable of accommodating the 
additional traffic generated by the development. 

In respect to vehicular access, the application includes reciprocal vehicle access to the 
development site from the proposed crossover via Burns Beach Road, which is also 
associated with the proposed commercial development adjacent. As this crossover and 
access way have not been constructed, and are located on the same lot, it is recommended, 
should JDAP approve the application, that a condition is included which requires 
construction of this crossover/access way to the specification and satisfaction of the City. In 
addition, as the site is ultimately intended to be subdivided and the access way shared 
between adjoining landowners, a condition of approval is also required to ensure an 
easement is placed on the certificate of title to allow all visitors and landowners to legally 
access the land. 

Based on the City’s assessment of the traffic volumes and existing road network, vehicular 
access may be limited to ‘left-in, left-out’ movement from this crossover. The close proximity 
(approximately 40 metres) of an existing roundabout south of the crossover will allow 
vehicles exiting the site to easily and safely turn-around and travel north along Burns Beach 
Road if required. 

State Planning Policy 7: Design of the Built Environment 

To assist further with the consideration of the development, the Western Australian Planning 
Commission’s (WAPC) State Planning Policy 7: Design of the Built Environment (SPP7) 
which was formally released on 18 February 2019 includes 10 design principles associated 
with residential apartment developments. 
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The City has assessed the proposal against these design principles and considers that the 
design, aesthetics and scale of the development is consistent with the applicable design 
principles under SPP7. 

State Planning Policy 3.7: Planning in Bushfire Prone Areas 

The applicant has provided a BAL assessment report as part of the development application 
(Attachment 8 refers). The report states that the development site is rated BAL-12.5 and 
therefore complies with the relevant requirements of SPP3.7. 

In accordance with clause 6.10 of SPP3.7, a ‘notice on title’ advising that the site is located 
in a bushfire prone area should be required as a condition of any development approval.  

As a result, should the JDAP approve the application, it is recommended that a condition of 
approval is included which requires a section 70A notification be placed on the certificate of 
title consistent with the requirements of SPP3.7. 

Options/Alternatives: 

Not applicable. 

Council Recommendation: 

Not applicable. 

Conclusion: 

As detailed above, the proposed development is considered to meet the intent and 
objectives of the Iluka LSP and Iluka LDP No.1, along with the relevant deemed-to-comply 
and design principles under the R-Codes. Matters associated with street setbacks, 
landscaping, open space and vehicular access can all be addressed through conditions of 
planning approval. 

Overall, the design and layout of the development complements and responds to the existing 
and desired character of the area, and will provide greater diversity of housing product, allow 
for ‘ageing in place’ and will integrate well with the future Iluka Local Centre.  

As a result, it is recommended that the JDAP approve the application subject to conditions. 
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      Metro North-West Joint Development Assessment Panel  
Agenda 

 
 

Meeting Date and Time:  11 March 2019, 9:30 AM 
Meeting Number:   MNWJDAP/248  
Meeting Venue:    Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage  

140 William Street, Perth  
 
Attendance 

 
DAP Members 
 
Ms Sheryl Chaffer (A/Presiding Member) 
Mr Chris Antill (A/Deputy Presiding Member) 
Mr Fred Zuideveld (Specialist Member) 
Cr Christine Hamilton-Prime (Local Government Member, City of Joondalup) 
Cr Philippa Taylor (Local Government Member, City of Joondalup) 
 
Officers in attendance 
 
Mr Jeremy Thompson (City of Joondalup) 
Mr Chris Leigh (City of Joondalup) 
 
Minute Secretary  
 
Ms Andrea Dawson (DAP Secretariat) 
 
Applicants and Submitters  
 
Ms Patricia Grimmer 
Ms Shailee Desai 
Mr Neil Catterall 
Mr Geoff Wilkinson 
Mr Neil Teo (Dynamic Planning & Developments) 
Mr Lindsay Allen (DMG Architecture) 
 
Members of the Public / Media 
 
Nil  
 
1. Declaration of Opening 

 
The A/Presiding Member declares the meeting open and acknowledges the past and 
present traditional owners and custodians of the land on which the meeting is being 
held. 
 

2. Apologies 
 

Ms Karen Hyde (Presiding Member) 
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3. Members on Leave of Absence 
   

Panel member, Ms Karen Hyde, Presiding Member has been granted leave of absence 
by the Director General for the period of 30 January 2019 to 28 March 2019 inclusive. 

 
4. Noting of Minutes 

 
Signed minutes of previous meetings are available on the DAP website. 
 

5. Declarations of Due Consideration 
 
Any member who is not familiar with the substance of any report or other information 
provided for consideration at the DAP meeting must declare that fact before the 
meeting considers the matter. 

 
6. Disclosure of Interests 

 
Nil 
 

7. Deputations and Presentations 
 
7.1 Ms Patricia Grimmer presenting against the application at Item 8.1. 

The presentation will address secondary vehicle access point and lot 
setback to Calis Avenue, Iluka. 

  
7.2 Ms Shailee Desai presenting against the application at Item 8.1. The 

presentation will address concerns around the design features, 
parking bays and lettable non-residential area including retail as well 
as feasibility of child care centre and liquor store and contradictory/ 
misleading information around the intent and outcome of changes to 
Iluka Local Structure plans. 

  
7.3 Mr Neil Catterall presenting against the application at Item 8.1. The 

presentation will address the proponents PAI report and specifically 
the estimated traffic flows and parking bay provision analysis relative 
to the NLA. 

  
7.4 Mr Geoff Wilkinson presenting against the application at Item 8.1. The 

presentation will address elevations, setbacks, façade and traffic. 
  
7.5 Mr Neil Teo (Dynamic Planning & Developments) presenting in 

support of the application at Item 8.1. The presentation will provide a 
general overview of the proposal, the officer recommendation and 
outcomes of public consultation. 

  
7.6 Mr Lindsay Allen (DMG Architecture) presenting in support of the 

application at Item 8.1. The presentation will provide a general 
overview of the proposal, the officer recommendation and outcomes of 
public consultation. 

  
The City of Joondalup may be provided with the opportunity to respond to questions of 
the panel, as invited by the A/Presiding Member.  
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8. Form 1 – Responsible Authority Reports – DAP Applications 
  
8.1 Property Location: Portion of Lot 9040 (34) Kallatina Drive, Iluka 
 Development Description: Mixed Commercial Centre (Iluka Plaza) 
 Applicant: Dynamic Planning & Developments 
 Owner: Davidson Pty Ltd and Roman Catholic Archbishop 
 Responsible Authority: City of Joondalup 
 DAP File No: DAP/18/01543 

    
9. Form 2 – Responsible Authority Reports – Amending or cancelling DAP 

development approval 
  
Nil 

     
10. Appeals to the State Administrative Tribunal 

   

Current Applications 

LG Name Property Location Application Description 
City of 
Joondalup 

Lot 33 and Lot 34 Tuart Trail, 
Edgewater 

Fourteen (14) Multiple Dwellings 

 
City of Stirling 

 
Lot 100 (304) Scarborough 
Beach Road, Osborne Park 

Motor Vehicle Sales and Repair 

 
City of Stirling 
 

Lot 101 (191) Balcatta Road, 
Balcatta 

Extension to the Existing Bunnings 
Warehouse 

City of 
Wanneroo 

Lot 801 (28K) Caloundra 
Road, Clarkson 

Proposed 24 hour drive-through fast 
food outlet (McDonalds) 

 
11. General Business / Meeting Closure 

 
In accordance with Section 7.3 of the DAP Standing Orders 2017 only the A/Presiding 
Member may publicly comment on the operations or determinations of a DAP and 
other DAP members should not be approached to make comment. 
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Form 1 – Responsible Authority Report 
(Regulation 12) 

Property Location: Part Lot 9040 (34) Kallatina Drive, Iluka 

Development Description: Commercial Development 

DAP Name: Metro North-West JDAP 

Applicant: Dynamic Planning and Developments 

Owner: Davidson Pty Ltd and Roman Catholic 
Archbishop 

Value of Development: $8 million 

LG Reference: DA18/1336 

Responsible Authority: City of Joondalup 

Authorising Officer: Dale Page, Director Planning and 
Community Development 

DAP File No: DAP/18/01543 

Report Due Date: 27 February 2019 

Application Received Date: 30 November 2018 

Application Process Days: 90 Days 

Attachment(s): 1. Location plan.
2. Draft deposited plan.
3. Development plans.
4. Building perspectives.
5. Landscape concept plan.
6. Applicant’s DA report.
7. Parking and Access Investigation.
8. BAL Assessment.
9. Acoustic Report.

Officer Recommendation: 

That the Metro North-West JDAP resolves to: 

Approve DAP application reference DAP/18/01543 and accompanying plans 
(Attachment 3) in accordance with Clause 68 of the Planning and Development (Local 
Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015, the Metropolitan Region Scheme and the City 
of Joondalup Local Planning Scheme No.3 subject to the following conditions: 

1. Pursuant to clause 26 of the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this approval is
deemed to be an approval under clause 24(1) of the Metropolitan Region
Scheme.

2. This approval relates to the commercial development and associated works
only. It does not relate to any other development on the lot.

3. The car parking bays, driveways and access points shall be designed,
constructed, drained and marked to the specification of the City and in
accordance with the Australian Standard for Off-street Car Parking
(AS/NZS2890.1 2004), Off-street Parking for People with Disabilities
(AS/NZS2890.6 2009) and Off-street Commercial Vehicle Facilities
(AS2890.2:2002), prior to the occupation of the development. These bays,
driveways and access points shall thereafter be maintained to the satisfaction
of the City.
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4. The Burns Beach Road access shall be upgraded to a full movement access 

point at the expense of the applicant, to the specifications of the City of 
Joondalup. These upgrades shall be inclusive of design, review, approval and 
construction to the cost of the developer. 

 
5. Eight on-street parking bays on O’Mara Boulevard shall be constructed by the 

developer, at the developer’s expense, prior to the occupation of the 
development.  The detailed design is to be approved by the City prior to 
construction.  

 
6. Bicycle parking facilities shall be provided in accordance with the Australian 

Standard for Off-street Carparking – Bicycles (AS2890.3-1993 as amended) 
prior to the development first being occupied. Details of bicycle parking areas 
shall be provided to the City for approval prior to the commencement of 
development.  
 

7. An easement in gross for the shared driveway shall be placed on the certificate 
of title for the subject lot to the satisfaction of the City.  The easement shall be at 
the owner/developer’s expense and lodged with the Registrar of Titles for 
endorsement on the certificate of titles, prior to the occupation of development. 
 

8. A notification, pursuant to section 70A of the Transfer of Land Act 1893, shall be 
placed on the certificate of title for the subject lot. The notification shall be at the 
owner/developer’s expense and lodged with the Registrar of Titles for 
endorsement on the certificate of title, prior to the commencement of 
development. The notification is to state as follows: 

 
‘This land is within a bushfire prone area as designated by an Order made by 
the Fire and Emergency Services Commissioner’. 

 
9. Lighting shall be installed along all driveways and pedestrian pathways and in all 

common service areas prior to the development first being occupied. Details 
shall be submitted to and approved by the City prior to the commencement of 
development. Lighting shall be installed in accordance with the lighting plan to 
the satisfaction of the City. 
 

10. Detailed landscaping plans shall be submitted to and approved by the City prior 
to the commencement of development. These landscaping plans are to indicate 
the proposed landscaping treatments of the subject site and the adjoining road 
verges, and shall: 

 
- provide a minimum of 12 street trees along Burns Beach Road, O’Mara 

Boulevard and Calis Avenue.  
- The trees along the Calis Avenue frontage should be of a size and scale that 

will suitably screen the Calis Avenue façade; 
- provide plant species, plant spacing, pot size and quantities and an irrigation 

design by a Certified Irrigation Designer; 
- provide all details relating to paving, treatment of verges and tree planting; 
- be based on water sensitive urban design and designing out crime principles 

to the satisfaction of the City; 
- show spot levels and/or contours of the site; and 
- be drawn at an appropriate scale of either 1:100, 1:200 or 1:500. 
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11. Landscaping and reticulation shall be established in accordance with the 

approved landscaping plans, Australian Standards and best trade practice prior 
to the development first being occupied and thereafter maintained to the 
satisfaction of the City. 
 

12. A Waste Management Plan, indicating the method of rubbish collection, shall 
be submitted to and approved by the City prior to the commencement of 
development.  All waste collection shall be in accordance with the approved 
Waste Management Plan.  

 
13. A Delivery Management Plan, indicating the timing of deliveries, shall be 

submitted prior to the commencement of development and approved by the 
City prior to the development first being occupied.  Delivery management shall 
then be undertaken in accordance with the approved plan. 
 

14. A Construction Management Plan shall be submitted to and approved by the 
City prior to the commencement of development. The management plan shall 
detail how it is proposed to manage: 

 
- all forward works for the site; 
- the delivery of materials and equipment to the site; 
- the storage of materials and equipment on the site; 
- the parking arrangements and access for the contractors and 

subcontractors; 
- the management of dust during the construction process; 
- other matters likely to impact on the surrounding properties; 

 
and works shall be undertaken in accordance with the approved Construction 
Management Plan.  

 
15. A detailed acoustic report shall be submitted to the City’s satisfaction, prior to 

the commencement of development. The acoustic report shall demonstrate that 
the design of the building can ensure that all activities, including those 
occurring within the gymnasium and child care, comply with the Environmental 
Protection (Noise) Regulations 1997. This is to be demonstrated through an 
implementation section of the report which shall identify appropriate 
management of the proposal, including, but not limited to, time restrictions on 
children in outdoor play areas and any restrictions of gymnasium activities or 
service vehicle movements. The acoustic report shall also consider any 
impacts to the adjoining residential development to the north. 
 

16. A full schedule of colours and materials for all exterior parts to the development 
shall be submitted to and approved by the City prior to the commencement of 
development.  With regards to boundary walls on the northern lot boundaries, 
these are to be aesthetically treated to minimise the visual impact. 
Development shall be in accordance with the approved schedule and all 
external materials and finishes shall be maintained to a high standard, 
including being free of vandalism, to the satisfaction of the City. 
 

17. Any proposed building plant and equipment, including air conditioning units, 
piping, ducting and water tanks shall be located so as to minimise any visual 
and noise impact on surrounding landowners, and screened from view from the 
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street. Details shall be submitted to and approved by the City prior to the 
commencement of development. Development shall be in accordance with 
these approved details. 

 
18. The nett lettable area for the site shall not exceed 2,991m2, without prior 

approval from the City first being obtained. 
 

19. All stormwater shall be collected onsite and disposed of in a manner acceptable 
to the City. 
 

20. All development shall be contained within the property boundaries.  
 

21. Glazing shall be visually permeable with no signage or internal fixtures, unless 
otherwise approved by the City. 

 
Advice Notes 
 
1. With respect to the marking of the car park areas, line marking and signage 

shall adequately convey the one-way configuration of the lower car park.  
 

2. With respect to the upgrades to Burns Beach Road, the detailed design is to 
include a cross-section with all relevant information to ensure the intersection 
treatment is designed adequately and all infrastructure (including light poles 
and storm water drainage pits) can be relocated and meet relevant standards. 
It is also recommended consultation be undertaken with Main Roads WA for 
any approvals that may be required for upgrades to Burns Beach Road. 

 
3. The owner/applicant is advised that the subject site has been identified as 

being within a bushfire prone area as designated by the Fire and Emergency 
Services Commissioner. As a result: 

 
a. a notification on the certificate of title is required in accordance with 

clause 6.10 of State Planning Policy 3.7 – Planning for Bushfire Prone 
Areas (SPP3.7); and 

 
b. additional construction methods may be required as part of the Building 

Permit. 
 

Further information about the designated bushfire prone areas and SPP3.7 can 
be found on the Department of Fire and Emergency Services website: 
https://www.dfes.wa.gov.au/ and the Department of Planning website: 
http://www.planning.wa.gov.au/ 

 
4. With respect to the schedule of colours and materials, the City encourages the 

developer to incorporate materials and colours to the external surface of the 
building and associated structures, including roofing, that have low reflective 
characteristics to minimise potential glare from the development impacting the 
amenity of the adjoining or nearby neighbours. 
 

5. The bin store area shall be provided with a concrete floor that grades evenly to 
an industrial floor waste that is connected to sewer. A hose cock is to be 
provided to the bin store area. 

 
6. Each food business is required to be Registered under the Food Act 2008. 
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7. Any existing footpaths and kerbing are to be retained and protected during 

construction of the development, except where otherwise approved by the City. 
Should the footpath/kerb be damaged during the construction of the 
development, it should be reinstated to the satisfaction of the City. 

 
8. The applicant/owner is advised that verge treatments are required to comply with 

the City’s Street Verge Guidelines. A copy of the Guidelines can be obtained at 
https://www.joondalup.wa.gov.au/verge-treatments/ 

 
Details: outline of development application 
 

Zoning MRS: Urban. 

 LPS3: Urban Development. 

Iluka LSP: Commercial, R80. 

Use Class: Various (see below) 

Strategy Policy: Not applicable. 

Development Scheme: City of Joondalup Local Planning Scheme No. 3. 

Lot Size: 10,328m² (total); 5,552m2 (subject portion) 

Existing Land Use: Vacant. 

 
The proposal is for a two storey development with a range of non-residential land 
uses, including: 
 
Ground Floor 

 T1 and T2 – 200m2 gross floor area (GFA) tenancies for Shop or Food and 
Beverage (Restaurant/Cafe); 

 T3 – 500m2 GFA tenancy for Food and Beverage (Restaurant/Cafe); 

 T4 – 130m2 GFA tenancy for Shop or Food and Beverage (Restaurant); and 

 T5 – 1,050m2 GFA tenancy for Supermarket and Liquor Store - small. 
 

Upper Floor 

 T6 – 410m2 GFA tenancy for Consulting Room or Office; 

 T7 – 300m2 GFA tenancy for Consulting Room or Office; 

 T8 – 350m2 GFA tenancy for Gym (Recreation - Private); and 

 T9 – 1,530m2 GFA tenancy for Child Care Premises (split into 960m2 internal and 
570m2 external). 

 
The land uses ‘Child Care Premises’ and ‘Recreation – Private’ are discretionary 
(“D”) uses, while ‘Shop’, ‘Restaurant/Café’, ‘Liquor Store – small’, ‘Consulting Rooms’ 
and ‘Office’ are permitted (“P”) uses in accordance with Table 3 of the City of 
Joondalup Local Planning Scheme No. 3 (LPS3). 
 
The development also comprises the following: 
 

 143 car parking bays (bays) on-site, split between two levels of car parking, with 
75 car bays accessed from Burns Beach Road and the remaining 68 car bays 
accessed from Calis Avenue; 

 Eight on-street parking bays proposed on O’Mara Boulevard; and 

 Bin/service area internal to the development, accessed from Burns Beach Road.  
 

The development plans and building perspectives are provided as Attachments 3 and 
4 respectively.  
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The applicant has opted that all signage is not included as part of this application and 
shall be dealt with separately. 
 
Background: 
 
The applicant seeks approval for the development of a two storey commercial 
building comprising various commercial tenancies on the southern portion of the 
northern land parcel in the Iluka Local Centre. The development site is bound by 
Burns Beach Road to the west, Calis Avenue to the east, O’Mara Boulevard to the 
south and the remaining portion of the subject site to the north. The location of the 
development site is identified in Attachment 1. 
 
In 2017, a proposed amendment to the existing Iluka Local Structure Plan (Iluka LSP) 
and two proposed Local Development Plans (LDPs) were submitted for the two land 
parcels.  The proposed LSP amendment and LDPs were advertised and subsequently 
modified by Council following advertising, and then further modified by the WAPC 
following Council’s consideration.  The outcomes were: 
 

 Removal of the ‘Centre’ zone and replacement with a ‘Commercial R80’ zone. 

 Iluka Local Centre Local Development Plan No. 1 (LDP No. 1) for the land parcel 
north of O’Mara Boulevard. 

 Iluka Local Centre Local Development Plan No. 2 for the land parcel south of 
O’Mara Boulevard. 

 Retention of the three storey height limit with an added restriction of an overall 
maximum height of 10.5 metres. 

 Plot ratio of 1.6. 
 
On 30 October 2018, the WAPC approved a subdivision application to subdivide the 
northern land parcel bound by O’Mara Boulevard, Mykonos View, Calis Avenue and 
Burns Beach Road into three lots. The proposed development is consistent with this 
subdivision approval (refer to Attachment 2). At the time of writing this report, new 
Certificates of Titles had not been issued for these proposed lots and therefore the 
land still forms part of the balance Lot 9040 (34) Kallatina Drive, Iluka. 
 
Legislation and Policy: 
 
Legislation 
 

 Planning and Development Act 2005. 

 Metropolitan Region Scheme. 

 Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015 
(Regulations). 

 City of Joondalup Local Planning Scheme No.3. 
 
State Government Policies 
 

 State Planning Policy 3.7: Planning in Bushfire Prone Areas (SPP 3.7). 
  
Local Structure Plan/Local Development Plan 
 

 Iluka Local Structure Plan. 

 Iluka Local Centre Local Development Plan No.1 (LDP No. 1). 
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Local Planning Policies 
 

 Commercial, Mixed Use and Service Commercial Zone Policy (Commercial 
Policy). 

 Child Care Premises Local Planning Policy (Child Care Premises Policy). 

 Environmentally Sustainable Design Policy. 
 
Consultation: 
 
Public Consultation 
 
The application was advertised for a period of 21 days, commencing on 23 January 
2019 and concluding on 13 February 2019. Consultation was undertaken in the 
following manner:  
 

 a letter was sent to owners and occupiers of 202 properties in the vicinity of the 
subject site; 

 two signs were installed on the site - one at the corner of O’Mara Boulevard and 
Burns Beach Road, and one at the corner of O’Mara Boulevard and Calis Avenue; 
and 

 development plans were made available for public viewing on the City’s website 
and at the City’s Administration building. 

 
A total of 113 valid submissions were received during the advertising period, being 88 
objections and 25 submissions supporting the development. The valid submissions do 
not include identical responses received from the same property. The issues raised in 
the submissions are summarised in the table below: 
 

No. Issue raised Applicant’s comments Officer’s comments 

1 The development will 
significantly increase 
traffic and the 
surrounding roads will 
not be able to cater 
for it. 
 
People will use Meco 
Lane as a rat run. 
 
Increased traffic will 
impact on safety for 
drivers, cyclists and 
pedestrians. 

As noted in the Parking and 
Access Investigation (PAI) 
the projected traffic numbers 
can easily be accommodated 
by the surrounding road 
network with no safety 
concerns for drivers, cyclists 
or pedestrians. 
 
The majority of people 
accessing the site will be via 
Burns Beach Road. It is also 
considered that there would 
be no reason for Meco Lane 
to be used as a rat run to 
access the development as 
O’Mara Boulevard and Burns 
Beach Road provide better 
connections to the 
surrounding road network. 

The City considers that the 
traffic volumes can be 
accommodated in the 
surrounding traffic network 
and will not have a significant 
impact on the surrounding 
area.  
 
The site has always been 
earmarked for a three storey 
Local Centre and the road 
layout has been designed to 
accommodate this. 
 
 

2 The development will 
have a significant 
impact on the 

Calis Avenue will be the 
secondary access point as it 
has been demonstrated in 

The LDP shows a preferred 
location for any secondary 
access point on Calis Avenue 
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No. Issue raised Applicant’s comments Officer’s comments 

residents of Calis 
Avenue due to the 
location of the access. 
The access from Calis 
Avenue is not a 
secondary access. 
 
The access from Calis 
Avenue is not as per 
LDP No. 1. The 
access was shown as 
opposite to Meco 
Lane and is now 
opposite residential 
development. 
 
The access, 
immediately opposite 
residential 
development will have 
frequent trips from the 
24 hour gym causing 
issues with headlight 
glare. 
 
 
 

the PAI that the majority of 
the vehicles entering the 
development will be from 
Burns Beach Road. 
 
Whilst it is acknowledged that 
the Calis Avenue access 
point has been moved slightly 
from the preferred access 
point shown on the LDP, the 
impact of this change has 
been appropriately justified 
and mitigated against. 
 
With respect to forecast 
traffic utilising this access 
point a comparison of similar 
developments identifies that 
there will be very few people 
utilising the gym after 7pm at 
night. 
 
The impact of headlight glare 
has been minimised by the 
inclusion of a sign above the 
entry point to deflect glare.  
 
 

on the northern boundary of 
the lot, opposite Meco Lane.  
 
It is important to note, 
however, that this does not 
mandate this as the location 
for a secondary access point. 
 
It is also important to note 
that the proposed location of 
the access point still aligns 
with the northern boundary of 
the lot as shown on the LDP. 
However, given the approved 
subdivision plan differs 
slightly from the notional 
subdivision layout in the LDP, 
this means the proposed 
access point no longer aligns 
with Meco Lane  
 
The City has canvassed the 
possibility of shifting the 
access point to align with 
Meco Lane so as to minimise 
any impact of this access 
point on the property at 6 
Calis Avenue. However, this 
would significantly alter the 
proposed layout of the 
development and would 
sterilise useable development 
area on the site to the north 
of Meco Lane.  
 
The applicant has amended 
the plan to mitigate any 
impact of headlight glare on 
the property at 6 Calis 
Avenue by including an 
overhead screening panel to 
block potential glare where 
vehicles transition down the 
ramp.   

3 Similar access (from 
the east) was not 
permitted for the 
Brightwater 
development. 

The proposed access points 
are largely consistent with 
what has been approved 
through the Iluka Local 
Development Plan No. 1. 

The 58 Multiple (Aged or 
Dependent Persons’) 
Dwellings south of O’Mara 
Boulevard was submitted and 
assessed in accordance with 
the Iluka Local Development 
Plan No. 2. It is noted that the 
Iluka Local Development 
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No. Issue raised Applicant’s comments Officer’s comments 

Plan No. 2 includes the 
potential for a secondary 
vehicle access point via 
Santos Vista, similar to that 
identified on the Iluka Local 
Development Plan No. 1. 

4 Insufficient car 
parking will lead to 
customers parking in 
the streets and 
impacting the 
surrounding residents. 

As noted in the PAI there is 
sufficient parking provided for 
the proposed uses. This is 
further demonstrated through 
the shared parking demand 
analysis that was completed 
by Uloth and Associates 
which determined a 
maximum demand of 151 
bays would be required which 
is catered for by the 
development. 
 
The proposed development 
also proposes a number of 
on-street parking bays to 
ensure that this type of 
parking is formalised and 
doesn’t cause a nuisance to 
residents. 

The proposal results in a 
seven car parking bay 
shortfall on-site with an 
additional eight on-street 
parking bays proposed. It is 
considered that sufficient car 
parking has been provided 
for the development. 
 

5 Large delivery/waste 
trucks will cause noise 
and be unsafe for the 
residents. 

A delivery management plan 
will be put in place to ensure 
the impact of deliveries will 
be mitigated as much as 
possible. This will also 
ensure safety to any 
residents. 

Deliveries and waste pick up 
will be internal to the site, 
with access from Burns 
Beach Road. If approved, a 
condition is recommended 
requiring a waste 
management plan and 
delivery management plan to 
be approved and 
implemented to the 
satisfaction of the City. 

6 Traffic will cause 
significant noise from 
cars coming/going to 
the development 
including using the 
upper deck area by 
hoons. 

The proposed acoustic report 
demonstrates that noise 
levels will comply with the 
applicable Environmental 
Protection (Noise) regulations 
1997. 

As per the applicant’s 
response an acoustic report 
has been provided which 
justifies the impact of the land 
uses. If approved, a condition 
is recommended requiring a 
noise management plan to be 
submitted and implemented 
to the satisfaction of the City. 
 
This site has always been 
earmarked for a Local 
Centre, including commercial 
uses and the need for 
parking and servicing of 
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No. Issue raised Applicant’s comments Officer’s comments 

these uses.  

7 Pedestrians are not 
adequately catered for 
to access the 
surrounding area and 
beach. Pedestrians 
will be delayed at the 
roundabout and 
crossing of Burns 
Beach Road and 
O’Mara Boulevard. 

The proposed development is 
considered to greatly 
enhance the pedestrian 
access and amenity to this 
area by providing an 
improved streetscape, bicycle 
parking and awnings over the 
footpaths. As far as delays at 
the roundabout and access to 
the beach, this is a separate 
issue. 

The proposal includes 
pedestrian connections 
surrounding the development 
with existing infrastructure for 
pedestrians to cross O’Mara 
Boulevard and Calis Avenue.  
 
 

8 The proposal will 
attract anti-social 
behaviour to the area 
which will overflow 
and impact the 
surrounding quiet 
residential streets. 
This will mean more 
crime in the area. 

The proposal will increase 
the passive surveillance of 
the streetscapes with a large 
amount of glazing being 
provided as well as a range 
of active uses.  
 
The proposed mix of uses will 
also provide a range of 
opening hours, including a 24 
hour gym, which will generate 
activity on site before sunrise 
and after sunset. This is 
envisaged to deter antisocial 
behaviour. 
 
Further to the above two 
points, there will be no real 
back of house created as part 
of the proposal as all 
tenancies will have some 
engagement with the rear 
parking lot and the proposed 
IGA back of house and bin 
services area will all be 
secure. 

Anti-social behaviour is not 
considered to be created 
from this development with 
increased surveillance being 
provided from the after hours 
land uses. 
 
 

9 The development will 
decrease the property 
values of residents in 
Iluka. 

Not a relevant planning 
consideration. It is also 
considered that a popular 
commercial centre will 
increase property values in 
the area. 

Property values is not a 
relevant planning 
consideration. 

 

10 The proposal will be 
an eyesore. The 
development does not 
suit the existing 
residential 
streetscape and is 
overdevelopment of 
the site. 

The proposed design of the 
development has been 
largely well received by the 
Joondalup Design Review 
Panel suggesting that it will 
not be an eyesore. 
 
The development also greatly 

The development has 
incorporated a number of 
design features and 
additional landscaping 
(particularly on the Calis 
Avenue frontage) in order to 
reduce the bulk of the 
development while providing 
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No. Issue raised Applicant’s comments Officer’s comments 

 
The proposal will 
present a blank wall to 
Calis Avenue. There 
is no setback and 
therefore will not look 
good to the residents. 
 
The design of the 
development is not of 
a coastal style. 

improves the streetscape and 
has been underdeveloped as 
far as plot ratio and building 
height is concerned.  
 
The design is largely 
compliant with the applicable 
development requirements 
which don’t require a 
commercial development with 
a ‘coastal style’. 
 

an aesthetically pleasing 
design.  
 
The maximum height and 
floorspace requirements have 
not been exceeded. 
 
The development was largely 
supported by the Joondalup 
Design Reference Panel, with 
some modifications made to 
the final development plans 
to address comments from 
the panel. 

11 The frontage onto 
O’Mara Boulevard 
does not present as a 
main street with just 
the rear of the 
supermarket being 
proposed. 

There are numerous other 
tenancies proposed along 
O’Mara Boulevard, all of 
which are active uses that will 
engage with the streetscape. 
In addition to this the 
supermarket internal floor 
plan will have low shelving 
along O’Mara Boulevard and 
amendments have been 
made to include highlight 
windows to increase 
engagement with the 
streetscape. 
 
The proposed floor levels of 
the IGA will be such that the 
eastern end of the store and 
back of house will be at a 
lower point than the 
streetscape which further 
reduces the impact of the 
IGA on the streetscape. 

The presentation to O’Mara 
Boulevard is considered 
satisfactory. 

12 The proposed height 
of the development is 
excessive and will 
overshadow 
surrounding 
residences. 

The proposed development 
has only two storeys where 
three is permitted.  

The proposal is compliant 
with the requirements of the 
Iluka LDP No. 1. 
 
Shadow from the 
development will fall mainly 
on O’Mara Boulevard. 
 

13 The proposed traffic, 
litter and increased 
number of people will 
impact the 
wildlife/environment 
located within the 
dune system. 

This is an unsubstantiated 
assumption and there is 
nothing to suggest that the 
management of the 
development will result in this 
occurring. 
 

The proposal is not 
considered to detrimentally 
impact the surrounding area, 
wildlife or natural 
environment.  
 
This site has always been 
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No. Issue raised Applicant’s comments Officer’s comments 

 
The proposal will 
result in increased 
litter being dumped in 
the area and stray 
trollies being left in 
front of residents or in 
bushland. 

There is nothing to suggest 
that there will be a negative 
impact on the 
wildlife/environment in the 
dune system because of this 
development. 

earmarked for a Local 
Centre. 

14 The proposed 
development of the 
site will cause 
significant issues 
during construction 
(truck noise, dust, 
etc). 
 
The developer has 
already undertaken 
earthworks associated 
with the development 
(heavy earth moving 
equipment already on 
site). This may have 
impacts on 
surrounding residents. 

Sufficient construction 
management plans will be 
put in place to minimise the 
impact of construction on 
surrounding residences. 
 
 

If approved, a condition is 
recommended for a 
construction management 
plan, prior to the 
commencement of works, 
which will address how 
building works will be staged 
to minimise disruptions on 
surrounding residents. This 
will include dust 
management, parking 
arrangements and 
delivery/storage of materials. 
 
This site has always been 
earmarked for development. 

15 The proposal would 
have less impact if it 
was developed as 
residential. 
 
There is no need for 
the development 
given the proximity of 
other centres. Many of 
which include the 
same services 
(liquor/gym/shops). 

The site is zoned for 
‘Commercial’ purposes and it 
is proposed to be developed 
in accordance with the site’s 
zoning. 
 
The proposed site is 
appropriately zoned for 
commercial uses which was 
recently addressed in an 
amendment to the Iluka Local 
Structure Plan (Iluka LSP). 
As such, it is considered that 
the amendment would have 
addressed retail/commercial 
needs. 
 
In addition to this, leasing 
interest in the site has been 
strong suggesting that 
demand is there for the site 
as a commercial centre. 

 

The site is identified as 
commercial under the Iluka 
LSP and is identified as a 
centre in the City’s Local 
Commercial Strategy.  
 
Commercial viability and 
duplication of similar services 
is not a relevant planning 
consideration. 

16 The proposal does not 
meet the 
requirements of the 
City of Joondalup 

The proposal is entirely 
consistent with the City’s 
childcare policy. 
 

The proposed child care 
centre is not considered to 
have a detrimental impact on 
the surrounding residential 
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No. Issue raised Applicant’s comments Officer’s comments 

Child Care Premises 
Local Planning Policy 
for, among other 
elements, is located in 
close proximity to 
residential 
development. 

 
 

development.  

17 The proposed liquor 
outlet will not meet the 
Liquor Control Act 
requirements due to 
its proximity to the 
child care centre. 

Compliance with the Liquor 
Control Act is a separate 
matter that will be addressed 
in subsequent stages. It is 
considered that compliance 
will be achieved. 

The development application 
must consider the land uses 
in accordance with Table 3 of 
Local Planning Scheme No. 
3. Compliance with other 
legislation is the responsibility 
of the applicant. 

18 The proposed food 
and beverage outlets 
should not be used for 
a tavern. 

A tavern use would require a 
separate land use approval 
as such this is not envisaged 
to be a concern. 

The site does not include any 
‘Tavern’ land use. Under the 
Iluka LSP ‘Tavern’ is 
identified as an incompatible 
land use for the site. 

19 The proposal does not 
provide the 1,000m2 
community space. 

There is no requirement to 
provide 1,000m2 of 
community space. 

The original structure plan 
envisaged the creation of a 
community purpose site for 
the City as part of the Local 
Centre.  
 
Since then, the City has 
invested significant funds in 
developing the Currambine 
Community Centre and the 
community facilities at 
Bramston Park. The 
development of these 
facilities negates the need for 
an additional City of 
Joondalup community 
purpose facility in this 
location.  
 
Therefore, instead of making 
space available for a further 
community facility, which is 
not needed by the City, cash-
in-lieu of the site has been 
provided to the City.  

20 A marina was 
intended for the area 
however has not been 
provided. 

A marina cannot be 
accommodated on this site, 
this concern is not related to 
our development. 

The provision of a marina is 
not a relevant consideration 
for this development 
application. 

21 The City of Joondalup 
did not undertake 
sufficient consultation 
for the development 

This is an internal City of 
Joondalup matter. It is 
assumed that standard 
procedure was followed with 

The application was 
advertised by way of letters 
to the owners and occupiers 
of 202 properties in the 
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No. Issue raised Applicant’s comments Officer’s comments 

with many submitters 
only finding out about 
the development on 
social media. 

respect to advertising. vicinity of the subject site. In 
addition, two signs were 
placed on the site and plans 
were available on the City’s 
website.  

22 Residents were 
advised by the 
developer that the site 
was intended to be for 
residential purposes 
only. If commercial 
development was 
proposed it was only a 
small scale. 

There we no promises made 
for residential development 
by the developer proposing 
this development. The site is 
also zoned for commercial 
development. The proposal is 
consistent with the zoning. 

The City cannot speak to 
comments made by any other 
party in respect to the 
intended nature of 
development within the Iluka 
Local Centre. 
 
However, the subject site has 
always been earmarked for a 
centre and has had a 
“Centre” zoning since the 
Iluka LSP was first approved 
in 2002. Therefore, there has 
always been an expectation 
under the Iluka LSP that non-
residential land uses would 
be proposed within this 
location. 

23 The change of zoning 
on the subject site 
was not supported by 
the public and only 
done by City of 
Joondalup to suit its 
own purposes. 

This related to a previous 
planning process which is 
unrelated to the development 
application. 

The intended use of this site 
has not changed. The site 
has always been earmarked 
for a Local Centre with the 
inclusion of commercial uses.  
 
The recent structure plan 
amendment (Amendment No. 
4 to Iluka LSP) was did not 
introduce the possibility of 
commercial development or 
grant new development rights 
which fundamentally altered 
the original intent for this site.  

24 Support the proposal. Noted. The support for the proposal 
is noted.  

 
Consultation with other Agencies or Consultants 
 
Not applicable. 
 
Joondalup Design Reference Panel (JDRP) 
 
The proposal was presented to the JDRP at its meeting held on 19 December 2018. A 
summary of the JDRP comments, as well as the applicant and the City’s response to 
these items are included below:   
 

No. JDRP comment Applicant’s comments Officer’s comments 

1 Pedestrian awnings Awnings have been The increased awning cover is 
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No. JDRP comment Applicant’s comments Officer’s comments 

are provided but are 

not connected around 

the development 

(especially the corner 

of Burns Beach Road 

and O’Mara 

Boulevard). 

amended to form 
continuous and at times 
overlapping canopy cover 
to trafficable building 
perimeter. External 
boundaries in which 
canopies are not 
extended are landscaped 
and do not form 
pedestrian pathways 
within the development. 

noted and is considered to 
provide adequate weather 
coverage for pedestrians on the 
primary frontage (O’Mara 
Boulevard) and parts of the 
secondary frontage (Burns Beach 
Road).  

2 More detail is needed 

regarding floor plans 

and frontages to 

O’Mara Boulevard. 

Integration is needed 

and cannot be blankly 

screened with 

shelving, etc. 

The preliminary IGA plan 

has been overlaid onto 

the T5 footprint to show 

low height shelving to 

O’Mara Boulevard. 

Glazing will be retained at 

highlight level noting the 

store level averaging 1m 

below level of the O’Mara 

/ Calis footpath. We 

consider this element 

integral to the design of 

the IGA tenancy allowing 

natural light through to 

the area below. 

 

Other tenancies on the 
ground floor, being 
retail/dining based, will 
rely on the exposure and 
interaction with the 
streetscape to encourage 
customers. 

The provision of the internal floor 
plan by itself does not ensure 
that the primary frontage (O’Mara 
Boulevard) will be an active 
frontage. This matter is 
discussed in detail below. 

3 There is an ability to 

incorporate more 

street trees within the 

on-street bays on 

O’Mara Boulevard. 

Three additional street 
trees have been included 
between on-street car 
bays. 

The additional trees provided will 
soften the impact of the 
development.  

4 The loading bay on 

the ground floor 

appears very tight 

and may conflict with 

both cars parked in 

the closest bays, and 

the ramp leading up 

to the first floor. 

Refer to plans for turning 
circle overlay indicating 
manoeuvrability of 
loading vehicles. The 
ramp gradient has been 
increased to avoid clash. 
The car bay alignment 
has been revised to 
introduce paved 
separation to aisle. 

The applicant has provided a 
statement from a waste 
consultant confirming adequate 
area for the pickup. If approved, 
a condition is recommended 
requiring a waste management 
plan to be approved and 
implemented to the City’s 
satisfaction. 

5 There appears a 

clash point of access 

It is intended that this 
access point will be 

If approved, a condition is 
recommended requiring further 
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No. JDRP comment Applicant’s comments Officer’s comments 

from the residential 

development sharing 

the access where the 

development turns 

from two way into one 

way. 

appropriately sign posted 
to ensure no vehicle 
clashes occur. 

details on the line markings and 
signage to the City’s satisfaction.  

6 The location of plant 

equipment needs to 

be taken into 

consideration for both 

usability and ensuring 

there is no visual 

impact on the street. 

All plant and bins have 
been nominated to the 
eastern boundary 
ensuring no impact or 
visibility to the street or 
within the development. 
This is accessed from the 
lower carpark.  

The location of the plant and bins 
in the lower parking level is 
considered acceptable, subject to 
approval of a waste management 
plan (as above).  
 
If approved, a condition is 
recommended to require all plant 
and equipment to be screened, 
with details to be submitted to the 
City for approval prior to 
commencing development. 

7 There is confusion 

between the 

landscape plans and 

site plans as to what 

is proposed on the 

upper floor. Shade is 

important to soften 

any heat island 

impact. This will also 

soften any ‘hard’ 

outlook. 

Larger street trees have 

been introduced to the 

perimeter to soften edges 

and address heat island 

impact. 

 

With respect to the upper 
floor the ability for deep 
soil areas is limited. To 
provide additional shade 
in this space, a shade 
structure is proposed. 

Whilst shade trees are not 
provided on the upper levels, the 
shade structure is considered 
sufficient to provide weather 
protection for those using 
vehicles. This is considered 
better than vegetation, which will 
not survive or grow to required 
heights to have any positive 
impact.   

8 The entry area 

(funnel) seems tight 

and needs to be wide 

enough to allow safe 

and easy movement. 

The entry forecourt splays 
inwards from 18m width 
to 3.2m width in the 
secure entry passage. 
The width of the corridor 
itself is determined by the 
anticipated proportion of 
pedestrian traffic moving 
through this zone with the 
nominated uses adjacent 
to the common outdoor 
space.  

The distances provided are 
considered sufficient to cater for 
the anticipated pedestrian 
movements. 

 

As outlined above, the City considers that the applicant has adequately addressed the 
issues raised by the JDRP. 
 
Planning Assessment: 
 
The City has completed an assessment of the proposal against the relevant 
provisions of the Regulations, LPS3, Iluka LSP, LDP No. 1 and the City’s policies. 
The proposal complies with the majority of these requirements, with the exception of 
those listed below: 
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Item Requirement Proposal Compliance 

Setbacks 
under LDP 
No.1. 

All development 
shall be setback a 
minimum of 2 
metres from all 
street boundaries, 
excluding O’Mara 
Boulevard and 
Burns Beach Road. 

Calis Avenue – Nil 
setback. 
 

Development is set back 
from Calis Avenue two 
metres less than required. 
 
See officer comments 
below. 

Car Parking 
provision 
under Iluka 
LSP. 

1 bay per 20m2 NLA. 
2,991m2 NLA = 
149.55 bays (150) 

143 bays on site. Development results in a 
seven bay shortfall of on-
site parking. 
 
See officer comments 
below. 

Windows and 
Glazing 
(Commercial 
Policy). 

The ground floor 
commercial frontage 
must have a 
minimum of 50% 
clear glazed 
windows.  

The frontage to 
O’Mara Boulevard 
contains 45% glazing.  

Development results in 5% 
less glazing than required. 
 
See officer comments 
below. 

Commercial 
frontage 
(Commercial 
Policy). 

Ground floor 
external tenancies 
must have an 
entrance onto the 
commercial frontage 
and be outward 
facing to facilitate 
activation of the 
commercial 
frontage.  

Entry to T1, T2 and 

T5 (IGA) is from the 

carpark with no 

outward facing access 

to facilitate activation. 

Tenancies 1, 2 and 5 are 
accessed from the internal 
car park. 
 
See officer comments 
below. 

Bicycle 
parking 
provision 
(Commercial 
Policy). 

22 bicycle parking 
bays 

12 bicycle parking 
bays (6 bicycle rails 
with 2 bicycles each)  

10 bicycle parking bay 
shortfall. 
 
See officer comments 
below. 

Motorbike/ 
Scooter 
provision 
(Commercial 
Policy). 

10 scooter/ 
motorcycle bays/ 
 

Five scooter/ 
motorcycle bays. 

Five scooter/motorcycle 
bays less than required. 
 
The variation is not 
considered to have a 
major impact as both 
upper and lower floor have 
spaces each for scooters 
or motorcycles. Given the 
provision of bicycle 
parking rails and on street 
parking bays there is 
considered sufficient 
parking availability for 
scooters and motorcycles. 

Landscaping Minimum 8% 1.6% (89m2) 6.4% less landscaping 
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Item Requirement Proposal Compliance 

(Commercial 
Policy). 

landscaping (445m2) landscaping 
(excluding childcare 
outdoor area). If the 
323m2 of outdoor play 
area (not covered by 
canopy) was included 
this would result in 
7.4% landscaping 
provided. 

than required. 
 
See officer comments 
below. 

Location of 
Child Care 
Centres 
under Child 
Care 
Premises 
LPP. 

Preferably not 
located abutting 
residential. 

Located across Calis 
Avenue from 
residential 
development. 

The location is not in strict 
compliance with the 
requirements of the policy. 
 
See officer comments 
below. 

Access to 
Child Care 
Centres 
under Child 
Care 
Premises 
LPP. 

Access to the child 
care premises is not 
encouraged via 
Access Roads. 

The Child Care 
Premises includes 
access from Calis 
Avenue which is an 
access road. 

The access is not from a 
Local Distributor Road. 
 
See officer comments 
below. 

 
Officer Comments  
 
Land use 
 
The land uses ‘Child Care Premises’ and ‘Recreation – Private’ are discretionary 
(“D”) uses, while ‘Shop’, ‘Restaurant/Café’, ‘Liquor Store – small’, ‘Consulting Rooms’ 
and ‘Office’ are permitted (“P”) uses in accordance with Table 3 of LPS3. 
 
The proposed land uses are considered appropriate, are reflective of the local scale 
of the centre and will serve the needs of the local community.    
 
Traffic and vehicular access 
  
The applicant has provided a Parking and Access Investigation (PAI) to support the 
proposal (Attachment 7 refers). The PAI has been reviewed by the City and it is 
considered that the assumptions and content included in this document are 
acceptable. The development is considered to generate 3,100 vehicle trips per day 
(vtpd) with 2,230 vtpd generated from the ground floor, and 870 vtpd from the upper 
floor. On this basis, the access via Burns Beach Road is primary, with the access via 
Calis Avenue secondary, in accordance with LDP No. 1. 
 
In respect to vehicular access, the application includes reciprocal vehicle access to 
the development site from the proposed crossover via Burns Beach Road, which is 
also associated with the proposed residential development adjacent. As the site is 
ultimately intended to be subdivided and the access way shared between adjoining 
landowners, a condition of approval is also required to ensure an easement is placed 
on the certificate of title to allow all visitors and landowners to legally access the land. 
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A full movement intersection is proposed on Burns Beach Road, requiring 
modification to existing road infrastructure. If approved, a condition is recommended 
for detailed designs to be submitted to the City for approval, with the developer being 
responsible for all costs associated with the works. 
 
With regards to possible impacts of headlight glare from the upper carpark on the 
property at 6 Calis Avenue, the applicant has included a panel over the vehicle 
access ramp (Attachment 7 refers). This is considered to adequately stop headlight 
glare impacting the residential development as vehicles move down the ramp from 
the upper carpark. 
 
Parking 
 
Car Parking 
 
Clause 6.7.1 of the Iluka LSP requires non-residential parking at a rate of 1 bay per 
20m2 of NLA. The proposal incorporates 2,991m2 NLA which requires 150 on-site car 
parking bays. 
 
The development proposes a total of 143 bays on site with 75 bays on the ground 
floor (accessed via Burns Beach Road) and 68 bays on the upper floor (accessed via 
Calis Avenue). This results in a seven bay shortfall on-site. The proposal also 
provides eight bays within the O’Mara Boulevard. 
 
The proposed car parking shortfall is considered acceptable in this instance for the 
following reasons:  
 

 Eight verge bays are provided which are not included in the on-site 
calculation. Whilst not solely for the use of the subject development, it is 
expected that these would be used for customers of the centre during peak 
times.  

 The applicant has also included 12 bicycle parking bays within the 
development, with end of trip facilities provided in most tenancies.  

 A number of uses will have reciprocal use and different peak trading periods, 
therefore reducing the total demand on the site. This has been shown through 
the PAI. 

 
It is considered that the shortfall in car parking on-site will not have a detrimental 
impact on the surrounding area and therefore can be supported.  
 
Bicycle Parking  
 
Under the Commercial Policy, 22 bicycle parking bays are required to be provided. 
The proposal includes 12 bicycle parking bays (eight on O’Mara Boulevard and four 
in the internal plaza). While the proposal does not meet the required 22 bicycle 
parking bays, this is considered adequate for the size of the centre. It will allow 
alternative methods of travel to the site for staff and customers with end of trip 
facilities proposed in most tenancies. 
  
O’Mara Boulevard Frontage 
 
In addition to the built form and design requirements of the Commercial Policy, the 
site is subject to an active frontage requirement of LDP No 1. The active frontage 
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requirement promotes activation on the street level and encourages the use of 
design elements such as footpaths, weather protection, clear glazing, alfresco dining 
and on-street parking. 
 
The layout of the development provides for Tenancies 1, 2 and 5 (IGA) to be 
accessed directly from the internal carpark area and not from O’Mara Boulevard. The 
proposal does include two food and beverage tenancies which will have access from 
the street and opportunities for alfresco dining, as well as glazing of the upper floor 
balconies for the provision of casual surveillance. The applicant has also amended 
the design of the façade to address comments made by the Joondalup Design 
Reference Panel. 
 
Whilst direct access from the street is not provided for all ground floor tenancies, the 
O’Mara Boulevard frontage includes glazing to allow indirect interaction between 
those within the tenancies and on the footpath. This level of interaction is considered 
sufficient and is also considered an appropriate treatment for development.  
 
The applicant has provided an indicative internal layout plan to demonstrate that the 
IGA tenancy will not need to obscure the glazing to the O’Mara Boulevard frontage. If 
approved, a condition is recommended to ensure the glazing remains clear and is not 
obscured.  
 
In accordance with the Commercial Policy, 50% of the commercial frontage is to be 
glazed. The development has 45% of the frontage glazed. 
 
While not meeting the requirement, as outlined above, the development is 
considered to have sufficient activation at the street level.  
 
Calis Avenue Interface 
 
In accordance with LDP No. 1 and the Commercial Policy, a setback of 2 metres 
should be provided for Calis Avenue. The application proposes a nil setback. 
However, the development has incorporated articulation to this façade through 
changes in materials, colours and the inclusion of glazing in order to mitigate any 
impact on the street as a result of the reduced setback. The applicant has also 
included additional landscaping within the verge which will soften the appearance of 
the Calis Avenue façade. 
 
Landscaping 
 
In accordance with the Commercial Policy, a minimum of 8% of the lot is to be 
landscaped, equating to 444m2. The development proposes 1.6% or 89m2 located 
within the site through numerous garden beds around the development. The 
landscaping excludes the ‘outdoor play’ area associated with the child care premises 
as this is fenced off and not available to the public.  Should this area be included in 
the calculation of landscaped area, based on the environmental and aesthetic 
benefits of the landscaping, the landscaping would be 412m2 or 7.4%. 
 
In determining the acceptability of the proposed variation to the policy, the impacts of 
the development on the public realm and natural environment need to be considered.  
 
In this instance it is considered the proposal is acceptable for the following reasons:  



Page 21 

 The proposal includes 128m2 of landscaping within the verge area which will 
soften the impact of the development providing a high amenity value to the 
development and overall streetscape.  

 12 trees are provided in the verge for weather protection to work with the 
awnings provided by the development. 

 Whilst not included as part of the calculation, the outdoor play area 
associated with the child care centre will include numerous medium trees. 
This will help reduce the heat island impact and provide an overall 
environmental benefit for the development.  

 
The Commercial Policy also requires uncovered carparks to be provided with one 
shade tree per four bays. A shade structure has been proposed to the upper car park 
in lieu of shade trees. This is considered appropriate as the upper deck will have 
limited ability for large trees to be sustained given the restricted depths of soil to be 
established. 
 
Child Care Premises 
 
The proposal includes a child care premises located on the upper floor. The child 
care premises gains access off Calis Avenue, which is an access street, and is 
located near residential land uses. This is contrary to the preferred requirements of 
the City’s Child Care Premises Policy. 
 
However, a child care premises within this commercial centre is considered 
appropriate and aligns with the intended objective for the centre to include land uses 
that serve the needs of the local community. 
 
The City has undertaken an assessment of the traffic, as discussed above, and the 
acoustic report provided by the applicant. It was deemed that both appropriately 
demonstrate the proposal will not have any significant impact on surrounding 
residential properties. The acoustic report has demonstrated that the development 
will comply with the Environmental Protection (Noise) Regulations 1997. To ensure 
compliance, should the development be approved, a condition is recommended 
requiring a noise management plan to be submitted and approved by the City. This 
management plan will include details of any restrictions for children’s outdoor play 
(among other factors), to ensure the noise regulations are complied with.  
 
State Planning Policy 3.7: Planning in Bushfire Prone Areas 
 
The applicant has provided a BAL assessment report as part of the development 
application. The report states that the development site is rated BAL-12.5 and 
therefore complies with the relevant requirements of SPP3.7. 
 
In accordance with 6.10 of SPP3.7, a ‘notice on title’ advising that the site is located 
in a bushfire prone area should be required as a condition of any development 
approval. As a result, should the JDAP approve the application, a condition is 
recommended which requires a section 70A notification be placed on the certificate 
of title consistent with the requirements of SPP3.7. 
 
Options/Alternatives: 
 
Not applicable. 
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Council Recommendation: 
 
Not applicable. 
 
Conclusion: 
 
As detailed above, the proposed development is considered to meet the intent and 
objectives of the Iluka LSP and Iluka LDP No.1 and relevant City policies.  
 
Overall, the design and layout of the development is consistent with the zoning of the 
site and not considered to detrimentally impact the surrounding residential character. 
The centre will provide for provision of retail needs for a local scale consistent with 
the Iluka LSP and LDP No. 1. 
 
As a result, it is recommended that the JDAP approve the application subject to 
conditions. 
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      Metro North-West Joint Development Assessment Panel  

Agenda 
 
 

Meeting Date and Time:  13 May 2019, 10:00 AM 
Meeting Number:   MNWJDAP/256  
Meeting Venue:    Department of Planning, Lands and Hertiage 

140 William Street 
Perth  

 
Attendance 

 
DAP Members 
 
Ms Karen Hyde (Presiding Member) 
Mr Chris Antill (A/Deputy Presiding Member) 
Mr Fred Zuideveld (Specialist Member) 
Cr Philippa Taylor (Local Government Member,City of Joondalup) 
Cr Nige Jones (Local Government Member,City of Joondalup) 
 
Officers in attendance 
 
Mr Chris Leigh (City of Joondalup) 
Mr Jeremy Thompson (City of Joondalup) 
 
Minute Secretary  
 
Ms Andrea Dawson (DAPS Secretariat) 
 
Applicants and Submitters  
 
Mr Brendon Foley (LSV Borello Lawyers) 
 
Members of the Public / Media 
 
Nil  
 
1. Declaration of Opening 

 
The Presiding Member declares the meeting open and acknowledges the past and 
present traditional owners and custodians of the land on which the meeting is being held. 
 

2. Apologies 
 

Ms Sheryl Chaffer (Deputy Presiding Member) 
Cr Christine Hamilton-Prime (Local Government Member, City of Joondalup) 
Cr Sophie Dwyer (Local Government Member, City of Joondalup) 
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3. Members on Leave of Absence 
   

Panel member, Ms Sheryl Chaffer, Deputy Presiding Member has been granted leave 
of absence by the Director General for the period of 06 May 2019 to 07 June 2019 
inclusive. 

 
4. Noting of Minutes 

 
Signed minutes of previous meetings are available on the DAP website. 
 

5. Declarations of Due Consideration 
 
Any member who is not familiar with the substance of any report or other information 
provided for consideration at the DAP meeting must declare that fact before the meeting 
considers the matter. 

 
6. Disclosure of Interests 

 
Nil 
 

7. Deputations and Presentations 
   

The City of Joondalup may be provided with the opportunity to respond to questions of 
the panel, as invited by the Presiding Member.  

 
8. Form 1 – Responsible Authority Reports – DAP Applications 

  
Nil    
  

9. Form 2 – Responsible Authority Reports – Amending or cancelling DAP 
development approval 
  
Nil 

    
10. Appeals to the State Administrative Tribunal 

   
10.1 Property Location: Portion of 9040 (34) Kallatina Drive, Iluka 
 Development Description: Mixed Commercial Centre (Iluka Plaza) 
 Applicant: AGEM PG 33 PTY LTD C/- LSV Borello 

Lawyers 
 Owner: AGEM PG33 Pty Ltd atf AGEM PG Trust 
 Responsible Authority: City of Joondalup 
 DAP File No: DAP/18/01543 

 
Current Applications 

LG Name Property Location Application Description 
City of  
Joondalup 

Lot 33 and Lot 34 Tuart Trail, 
Edgewater 

Fourteen (14) Multiple Dwellings 

City of Stirling Lot 100 (304) Scarborough 
Beach Road, Osborne Park 

Motor Vehicle Sales and Repair 

City of Stirling Lot 101 (191) Balcatta Road, 
Balcatta 

Extension to the Existing Bunnings 
Warehouse 

City of  
Wanneroo 

Lot 801 (28K) Caloundra  
Road, Clarkson 

Proposed 24 hour drive-through fast 
food outlet (McDonalds) 
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11. General Business / Meeting Closure 

 
In accordance with Section 7.3 of the DAP Standing Orders 2017 only the Presiding 
Member may publicly comment on the operations or determinations of a DAP and other 
DAP members should not be approached to make comment. 
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State Administrative Tribunal Reconsideration 
 

Responsible Authority Report 
(Regulation 12) 

 
 

Property Location: Part Lot 9041 (34) Kallatina Drive, Iluka 
Development Description: Commercial Development 
DAP Name: Metro North-West JDAP 
Applicant: Dynamic Planning and Developments 
Owner: Davidson Pty Ltd and Roman Catholic 

Archbishop 
Value of Development: $8 million 
LG Reference: DA18/1336 
Responsible Authority: City of Joondalup 
Authorising Officer: Dale Page 

Director Planning and Community 
Development 

DAP No: DAP/18/01543 
Report Date: 3 May 2019 
Application Received Date:  30 November 2018 
Application Process Days:  90 Days 
Attachment(s): 1. Location plan. 

2. Draft deposited plan. 
3. Applicant’s response to deferral.  
4. Amended development plans. 
5. Traffic Technical Memorandum. 
6. Original Development Plans. 
7. Original Building Perspectives. 
8. Original Landscape Concept Plan. 
9. Original Applicant’s DA report. 
10. Parking and Access Investigation. 
11. BAL Assessment. 
12. Acoustic Report. 
13. Previous RAR (11 March 2019). 

 
Officer Recommendation: 
 
That the Metro North-West Joint Development Assessment Panel, pursuant to 
section 31 of the State Administrative Tribunal Act 2004 in respect of SAT application 
DR 61 of 2019, resolves to: 
 
Reconsider its decision dated 11 March 2019 and approve DAP Application 
reference DAP18/01553 and amended plans (Attachment 4) in accordance with 
Clause 68 of Schedule 2 (Deemed Provisions) of the Planning and Development 
(Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015, the Metropolitan Region Scheme and 
the City of Joondalup Local Planning Scheme No. 3, subject to the following 
conditions: 
 
Conditions  
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1. Pursuant to clause 26 of the Metropolitan Region Scheme, this approval is 
deemed to be an approval under clause 24(1) of the Metropolitan Region 
Scheme. 
 

2. This approval relates to the commercial development and associated works 
only. It does not relate to any other development on the lot. 
 

3. The car parking bays, driveways and access points shall be designed, 
constructed, drained and marked to the specification of the City and in 
accordance with the Australian Standard for Off-street Car Parking 
(AS/NZS2890.1 2004), Off-street Parking for People with Disabilities 
(AS/NZS2890.6 2009) and Off-street Commercial Vehicle Facilities 
(AS2890.2:2002), prior to the occupation of the development. These bays, 
driveways and access points shall thereafter be maintained to the satisfaction 
of the City. 

 
4. Mirrors shall be installed at the exit to Calis Avenue to enhance sightlines, as 

recommended in the Traffic Technical Memorandum. Details shall be submitted 
to and approved by the City prior to commencement of development. The 
mirrors shall be installed prior to occupation, and thereafter maintained to the 
satisfaction of the City.  
 

5. The Burns Beach Road access shall be upgraded to a full movement access 
point at the expense of the applicant, to the specifications of the City of 
Joondalup. These upgrades shall be inclusive of design, review, approval and 
construction to the cost of the developer. 

 
6. Eight on-street parking bays on O’Mara Boulevard shall be constructed by the 

developer, at the developer’s expense, prior to the occupation of the 
development.  The detailed design is to be approved by the City prior to 
construction.  

 
7. Bicycle parking facilities shall be provided in accordance with the Australian 

Standard for Off-street Carparking – Bicycles (AS2890.3-1993 as amended) 
prior to the development first being occupied. Details of bicycle parking areas 
shall be provided to the City for approval prior to the commencement of 
development.  
 

8. An easement in gross for the shared driveway shall be placed on the certificate 
of title for the subject lot to the satisfaction of the City.  The easement shall be at 
the owner/developer’s expense and lodged with the Registrar of Titles for 
endorsement on the certificate of titles, prior to the occupation of development. 
 

9. A notification, pursuant to section 70A of the Transfer of Land Act 1893, shall be 
placed on the certificate of title for the subject lot. The notification shall be at the 
owner/developer’s expense and lodged with the Registrar of Titles for 
endorsement on the certificate of title, prior to the commencement of 
development. The notification is to state as follows: 

 
‘This land is within a bushfire prone area as designated by an Order made by 
the Fire and Emergency Services Commissioner’. 

 
10. Lighting shall be installed along all driveways and pedestrian pathways and in all 

common service areas prior to the development first being occupied. Details 
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shall be submitted to and approved by the City prior to the commencement of 
development. Lighting shall be installed in accordance with the lighting plan to 
the satisfaction of the City. 
 

11. Detailed landscaping plans shall be submitted to and approved by the City prior 
to the commencement of development. These landscaping plans are to indicate 
the proposed landscaping treatments of the subject site and the adjoining road 
verges, and shall: 

 
- provide a minimum of 12 street trees along Burns Beach Road, O’Mara 

Boulevard and Calis Avenue.  
- the trees along the Calis Avenue frontage should be of a size and scale that 

will suitably screen the Calis Avenue façade; 
- provide plant species, plant spacing, pot size and quantities and an irrigation 

design by a Certified Irrigation Designer; 
- provide all details relating to paving, treatment of verges and tree planting; 
- be based on water sensitive urban design and designing out crime principles 

to the satisfaction of the City; 
- show spot levels and/or contours of the site;  
- any specific requirements for the ‘landscaped wall’; and 
- be drawn at an appropriate scale of either 1:100, 1:200 or 1:500. 

 
12. Landscaping and reticulation shall be established in accordance with the 

approved landscaping plans, Australian Standards and best trade practice prior 
to the development first being occupied and thereafter maintained to the 
satisfaction of the City. 
 

13. A Waste Management Plan, indicating the method of rubbish collection, shall 
be submitted to and approved by the City prior to the commencement of 
development.  All waste collection shall be in accordance with the approved 
Waste Management Plan.  

 
14. A Delivery Management Plan, indicating the timing of deliveries, shall be 

submitted prior to the commencement of development and approved by the 
City prior to the development first being occupied.  Delivery management shall 
then be undertaken in accordance with the approved plan. 
 

15. A Construction Management Plan shall be submitted to and approved by the 
City prior to the commencement of development. The management plan shall 
detail how it is proposed to manage: 

 
- all forward works for the site; 
- the delivery of materials and equipment to the site; 
- the storage of materials and equipment on the site; 
- the parking arrangements and access for the contractors and 

subcontractors; 
- the management of dust during the construction process; 
- other matters likely to impact on the surrounding properties; 

 
and works shall be undertaken in accordance with the approved Construction 
Management Plan.  
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16. A detailed acoustic report shall be submitted to the City’s satisfaction, prior to 
the commencement of development. The acoustic report shall demonstrate that 
the design of the building can ensure that all activities, including those 
occurring within the gymnasium and child care, comply with the Environmental 
Protection (Noise) Regulations 1997. This is to be demonstrated through an 
implementation section of the report which shall identify appropriate 
management of the proposal, including, but not limited to, time restrictions on 
children in outdoor play areas and any restrictions of gymnasium activities or 
service vehicle movements. The acoustic report shall also consider any 
impacts to the adjoining residential development to the north. 
 

17. A full schedule of colours and materials for all exterior parts to the development 
shall be submitted to and approved by the City prior to the commencement of 
development.  With regards to boundary walls on the northern lot boundaries, 
these are to be aesthetically treated to minimise the visual impact. 
Development shall be in accordance with the approved schedule and all 
external materials and finishes shall be maintained to a high standard, 
including being free of vandalism, to the satisfaction of the City. 
 

18. Any proposed building plant and equipment, including air conditioning units, 
piping, ducting and water tanks shall be located so as to minimise any visual 
and noise impact on surrounding landowners, and screened from view from the 
street. Details shall be submitted to and approved by the City prior to the 
commencement of development. Development shall be in accordance with 
these approved details. 

 
19. The nett lettable area for the site shall not exceed 2,991m2, without prior 

approval from the City first being obtained. 
 

20. All stormwater shall be collected onsite and disposed of in a manner acceptable 
to the City. 
 

21. All development shall be contained within the property boundaries.  
 

22. Glazing shall be visually permeable with no signage or internal fixtures, unless 
otherwise approved by the City. 

 
 
Advice Notes 
 
1. With respect to the marking of the car park areas, line marking and signage 

shall adequately convey the one-way configuration of the lower car park.  
 

2. With respect to the upgrades to Burns Beach Road, the detailed design is to 
include a cross-section with all relevant information to ensure the intersection 
treatment is designed adequately and all infrastructure (including light poles 
and storm water drainage pits) can be relocated and meet relevant standards. 
It is also recommended consultation be undertaken with Main Roads WA for 
any approvals that may be required for upgrades to Burns Beach Road. 

 
3. The owner/applicant is advised that the subject site has been identified as 

being within a bushfire prone area as designated by the Fire and Emergency 
Services Commissioner. As a result: 
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a. a notification on the certificate of title is required in accordance with 
clause 6.10 of State Planning Policy 3.7 – Planning for Bushfire Prone 
Areas (SPP3.7); and 

 
b. additional construction methods may be required as part of the Building 

Permit. 
 

Further information about the designated bushfire prone areas and SPP3.7 can 
be found on the Department of Fire and Emergency Services website: 
https://www.dfes.wa.gov.au/ and the Department of Planning website: 
http://www.planning.wa.gov.au/ 

 
4. With respect to the schedule of colours and materials, the City encourages the 

developer to incorporate materials and colours to the external surface of the 
building and associated structures, including roofing, that have low reflective 
characteristics to minimise potential glare from the development impacting the 
amenity of the adjoining or nearby neighbours. 
 

5. The bin store area shall be provided with a concrete floor that grades evenly to 
an industrial floor waste that is connected to sewer. A hose cock is to be 
provided to the bin store area. 

 
6. Each food business is required to be Registered under the Food Act 2008. 
 
7. Any existing footpaths and kerbing are to be retained and protected during 

construction of the development, except where otherwise approved by the City. 
Should the footpath/kerb be damaged during the construction of the 
development, it should be reinstated to the satisfaction of the City. 

 
8. The applicant/owner is advised that verge treatments are required to comply with 

the City’s Street Verge Guidelines. A copy of the Guidelines can be obtained at 
https://www.joondalup.wa.gov.au/verge-treatments/ 

 
Details: outline of development application 
 
Zoning MRS: Urban. 
 LPS: Urban Development. 

Iluka LSP: Commercial, R80. 
Use Class: Various (see below) 
Strategy Policy: Not applicable. 
Development Scheme: City of Joondalup Local Planning Scheme No. 

3. 

Lot Size: 10,328m² (total); 5,552m2 (subject portion) 
Existing Land Use: Vacant. 
 
The proposal is for a two storey development with a range of non-residential land 
uses, including: 
 
Ground Floor 
• T1 and T2 – 200m2 gross floor area (GFA) tenancies for Shop or Food and 

Beverage (Restaurant/Cafe); 
• T3 – 500m2 GFA tenancy for Food and Beverage (Restaurant/Cafe); 
• T4 – 130m2 GFA tenancy for Shop or Food and Beverage (Restaurant); and 
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• T5 – 1,050m2 GFA tenancy for Supermarket and Liquor Store - small. 
 

Upper Floor 
• T6 – 410m2 GFA tenancy for Consulting Room or Office; 
• T7 – 300m2 GFA tenancy for Consulting Room or Office; 
• T8 – 350m2 GFA tenancy for Gym (Recreation - Private); and 
• T9 – 1,530m2 GFA tenancy for Child Care Premises (split into 960m2 internal 

and 570m2 external). 
 
The land uses ‘Child Care Premises’ and ‘Recreation – Private’ are discretionary 
(“D”) uses, while ‘Shop’, ‘Restaurant/Café’, ‘Liquor Store – small’, ‘Consulting Rooms’ 
and ‘Office’ are permitted (“P”) uses in accordance with Table 3 of the City of 
Joondalup Local Planning Scheme No. 3 (LPS3). 
 
The development also comprises the following: 
 
• 143 car parking bays (bays) on-site, split between two levels of car parking, with 

75 bays accessed from Burns Beach Road and the remaining 68 bays accessed 
from Calis Avenue; 

• Eight on-street parking bays proposed on O’Mara Boulevard; and 
• Bin/service area internal to the development, accessed from Burns Beach Road.  

 
The amended development plans are provided as Attachment 4 and building 
perspectives (not including amendments) are provided as Attachment 7.  
 
The applicant has advised that signage is not included as part of this application and 
will be dealt with separately. 
 
Background: 
 
The applicant seeks approval for the development of a two storey commercial 
building comprising various commercial tenancies on the southern portion of the 
northern land parcel in the Iluka Local Centre. The development site is bound by 
Burns Beach Road to the west, Calis Avenue to the east, O’Mara Boulevard to the 
south and the remaining portion of the subject site to the north. The location of the 
development site is identified in Attachment 1. 
 
On 11 March 2019, the Metro North-West Joint Development Assessment Panel 
(JDAP) considered the original development plans (Attachment 6), and resolved the 
following:  
 
“That the consideration of DAP Application DAP/18/01543 be deferred for a period of 
10 weeks, in accordance with section 5.10.1a of the DAP Standing Orders 2017, to 
allow the applicant to provide revised plans that addresses the following: 
  

• Increased street activation on O’Mara Boulevard via a separate pedestrian 
entry to the Supermarket.  

• Deletion of vehicle access off Calis Avenue.  
• Provision of pedestrian access to the upper level separate to any driveway off 

Calis Avenue.  
• Provision of a 2 metre building setback along the Calis Avenue frontage in 

accordance with the Local Development Plan.” 
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On 18 March 2019, the applicant lodged an appeal against JDAP’s decision via the 
State Administrative Tribunal (SAT). A Directions Hearing has occurred as part of the 
SAT appeal process which has subsequently resulted in an invitation for JDAP to 
reconsider its earlier decision in accordance with section 31 of the State 
Administrative Tribunal Act 2004. Orders from SAT also provide for a mediation 
between the parties on 8 May 2019 which is after the date by which the City’s 
Responsible Authority Report (RAR) is due to JDAP, but prior to the JDAP meeting to 
reconsider the item being held. 
 
The additional information provided by the applicant for the purposes of 
reconsidering the application is outlined below and includes: 
 
• The inclusion of a pedestrian access to T4 (Shop or Food and Beverage) via 

O’Mara Boulevard and justification why connection is not made to the 
supermarket. 

• Additional justification for retaining vehicular access from both Calis Avenue 
and Burns Beach Road. 

• The inclusion of a 1.6m pedestrian access connecting the upper car park and 
Calis Avenue. 

• Additional landscaping, by way of a green wall, on Calis Avenue with additional 
justification for maintaining the existing setback. 

 
Legislation and Policy: 
 
Legislation 
 
• Planning and Development Act 2005. 

• Metropolitan Region Scheme. 
• Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015 

(Regulations). 
• City of Joondalup Local Planning Scheme No.3. 
 
State Government Policies 
 
• State Planning Policy 3.7: Planning in Bushfire Prone Areas (SPP 3.7). 
  
Local Structure Plan/Local Development Plan 
 
• Iluka Local Structure Plan. 

• Iluka Local Centre Local Development Plan No.1 (LDP No. 1). 
 
Local Planning Policies 
 

• Commercial, Mixed Use and Service Commercial Zone Policy (Commercial 
Policy). 

• Child Care Premises Local Planning Policy (Child Care Premises Policy). 

• Environmentally Sustainable Design Policy. 
 
Consultation: 
 
Public Consultation 
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The initial proposal was advertised for a period of 21 days to the surrounding 
landowners/occupiers, commencing on 23 January 2019 and concluding on 13 
February 2019. Consultation was undertaken in the following manner: 
 
• a letter was sent to owners and occupiers of 202 properties in the vicinity of the 

subject site; 
• two signs were installed on the site - one at the corner of O’Mara Boulevard and 

Burns Beach Road, and one at the corner of O’Mara Boulevard and Calis Avenue; 
and 

• development plans were made available for public viewing on the City’s website 
and at the City’s Administration building. 

 
A total of 113 valid submissions were received during the advertising period, being 88 
objections and 25 submissions supporting the development. 

 
Upon receiving the amended plans, the City readvertised the proposal for a period of 
14 days commencing on 15 April 2019 until 29 April 2019. Consultation was 
undertaken by way of a letter to those who provided a submission to the initial 
proposal (via letter and email where available).  
 
A total of 33 submissions were received, all objecting to the proposal. A summary of 
submissions is provided below. The timeframe set by the SAT for the JDAP to 
reconsider its decision resulted in the consultation period closing just prior to the 
deadline for the City’s RAR to be provided to the JDAP. The applicant therefore had 
insufficient time to provide a response to submissions to include in the RAR.  
 
No. Issue raised Officer’s comments 
1 The proponent has shown a blatant 

disregard for the request made by 
JDAP. 

The proponent has considered the 
matters raised and either provided 
additional justification or amended the 
proposal. 

2 The community does not need another 
shopping centre. 

As per the previous RAR, commercial 
viability and duplication of similar 
services is not a relevant planning 
consideration.  

 Increased street activation on O’Mara Boulevard 
3 The door to the food and beverage shop 

will not add the same activation as an 
entrance to the supermarket. Because 
the tenant does not want to provide an 
entry is not a good enough reason. 

As per the previous RAR the City 
considers the level of activation along 
the O’Mara Boulevard frontage is 
acceptable. The provision of an 
additional access on O’Mara Boulevard 
to T4 further improves the façade and 
will increase activation. 

 Deletion of vehicle access off Calis Avenue. 
4 Justification from the applicant that a 

redesign will cause further issues is not 
appropriate. The development should be 
designed to not have issues and not 
impact the neighbours. The reasons also 
appear based on the developer making 
more money than the impact on the 
residents. 

As per the previous RAR the City 
considers the access from Calis Avenue 
to be appropriate and consistent with the 
intent of LDP No. 1 which identifies a 
secondary access from Calis Avenue. 

 5 The Calis Avenue access is secondary As per the previous RAR the access 
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No. Issue raised Officer’s comments 
but caters for similar numbers than the 
access from Burns Beach Road. It is not 
appropriate to be in this location given 
the road network and width of Calis 
Avenue. 

from Calis Avenue is considered 
secondary based on the number of trips 
expected to be generated by the uses 
on the first floor, as outlined in the 
Parking and Access Investigation. The 
secondary access is identified on LDP 
No. 1 in a similar location and therefore 
is considered appropriate. 

6 Meco Lane will be used as a rat run with 
vehicles coming from the north and not 
the south as indicated in the technical 
memorandum. 

While the technical memorandum 
provided by Cardno identified a 
likelihood of people using Meco Lane it 
also identifies that, given the staggered 
intersection, this would be at reduced 
speeds. The City considers that, given 
the surrounding road network, rat 
running through Meco Lane is unlikely 
and will not be a significant issue. 

7 The car parking calculations based on 
Net Lettable Area (NLA) are grossly 
inadequate. 

The car parking calculations are as per 
the LDP provisions and have been 
deemed as satisfactory. A condition of 
approval is recommended restricting the 
total NLA for the centre to align with the 
car parking calculations. 

8 Trucks should not be using Calis 
Avenue as it will result in safety issues 
and noise impacts. 

Deliveries and waste collection will be 
via Burns Beach Road and not Calis 
Avenue. 

9 The location of the Child Care Premises 
does not meet the City’s Local Planning 
Policy. 

As per the previous RAR, the proposed 
child care premise is not considered to 
have a detrimental impact on the 
surrounding residential development. 

10 The traffic noise from the upper level car 
park will have a significant impact on the 
surrounding residents. 

As per the previous RAR, the applicant 
has provided an acoustic report that 
addresses the impact of noise. The site 
has always been earmarked for a Local 
Centre, including commercial uses and 
the need for parking and servicing of 
these uses. 

11 The technical memorandum by Cardno 
contains inaccurate information in terms 
of road hierarchy information and also 
presents misleading statements in terms 
of the safety of the development’s 
access arrangements from the 
surrounding road network. 

The technical memorandum was 
undertaken by a qualified traffic 
consultant. The information on road 
network classification has been taken 
from the Main Roads Information 
Mapping System. 

12 The reasons provided by Cardno on why 
the Option 2 (having only one access 
point) are filled with inconsistencies 
including: 

• Interaction with heavy vehicles 
and passenger vehicles will only 
increase 30% (from 70% 
according to the report to 100%) 

The technical memorandum was 
provided in addition to justification put 
forward by the applicant as part of the 
original application. As per the previous 
RAR the City considers the access from 
Calis Avenue to be appropriate.  
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No. Issue raised Officer’s comments 
which is negligible; 

• The ramp is within car parking 
spaces so will not limit 
manoeuvrability; 

• The reports own sweep paths 
indicate vehicles can turn left into 
the lower car park; 

• Figure 1.8 shows there is almost 
2/3 a car length before the ramp 
starts upwards which is sufficient 
for sightlines for vehicles giving 
way; 

• Larger car parks located in the 
CBD with only one entrance can 
cater for maintenance and 
vehicle breakdown issues.  

 Provision of pedestrian access to the upper level 
13 The location of the pedestrian access 

ramp (to the north of the vehicle access) 
means pedestrians coming from O’Mara 
Boulevard need to cross the vehicle 
access at both the top and bottom of 
ramp. 

The pedestrian ramp is required on the 
northern side of the vehicle access due 
to the gradient needed to allow 
pedestrian access to the upper floor. 
This is different to the gradient of the 
vehicle access. The applicant has 
advised that having the pedestrian path 
on the southern side next to the building 
was explored, however could not be 
accommodated due to the need to 
achieve necessary vertical clearance 
for the Delivery/Loading Bay beneath 
the ramp on the ground level. 
 
Given there is a pedestrian crossing at 
the top and compliant pedestrian 
sightlines, the ramp configuration is 
considered acceptable. 

 Provision of a 2 metre building setback along the Calis Avenue 
14 The applicant has not attempted to 

comply with the setback requirement of 
the LDP. The setback will lead to a 
visual impact on the adjoining 
neighbours and is not for any activation 
purposes. 

As per the previous RAR, the City 
considered the proposed nil setback to 
be appropriate, with the façade and 
landscaping treatment proposed. The 
applicant has provided additional 
landscaping to help mitigate the impact 
of the development on adjoining 
neighbours.  

15 The justification of the third storey is not 
good enough. This could go on the other 
side and not impact Calis Avenue. 

The applicant in their justification 
provides one alterative option for the 
development.  
 
In assessing the proposal, the City has 
looked at the potential impacts of the 
development, and as previously 
mentioned consider the façade facing 
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No. Issue raised Officer’s comments 
Calis Avenue to be acceptable.  

16 The landscape requirements have not 
been adhered to which increases the 
impact of the development. 

As per the previous RAR the City 
considers the amount of landscaping is 
acceptable and the added vertical 
landscaping has the potential, if 
maintained correctly, to help reduce any 
impact of the wall to Calis Avenue. 

17 The height of three storeys is a scare 
tactic and is not permitted as it abuts a 
residential zone and located within a 
coastal area. 

The height limits of the LDP (being 
10.5m) take precedence over the 
Commercial, Mixed Use and Service 
Commercial Zone Local Planning Policy. 
 
The other height limits also do not apply 
as the proposal does not directly abut 
the residential zone (separated by a 
road) and the site is located greater than 
300m from the shoreline. 

 
Consultation with other Agencies or Consultants 
 
Not applicable. 
 
Joondalup Design Reference Panel (JDRP)  
 
The original proposal was presented to the JDRP on 19 December 2018. The 
proposal responded as outlined in the original Responsible Authority Report (RAR) 
(Attachment 13 refers).  
 
The JDRP has not reviewed the amended plans and additional information, as the 
modifications to the original proposal are minor in nature. 
 
Planning Assessment: 
 
Local Planning Scheme   
 
The City has completed an assessment of the proposal, including amendments, 
against the relevant provisions of the Regulations, LPS3, Iluka LSP, LDP No. 1 and 
the City’s policies. The amendments, responding to deferral, do not propose any 
change in discretions to those outlined in the previous RAR (Attachment 13 refers). 
 
Officer Comments  
 
Reasons for deferral 
 
At its meeting on 11 March 2019, the JDAP resolved to defer the proposal in order 
for the applicant to address a number of concerns with the proposed development. 
 
It is noted that in some instances the applicant has elected to provide further 
justification or an alternative solution to address the JDAP’s reasons for deferral, 
rather than making the design modifications suggested by the JDAP. 
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 The table below summarises the reasons for deferral, the applicant’s response and 
the City’s comment on each item raised by the JDAP: 
 
No. Issue raised Applicants response City’s comment 
1 Increased street 

activation on O’Mara 
Boulevard via a 
separate pedestrian 
entry to the 
Supermarket. 

The proposal has been 
amended to move the 
entrance to T4 (Shop or 
Food and Beverage) from 
the Entry Forecourt to the 
O’Mara Boulevard 
streetscape. 
 
It is noted that a secondary 
access point to the proposed 
supermarket was explored, 
however, after conferring 
with the tenant (IGA), we 
have elected to retain access 
as originally proposed as the 
single access point is 
considered more appropriate 
for the following reasons: 
  
1. It is located in close 

proximity to the 
proposed car parking 
which is where the 
majority of the 
customers will be 
accessing the store; 

2. Adding a secondary 
access point increases 
the likelihood of theft 
from the store with 
security attention being 
spread across two 
access/egress points; 
and 

3. The proposed single 
access suits the 
intended floor plan 
better and maximises 
usable floor area for the 
tenant. 

Rather than provide a 
separate pedestrian 
entry from O’Mara 
Boulevard to the 
supermarket tenancy, 
the applicant has 
elected to provide this 
pedestrian entry to T4, 
which is proposed to 
be a Shop or Food and 
Beverage tenancy 
located on the corner 
of O’Mara Boulevard 
and the Entry 
Forecourt. 
 
As per the previous 
RAR, the City 
considers the frontage 
to O’Mara Boulevard to 
be acceptable. The 
provision of an 
additional access on 
O’Mara Boulevard to 
T4 is considered an 
improvement to the 
façade and will 
increase activation. 
 
 

2 Deletion of vehicle 
access off Calis 
Avenue. 

No modifications have been 
made to the vehicle access. 
Investigation into the 
possibility of removing the 
Calis Avenue access point 
was undertaken and not 
considered appropriate for 
the following reasons: 
 

The applicant has 
elected to retain two 
vehicle access points 
into the development, 
being one via Burns 
Beach Road and one 
via Calis Avenue. 
 
As per the previous 
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• An internal ramp results 

in a loss of 10 car bays 
meaning that this option 
would result in an on-
site parking shortfall.  

• It is considered that the 
proposed access point 
on Burns Beach Road 
does not have the ability 
to handle 100% of the 
development’s traffic.  

• There will be increased 
safety concerns with 
only one vehicle access 
point and one 
pedestrian access point 
as patrons utilising the 
development will be 
forced to mix with large 
service vehicles.  

RAR the City considers 
that having two vehicle 
access points is 
acceptable. 

3 Provision of 
pedestrian access to 
the upper level 
separate to any 
driveway off Calis 
Avenue. 

Revised plans now 
incorporate a pedestrian path 
immediately adjacent to the 
vehicular access ramp from 
Calis Avenue which will 
provide a secondary access 
point to the upper floor for 
pedestrians. 

The applicant has 
undertaken design 
modifications as 
specified by the JDAP. 
 
The City considers the 
ramp acceptable 
subject to a condition 
of approval requiring 
mirrors be installed to 
enhance sightlines.  

4 Provision of a 2 
metre building 
setback along the 
Calis Avenue 
frontage in 
accordance with the 
Local Development 
Plan. 

No increased setback has 
been provided to the Calis 
Avenue setback for the 
following reasons: 
 
• To negate the loss of 

floor space a third 
storey will be needed. It 
is considered that this 
would have a greater 
impact onto Calis 
Avenue than what is 
currently proposed. 

• Additional vertical 
landscaping, by way of 
a green wall, will reduce 
the impact of the 
reduced setback. 

The applicant has 
maintained the original 
building setback (nil) 
and proposed further 
treatment to mitigate 
the impact on adjacent 
residents. 
 
As per the previous 
RAR, the City 
considers the façade 
includes adequate 
mitigating factors 
through the materials, 
colours and glazing 
proposed. The 
inclusion of the vertical 
landscaping has the 
potential, if maintained 
correctly, to help 
reduce any impact of 
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the wall to Calis 
Avenue. 
 
Should the 
development be 
approved, the 
landscaping plans will 
need to provide full 
details of the green 
wall. 

 
Options/Alternatives: 
 
Not applicable.  
 
Council Recommendation: 
 
Not applicable.  
 
Conclusion: 
 
As outlined in the previous RAR, the proposed development is considered to meet 
the intent and objectives of the Iluka LSP and Iluka LDP No.1 and relevant City 
policies.  
 
Overall, the design and layout of the development is consistent with the zoning of the 
site and not considered to detrimentally impact the surrounding residential character. 
The centre will provide for retail at a local scale consistent with the Iluka LSP and 
LDP No. 1. 
 
As a result, it is recommended that the JDAP approve the application subject to 
conditions. The conditions reflect the recommendation of the previous RAR with the 
addition of further conditions relating to the requirement for mirrors to maintain 
sightlines for the Calis Avenue exit following inclusion of a pedestrian path, and 
details of the green wall to be included as part of detailed landscaping plans. 
 



DISCLAIMER: While every care is taken to ensure the accuracy of 
this data, the City of Joondalup makes no representations or 
warranties about its accuracy, completeness or suitability for any 
particular purpose and disclaims all liability for all expenses, losses, 
damages and costs which you might incur as a result of the data 
being inaccurate or incomplete in any way and for any reason.

Attachment 1 - Location 
Plan

21/02/2019

1:2000



 

Child Care Premises Local Planning Policy 1 

Responsible Directorate: Planning and Community Development 

Objectives: 

• To provide development standards for the location, siting and design of child care premises.
• To ensure that child care premises do not have an adverse impact on the amenity of

surrounding areas, particularly residential areas.

1. Authority:

This policy has been prepared in accordance with Schedule 2, Part 2 of the deemed provisions
of the Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015 which allows the
local government to prepare local planning policies relating to planning and development within
the Scheme area.

2. Application:

This policy applies to the whole of the City of Joondalup.

3. Definitions:

“child care premises” as defined in Local Planning Scheme No. 3 means premises where:

(a) an education and care service as defined in the Education and Care Services National 
Law (Western Australia) section 5(1), other than a family day care service as defined in 
that section, is provided; or 

(b) a child care service as defined in the Child Services Act 2007 section 4 is provided. 

 “district distributor road” means a road as defined in the Western Australian Road Hierarchy 
produced by Main Roads Western Australia. 

“local distributor road” means a road as defined in the Western Australian Road Hierarchy 
produced by Main Roads Western Australia. 

Child Care Premises Local Planning Policy 

ATTACHMENT 1

APPENDIX 6



Child Care Premises Local Planning Policy 2 

4. Statement: 

In considering applications for child care premises, the location, siting and design of the child 
care premises will be taken into consideration with the aim of ensuring that the development is 
compatible with, and avoids adverse impacts on, the amenity of adjoining and surrounding 
areas. 

5. Details: 

In assessing an application for development approval for child care premises, the following will 
apply: 

5.1. Location: 

The appropriate location of child care premises is crucial in avoiding adverse impacts on 
surrounding properties, particularly in terms of additional traffic, car parking and noise. 

 
5.1.1. Neighbouring Uses: 

a. To minimise potential adverse impacts such premises may have on the amenity of 
residential properties, particularly as a result of noise and/or increased traffic,  it is 
preferable to locate child care premises adjacent to non-residential uses such as 
shopping centres, medical centres or consulting rooms, schools, parks and community 
purpose buildings. 

b. Where a child care premises is proposed to be located next to a residential property, 
the applicant must demonstrate that the proposal will not have an undue impact on 
residential amenity. 

5.1.2. Road Hierarchy: 

a. As child care premises can be reasonably high traffic-generators, they should be 
located on Local Distributor Roads in such a manner that they would not conflict with 
traffic control devices and would not encourage the use of nearby Access Roads for 
turning movements.  

5.2. Parking and Access: 

5.2.1. Car Parking Standard 

a. Car parking bays are to be provided in accordance with the following table: 
 

Use Class Number of on-site parking bays 
 

Child Care Premises 
 

1 per employee plus 
5 per 
6 per 
7 per 
8 per 
9 per 
10 per 
11 per 
12 per 
13 per 
14 per 

< 25 children 
26–30 children 
31–56 children 
57–64 children 
65–72 children 
73–80 children 
81–88 children 
89–96 children 
97–104 children 
105 + children 
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5.2.2. Car Park Location and Design 

a. Car park access and design is to be in accordance with the following requirements: 
 

Design Element Development Requirement 
 

(a) Car park location (i) All car parking is to be provided on-site; verge parking is 
not permitted. 

(ii) Car parks must be clearly visible from the street to 
encourage parking on-site instead of on the road verge. 

(b) Car park design (i) Car parks shall be designed in accordance with 
Australian Standards AS 2890.1 and/or AS 2890.2 as 
amended from time to time. 

(c) Vehicle Access (i) Vehicle access should not be taken from District 
Distributor A Roads.  Only under exceptional 
circumstances may vehicle access be considered from a 
District Distributor B or Access Road. 

(ii) Vehicle access with separate entry and exit points is 
preferred (Type 1 on Figure 1).  Alternatively, ‘two-way’ 
vehicle access (Type 2 on Figure 1) is required. 

(iii) Where practicable, existing vehicle access points should 
be utilised instead of proposing new access points. 

(iv) Vehicles are required to enter and exit the site in forward 
gear. 

(d) Pedestrian Access (i) A footpath must be provided from the car park and the 
street to the building entrance. 

 

 
Figure 1. Vehicle Access  

5.2.3. Bicycle Parking Standards 

a. Bicycle parking is to be provided in accordance with the following table and relevant 
Australian standards.   
 

Use Class Employee / Visitor Bicycle Parking 
Child Care Premises 1 per 8 employees 

 

 
  

 

PARKING LAYOUTS 

TYPE 1 

  

TYPE 2 
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5.3. Building Height: 

a. The maximum building height as measured from the natural ground level is to be in 
accordance with the following table:  

 
Maximum Building Height 

Top of external wall Top of external wall 
(concealed roof) 

Top of pitched roof 

6 metres 7 metres 9 metres 

5.4. Building Design:  

5.4.1. Building Setbacks 

a. Building setbacks in the ‘Residential’ zone are to be in accordance with the 
requirements of the Residential Design Codes (R-Codes) and the City’s Residential 
Development Local Planning Policy or any relevant structure plan. 

a. Building setbacks in the ‘Residential’ zone are to be in accordance with Part 5 of the R-
Codes, with the exception of the following: 
 

R-Code Minimum Primary Street 
Setback Distance 

Minimum Secondary Street 
Setback Distance 

R5 12 metres 6 metres 
R20 and R25 6 metres 1.5 metres 
R30 and above 4 metres 1.5 metres 

b. Building setbacks in all other zones are to be in accordance with the setback 
requirements for that zone or in accordance with any relevant structure plan, activity 
centre plan or local development plan. 

5.4.2. Noise Attenuation: 

a. The layout and design of child care premises must consider noise attenuation 
measures to reduce the noise impact on adjacent properties. Noise-generating 
activities such as outdoor play areas, vehicle accessways, car parking areas and any 
plant and equipment are to be located away from noise-sensitive land uses (such as 
residences). 

b. The design and construction of child care premises must also consider measures to 
reduce the impacts of noise from external sources, to achieve acceptable indoor noise 
limits. These measures should include consideration of the size and placement of 
windows and doors, the use of double-glazing, fencing, landscaping and the location of 
vehicle accessways, car parking areas and any plant and equipment. 

c. An acoustic report prepared by a suitably qualified person must be submitted with the 
application for development approval.  A noise management plan is also required 
where identified by the acoustic report.  

5.5. Landscaping: 

a. Landscaping is to be in accordance with the following requirements: 
 

Design Element Development Requirement 
 

(a) % landscaping (i) A minimum of 8% of the area of a lot shall be 
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landscaped.    
(ii) The landscaped area shall include a minimum strip of 1.5 

metres wide adjacent to all street boundaries. 

 
(b) Size (i) The landscaped area shall have a minimum width of 1.0 

metre and distributed in areas of not less than 4.0 square 
metres. 

(c) Shade trees (i) Shade trees shall be provided and maintained in 
uncovered car parks at the rate of one tree for every four 
car parking bays. 

(d) Verge area (i) The verge areas of all child care premises are required to 
be suitably landscaped, reticulated and maintained to 
discourage patrons from parking on the verge. The verge 
is not permitted to be paved or sealed as this would 
encourage its use for parking. 

5.6. Hours of Operation: 

a. The days and hours of operation for child care premises within the ‘Residential’ zone 
or abutting or opposite the ‘Residential’ zone are to be in accordance with the 
following: 

 
Days Operating hours 

 
(a) Monday to Friday (i) 7.00 am to 6.00 pm 
(b) Saturday (i) 8.00 am to 1.00 pm 
(c) Sunday (i) Not permitted 

5.7. Applications for development approval: 

a. In addition to the general requirements for an application for development approval, 
the following are required: 

• Traffic and Road Safety Impact Report 

• Acoustic Report 

5.8. Public consultation: 

a. Applications for new child care premises or the expansion in capacity of existing 
child care premises will be advertised for public comment for a period of 14 days by 
way of: 

• letters to adjoining and nearby landowners; and 

• a sign erected on the site. 

 

Creation Date: <mmmm yyyy (adopted by Council)> 

Amendments:  

Related Documentation: • Education and Care Services National Law (WA) Act 2012 

• Child Care Services Act 2007 

• City of Joondalup Local Planning Scheme No. 3 

• Main Roads Western Australia Road Hierarchy 
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NEIL CATTERALL

INTRODUCTION
The proponent has presented a number of claims within its 
Development Application which seeks to put forward a view that the 
proposed Calis Avenue access arrangements to the Iluka Plaza 
Development is both safe and consistent with orderly and proper 
planning. 

At the previous JDAP meeting on 11 March 2019 the content of the 
proponents Parking and Access Investigation Report was critiqued 
in view of the wholly inaccurate Nett Lettable Area figures used to 
misrepresent the number of parking bays which needed to be 
provided for the Development, and also the erroneous traffic flow 
analysis which sought to downplay the number of vehicles which 
would utilise the proposed Calis Avenue access in order to secure 
approval. However, today it is intended to focus on the matters 
raised in the proponents justification comments as submitted to the 
City of Joondalup.         
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NEIL CATTERALL

ROAD HIERARCHY 
INFORMATION

WAPC Liveable 
Neighbourhoods
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NEIL CATTERALL

ROAD HIERARCHY
Iluka Structure Plan

• The Iluka Structure Plan details the Road 
Hierarchy information determined in relation to 
the Iluka suburb. The Iluka Structure Plan 
Amendment No 4 was approved by resolution of 
the WAPC on 29 June 2018 and hence is the 
most appropriate and current planning instrument 
produced to determine the Iluka Road Hierarchy 
requirements.
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NEIL CATTERALL

ROAD HIERARCHY
Iluka Structure Plan – Clause 5.0 Road Hierarchy - P 70
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NEIL CATTERALL

ILUKA STRUCTURE PLAN – ROAD HIERARCHY
WAPC Liveable Neighbourhoods 

• CALIS AVENUE 

• NARROWER 
ACCESS STREET 
(ACCESS STREET D)

• 6 METRE ROAD 
WIDTH

• 16.0 METRE STREET 
RESERVE WIDTH

• DAILY TRAFFIC 
FLOW < 1000 VPD 
(VEHICLES PER DAY)

• O’MARA 
BOULEVARD

• NEIGHBOURHOOD 
CONNECTOR

• 2 x 4.5 METRE 
CARRIAGEWAYS 
WITH 6 METRE 
MEDIAN

• 25 METRE WIDTH

• DAILY TRAFFIC 
FLOW 3000 – 4000 
VPD (VEHICLES PER 
DAY)

• BURNS BEACH 
ROAD

• DISTRICT 
DISTRIBUTOR B

• 2 x 4.5 METRE 
CARRIAGEWAYS 
WITH 4 METRE 
MEDIAN

• 13 METRE WIDTH

• 5000 11,000 VPD 
(VEHICLES PER DAY)
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NEIL CATTERALL 7

WAPC LIVEABLE NEIGHBOURHOODS 
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WAPC LIVEABLE NEIGHBOURHOODS 

Calis Avenue
5.0     6.0     5.0

16.0



NEIL CATTERALL

MAIN ROADS WA ROAD HIERARCHY
The Information on the Main Roads WA Road Hierarchy Database is Supplied by C of J

9

CALIS AVENUE
NARROWER 
ACCESS STREET

MECO LANE
LANEWAY

O’MARA BOULEVARD 
NEIGHBOURHOOD 
CONNECTOR
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MAIN ROADS WA ROAD HIERARCHY

It is clear from interrogating the Main Roads WA IRIS Database that 
the correct Road Hierarchy information as documented in the Iluka 
Structure Plan is not being provided to Main Roads by the City of 
Joondalup. As it can be seen that Meco Lane, Calis Avenue and 
O’Mara Boulevard are all deemed to be an Access Road A when 
they are correctly categorised otherwise within the Iluka Structure 
Plan. Within the Mains Road WA IRIS Database there is facility to 
record accurate road hierarchy information within the Special Use 
Category within the system however, the City of Joondalup fails to 
make use of this facility and instead provides inaccurate data which 
is placed on the database and results in misinformation being 
provided to the DAP meeting. 



NEIL CATTERALL 11

MAIN ROADS WA ROAD HIERARCHY

The future trip generation rates presented in the Proponents 
Parking and Access Investigation Report in Table A.3 does not 
accurately present the number of vehicle trips to the Level 1 car 
park given the analysis takes no account of vehicles parking in the 
Level 1 car park to access the ground floor tenancies and 
particularly the (IGA) supermarket and hence the 870 trips per day 
detailed is considered to be wholly inaccurate. 

The proponent is misrepresenting the design intent of Calis Avenue 
as a Narrower Access Street with 6 metre width and a projected 
maximum volume of 1000 vehicles per day to accommodate the 
significant increase in traffic way beyond the intended use of the 
avenue, and which Liveable Neighbourhoods states may be 
appropriate in locations further away from centres.     



NEIL CATTERALL

PARKING 
FACILITIES

PART  1: 
OFF-STREET CAR 

PARKING
AS/NZS 
2890.1:2004
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NEIL CATTERALL 13

AS/NZS 2890.1:2004

It can be seen that the proponents access ramp has a roadway 
width of 5.6 metres and that high obstructions in the form of 
concrete or brick walls are present on either side of the roadway.



NEIL CATTERALL 14

AS/NZS 2890.1:2004

AS/NZS 2890.1:2004 states at clause 2.5.2 Layout design of 
circulation roadways and ramps at sub-clause (c) ‘If a boundary of 
the intersection area is an obstruction such as a wall, barrier or kerb 
higher than 150mm a further clearance of 300mm shall be provided 
where the swept path template approaches the obstruction.
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AS/NZS 2890.1:2004

AS/NZS 2890.1:2004 Figure 2.8 Circulation Roadway and Ramp 
Cross Sections



NEIL CATTERALL

CALIS AVENUE 
SIGHT LINES 

AS/NZS 
2890.1:2004
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NEIL CATTERALL 17

AS/NZS 2890.1:2004
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AS/NZS 2890.1:2004

AS/NZS 2890.1:2004 Clause 3.2.4 places a requirement for access 
driveways to be located and constructed so there is adequate sight 
distance. The proponents design fails to achieve these minimum 
requirements and instead offers a compromised cheap fix in the 
form of convex mirrors rather than to design the access driveway 
correctly and safely in an appropriate location in the first instance.

Such is the proponent’s pursuit for increased yield for the site and 
hence increased lettable area for sale, or rent, that the safety of the 
Iluka residents is compromised and it is clear that the self-serving 
intent is to ignore the setback requirements as detailed in LDP No 1 
and to dismiss any requests to restore the documented setback 
requirements.  



NEIL CATTERALL

SUMMARY OF CONCERNS
MIXED COMMERCIAL CENTRE – ILUKA PLAZA, ILUKA

• The correct Road 
Hierarchy Information 
as detailed in the 
Iluka Structure Plan 
as the legitimate 
Planning Instrument 
and as set out in 
WAPC Liveable 
Neighbourhoods 
which correctly sets 
out the Iluka Road 
Hierarchy is not 
being considered by 
both the author of the 
RAR Report and the 
proponent 

• The proponent’s 
proposed circulation 
roadway and ramp to 
Calis avenue do not 
fully comply with the 
requirements of 
clause 2.5.2  of 
AS/NZS 2890.1:2004

• The proponent’s 
access driveway to 
Calis Avenue has not 
been sited to provide 
adequate sight 
distances as required 
of clause 3.2.4 of 
AS/NZS 2890.1:2014 
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Appendix A  

Ground Level GLA/Other Proponents 
NLA (Estimate) 

Proponents 
Non NLA 
(Estimate) 

Opinion 

Tenancy T1 – T3 
(Restaurant 
Tavern) 

900m² 360m² (900 – 360) 
 540m² 

Proponents 
Estimate is 
Inaccurate 

Tenancy T4 
(Café/Restaurant) 

130m² 52m² Seating 
(Proponent 
Assumed 40%) 

(130 – 52) 
78m² 

Proponents 
Estimate is 
Inaccurate 

Tenancy T5 
(IGA & Liquor 
Store) 

1050m² 735m² NLA (1050 – 735) 
315m² 

Proponents 
Estimate is 
Inaccurate 

Sub Total 2080m² 1147m² 933m²  
Level One GLA/Other Proponents 

NLA/Other 
(Estimate) 

Proponents 
Non 
NLA/Other 
(Estimate) 

Opinion 

Tenancy 6A 
(Consulting 
Rooms) 

410m² 
 

369m² 
4 Practitioners 

(410 – 369) 
41m² 

Proponents 
Estimate is 
inaccurate 

Tenancy 6B 
(Office) 

300m² 270m² NLA (300 – 270) 
30m² 
 

Proponents 
Estimate is 
Accurate 

Tenancy 7  
(Gym) 

300m² 210m² (300 – 210) 
90m² 

Proponents 
Estimate is 
Accurate 

Tenancy 8  
(Child Care) 

1530m² 960m² 
87 Children: 
11 bays 
14 staff bays 

(1530 – 960) 
570m² 

81 to 88 
Children is 11 
Bays   
Staff Ratio 1:5 
18 Staff Bays 
29 Bays in 
Total 

Sub Total 2540m² 1809m² 731m²  
          



DEPUTATION AGAINST EXTENTION OF OPERATING HOURS OF 
PROPOSED SUPERMARKET AND LIQUOR STORE OF THE ANCHOR 

TENANT OF AGEM PROPERTIES DEVELOPMENT – ILUKA PLAZA 
 

PRESENTERS: 
Mrs. Patricia Grimmer 

Mrs. Nannette Brammer 
 Mr. Geoff Wilkinson  

Mrs. Shailee Desai  
 

First Speaker – Mrs. Patricia Grimmer 
We are a group of extremely concerned residents of Iluka, opposed to the extended trading hours that the 
developer, AGEM Properties, is seeking for the conditionally approved Iluka Plaza.  
 
AGEM is seeking removal of condition 22(b); operating hours, for one or more of the prospective 
tenancies.  The justification put forward by AGEM, is that there is no planning or legislative controls in 
place in determining operational hours. WRONG!! 
 
There are definitive legislative controls in place to determine operational hours as set out by DMIRS, 
specifically by means of The Retail Trading Act of 1987 (The Act), which has been referenced by AGEM. 
Neither the Developers nor the CoJ Planners have cited the act sufficiently in relation to legislative controls 
set by the Act on retail trading hours. 
 
They have provided, neither the context of the classifications of retail shops as a small retail shop for 
extended trading nor have they cited the WA referendum of 2005 through which WA citizens voted in 
emphatic and vehement majority opposing 24 hour retail trading, in the Perth Metro. 
  
According to The Act,  there is provision for a ‘small retail shop’ to trade 24 hours a day.  Small retail shops 
are considered to be “shops owned by up to six people who operate no more than four retail shops, in 
which up to 25 people work at any one time. 

We submit SLIDES-  1A to 1F  – Excerpt of The Retail Trading Act of 1987 -  Part III – Retail Trading hours- 
clause 10. (3) Categories of Retail Shops – which sets out specific conditions, all of which must be met for a 
retail shop to be regarded as a small retail shop.  

The Part III also stipulates that a Shop must be issued with a current certificate of Small retail trading shop 
to be able to trade extended hours without which the shop will be classified as a general retail shop. 

AGEM and CoJ Planners will have the Panel members believe that their Anchor tenant is classified as a 
‘small retail shop’ and therefore not restricted by opening hours prescription for ‘general retail shop’. 
WRONG!! 
 
Please refer to following SLIDE 2 – from Announcement on 12th March 2019 on AGEM’s website of having 
secured anchor tenancies including IGA.  
 
The operators of anchor tenancy have a portfolio 13 IGAs across Perth. Therefore they do not meet all 
required criteria to operate as a small retail shop from this site. The prospective IGA should be subject to 
the DMIRS set trading hours listed below in accordance to The Act, applying to general retail shops: 

 8am - 9pm Mon – Fri. 

 8am – 5pm Sat 

 11am – 5pm Sun 

https://www.legislation.wa.gov.au/legislation/prod/filestore.nsf/FileURL/mrdoc_29475.pdf/$FILE/Retail%20Trading%20Hours%20Act%201987%20-%20%5B04-c0-01%5D.pdf?OpenElement
https://www.legislation.wa.gov.au/legislation/prod/filestore.nsf/FileURL/mrdoc_29475.pdf/$FILE/Retail%20Trading%20Hours%20Act%201987%20-%20%5B04-c0-01%5D.pdf?OpenElement
https://www.legislation.wa.gov.au/legislation/prod/filestore.nsf/FileURL/mrdoc_29475.pdf/$FILE/Retail%20Trading%20Hours%20Act%201987%20-%20%5B04-c0-01%5D.pdf?OpenElement


 
Condition 22(b) stipulated by JDAP permits the supermarket and attached liquor store to trade from 8:00 
am to 9:00 pm Monday to Sunday - beyond the hours applicable under the Act for a general retail shop. 
 
AGEM properties are seeking an increase in trading hours to preferably 24x7, or if that is not allowed then 
6am – to 11pm. This is to appease their anchor tenant. 
 
By making the statement that there are no planning controls at state or local government level that govern 
the operating hours of supermarket, AGEM are questioning JDAP’s authority in prescription of condition 
22b. This is supported by CoJ planners too. 
 
We submit SLIDE 3 –showing relevant excerpts of to Planning and Development Act 2005:  in relation to 

 Part 11A Development Assessment Panels and development control,  
o Division 1 Functions of DAPs,  
o section 171B – DAP to carry out delegated functions 

 Clauses of Schedule 8 – Matters of Which Local laws may be made by governor:  
o 2 – Limiting and regulating building:  
o 11 - Implementing of local laws  

 
This establishes that there is sufficient legislative control within the Development and Planning Act 2005 - 
JDAP have been vested with delegated authority from the Governor, to be able to stipulate and enforce 
condition 22 b. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://www.legislation.wa.gov.au/legislation/prod/filestore.nsf/FileURL/mrdoc_41525.pdf/$FILE/Planning%20and%20Development%20Act%202005%20-%20%5B04-e0-01%5D.pdf?OpenElement


Second Speaker – Mrs. Nannette Brammer 
AGEM and CoJ Planners reiterate that the extended trading hours are not detrimental nor have any 
negative impact on the surrounding amenity or residential character. WRONG!!  
 
This development is detrimental for the surrounding residents and these additional trading hours make it 
even worse. It will impact our amenity, peace of mind, quality of life, physical and mental health due to 
increased noise and light pollution, as well as concerns around our safety due to increased likelihood of 
crime and antisocial behaviour brought to our doorsteps!! 

 
CoJ Planners’ conclusion in the RAR report states: “As outlined in the previous RAR, the proposed 
development is considered to meet the intent and objectives of the Iluka LSP and Iluka LDP No 1 and 
relevant City policies.”  WRONG!!  
 
The Development does not comply to LDP 1. This has been flagged in red in RAR report of CoJ Planners. Yet 
the non compliances have been ignored by CoJ planners and recommended to JDAP for approval. 
 
A Number of community concerns have been dismissed as either being not valid planning consideration or 
not being detrimental in their (the City’s) views. 
 
One of the biggest issues is secondary access from Calis avenue. The access point has moved from directly 
across Meco Lane to directly facing Pat and Roy Grimmer’s home 
 
AGEM justified that moving the northern boundary to improve the lot yield of their development required 
them to move the access point. CoJ Planners supported this move, dismissing our concerns on the basis 
that the diagram of Iluka LDP No. 1 was notional – in the words of CoJ Planner Chris Leigh.  Yet nowhere on 
the LDP No. 1 does it say that the diagram is notional...  
 
Please refer to SLIDE 4 – it shows that the LDP 1 diagram is definitive with specific provisions. 
 
There are non compliances of nil setbacks and public open space deficits in the design of this development.  
Presiding member of JDAP panel questioned DMG Architect, why did they not consider a more compliant 
design, keeping with the local character and more sympathetic to the surrounding residence? 
The Architect  fumbled for clear answer. Their response underlined the fact that a more compliant building 
would reduce the lot yield.  
 
They justified for their submission in 13th May 2019 hearing that they could not consider a design that 
provided for sufficient car bays, or allowed for required setback or removed the ramp because, it would 
impact their lettable floor spaces and therefore impact their commercial yield and viability. Yet these non 
compliances and deficits were approved, albeit conditionally. 
 
The original Iluka LSP allowed a maximum retail space of no more than 3300 sq. Meters across both the 
blocks to North and South of O Mara. But there was intent to reduce retail floor space to better suit the 
community and protect the amenity of surrounding residents from undesirable urban design outcomes. 
 
Please refer to SLIDE 5  excerpt from the Iluka Local Structure Plan 1  which highlights this intent.  
 
We know the Gross Floor Area of this conditionally approved development is in excess of 4600 square 
meters resulting into a “big box” shopping centre – exactly against the intent of LSP. 
 
JDAP panel members consult with CoJ Planners for advice and clarifications and to obtain City’s view to 
assist in decisionmaking. However, we have seen that CoJ planners have prevaricated on a number of 
items dismissing our concerns and exercised discretion with hollow justifications. 

https://www.joondalup.wa.gov.au/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/Iluka-Local-Development-Plan-No.-1.pdf
https://www.joondalup.wa.gov.au/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/Iluka-Structure-Plan-1.pdf


 
We have concerns over CoJ Planners’ execution of Responsible Authority. As evident in original RAR of 11th 
March prepared by CoJ planners, they have failed to report on the non-compliance of the access and 
egress ramp on Calis Avenue to Australian Standards. 
 
This non compliance was brought to light by deputation of Mr. Neil Catterall following which COJ Planners 
were questioned by a Panel member. As a result JDAP determination imposes a condition for the access 
ramp to be compliant to Australian standards. But this hazard was not even flagged by CoJ Planners! 
 
JDAP Panel members prescribed 4 items of deferral to mitigate the gross injustice that we residents face 
with the proposed monstrosity. All but one of those items deferred by JDAP have been challenged and not 
complied with. Even the one item that they accommodated – that of pedestrian access, is less than ideal – 
placing a pedestrian access used by mothers and children, requiring a crossover, both on top and bottom 
of a steep ramp!! 
 
Another example is the condition 9 in Notice of determination by JDAP which requires AGEM to relocate 
the footpath along Calis avenue to the back of the kerb at their cost, to make up for allowed nil setback.  
The Panel members have not been informed that the footpath is already at the kerb making this condition 
obsolete.  
 
This misinformation highlights an obvious lack of research and understanding on part of those planning 
officers with responsible authority!! It also illustrates that the ideals and principles are so far removed 
from ground reality. We the residents will be left to suffer the consequences!!  
 
Is it not reasonable that we – the citizens and rate payers of CoJ, should reasonably expect the CoJ 
Planners (whose salaries are being paid by the rate payers of CoJ) to investigate, report and cite on all 
legislations and statutory controls that should be enforced to shape this development, so as to mitigate 
the significant impact on surrounding residents?  
 
To now see the developers’ bid for removal of condition 22(b) is a slap in face not only for us residents but 
in our opinion, also for JDAP. 
We sincerely hope therefore, that JDAP takes into account all the detriment on surrounding residents and 
prevents the developers’ bid to extend trading hours. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
Third Speaker – Mr. Geoff Wilkinson: 
SLIDE 6 – We ask for your attention to some of the justifications submitted by AGEM properties. Please 
refer to the highlights. 
 
Is it only us in this room who feel that these justifications are rather hollow and in fact  do not provide the 
true impact of adversities that we will be exposed to, especially the significant impact due to noise and 
light pollution, the antisocial behaviour etc?? 
 
And some of the justifications provided – lack of planning control and commercial viability - are either 
simply not true or they are not valid justifications for planning considerations!! 
 
Light pollution: 
The inherent design of the Iluka Plaza ensures local residents facing the plaza will be subjected to the 
glowing bright lights of the predominantly glass window façade of the IGA store.  
 
The large windows of the IGA store facing residential properties, will subject those properties to 
disproportionate light pollution until the close of trade. If this is allowed to be extended to 11pm, the 
residents of those properties will be disrupted by bright neon lights until 11:00 pm. 
 
Additionally, nearby properties have their outlook compromised, whereby their outdoor entertaining areas 
will also be exposed to the excessive fluorescent lighting, severely undermining the enjoyment of their 
amenity. 
 
In the examples given by AGEM properties – SLIDES 7A to 7C, we ask you look at the design of those 
building and their orientation in context of streetscape, surrounding residents and even the lot location.  
 
These examples show that those developments’ designs seem to employ reasonable setbacks to allow for 
sufficient distance between the residences and the source of light or have their light and noise trajectories, 
either directed away from residences or blocked sufficiently by built form. 
 
Noise pollution: 
If these premises are allowed to remain open until 11pm, the noise of vehicles passing late at night will 
disrupt the quiet amenity and it will be the residents again, losing out on the peaceful amenity they bought 
their houses in only a few years ago. 
 
Not only that, it will make the noise of clanging shopping trolleys even more prominent in the night when 
really we should be enjoying sounds of the ocean and peace of night. 
 
If extended trading hours of 6am to 11pm are permitted, residents will also bear the nuisance of the noise 
of delivery trucks before and after these extended hours – the offloading bays for service vehicles are in 
close proximity to residences. 
 
We understand that the restaurants bars and cafes do not have any trading hour restrictions but most 
likely they will be open till late. But those tenancies will be significantly distant from our residences and 
will be further blocked by built form. 
 
Just because the cafes and bars, which through trade allowances do not have restrictions does not mean 
that none should be imposed on supermarkets  and that is the reason we have planning and legislative 
controls – which we already have proved are quite substantive! 
 



The supermarket and liquor store are in closer proximity with nill setbacks, making their impact event 
more impinging and infringing our peace and amenity. 
Enclosed Carparks / Zero passive Surveillance: 
We refer to design guidelines of Liveable Neighbourhoods “to encourage greater site-responsive lot design 
..... to support local amenity, safety and passive surveillance.” 
 
Community Design Requirement 15  states “The layout should enhance personal safety and perceptions of 
safety and minimise potential for crime, vandalism and fear by providing for streets and urban open spaces 
to be fronted and overlooked by housing and actively used facilities” 
 
The various examples cited by AGEM have car parks that allow for significant passive surveillance from 
surrounding homes. 
 
In contrast, proposed Plaza houses 2 enclosed car parks which are not visible from the 2 streets that this 
plaza will be fronting. Therefore, the community design requirements have not been met, as there is zero 
passive surveillance of both the car parks from surrounding residents. 
 
The chance of an incident at this plaza is going to be far more likely, given the enclosed feature of the 
carpark. Even one incident is one too many for our community and its’ citizens, who should be enjoying 
the peace and their amenity as ratepayers of the CoJ. 
 
Even though AGEM and CoJ planners talk about passive surveillance, there are many examples of criminal 
activities at shopping centres.  
Despite active surveillance - through security cameras, or security vehicle patrols, or passive surveillance 
for that matter, history shows that the likelihood of police incident cannot be ruled out, especially if the 
shopping centre has extended hours with a car park that is completely enclosed by built form. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://www.dplh.wa.gov.au/getmedia/afb82ec4-31a5-4a14-8af4-c840b3c2b81e/FUT-LiveableNeighbourhoods_2015
https://www.joondalup.wa.gov.au/files/councilmeetings/2001/Attach16brf200201.pdf


 
 
Fourth Speaker – Mrs. Shailee Desai: 
Antisocial behaviour and Increased Criminal Activities including Alcohol related risk in proximity to 
residences  
No sane ratepayer wants to be exposed to any violence or harm in their neighbourhood – I am sure none 
of us present in this room would wish for this!! 
 
When residents have raised concerns over the Liquor store operations, those concerns have been 
dismissed in the RAR report to not being relevant for planning considerations.... Yet, there is plenty of data 
that links increased criminal activities to increased trading hours –  
 
The QCAA (Queensland coalition for action on alcohol)  found direct correlation between the trading hours 
of licensed premises and alcohol-related harm – there is consistent finding that increased trading hours are 
associated with increased harm. The QCAA, refers to a West Australian study which found an increase of 
70% in assaults per venue per month with only a one hour extension in trading hours.  
 
We draw your attention to SLIDES 8A to 8C  from Managing Alcohol in Our Communities Guide for Local 
Government. This guide clearly establishes a direct correlation of incidents of harm to increase in density 
of alcohol supply as well as normalisation of alcohol as a common commodity through sale at supermarket. 
It also shows responsibility of Local Governments to manage and reduce alcohol related incidents through 
development approvals and planning controls! 
 
Remember, there are 3 liquor stores in addition to several licensed cafes and a bar/tavern within 1.5 – 2 
KM of this site!!  
 
CoJ planners’ response is very dismissive of the residents’ concerns around crime and anti social behaviour. 
We are not even sure whether they have taken the time to address our concerns by investigating into 
police incidents at any of these sites. Neither have they reported on potential of crime or antisocial 
behaviour in shopping centres nor have they cited any statistics of this – when these can be easily obtained 
from WA Police and Australian Bureau of Statistics... 
 
To highlight our concerns, we bring to your attention the following incidents which we could find through a 
simple google search – SLIDES 9 to 12 
 

1. Quinns Rock Shopping centre – This is one of the sites that AGEM have quoted to be 24 hours 
and seemingly operating without any adverse impact – On 30th November 2017, North Coast 
times reported Police having charged 2 men over serious assault in the Car Park of Quinns Rock 
Shopping Centre at around 5:10 pm on Saturday Nov. 25 2017. 

2. IGA Butler at Butler Shopping centre: This is one of the other sites quoted by AGEM to be 
operating 24 x 7 without any adverse incidents. Yet there have been reports in past few years 
with several  in 2019 alone of serious assaults and even life threatening and fatal injuries!! 

3. Kalgoorlie – from thewest.com.au, “Crime Ends 24hr Trade”.  
A daily cycle of shoplifting and aggression towards store staff has forced Hannan’s IGA to 
call time on its 24 hour-a-day operation.  

4. City Beach IGA – even that affluent suburb is not spared!! 
5. DARCH Plaza Shopping centre which houses another one of the Referenced IGAs also homes a 

bottle shop where recently there was a hold up 
 
All these examples should serve as a reminder to us all... once the trading hour extension allowances are 
made, any adverse impact will be faced by us – the residents not only in relation to the values of our 

http://www.qcaa.org.au/wp-content/uploads/QCAA-Fact-Sheet-Late-night-trading-hours-alcohol-harms.pdf
https://walga.asn.au/getattachment/Policy-Advice-and-Advocacy/People-and-Place/Health-and-Wellbeing/WAL6710-Managing-Alcohol-in-Communities_V19-LR.pdf?lang=en-AU
https://walga.asn.au/getattachment/Policy-Advice-and-Advocacy/People-and-Place/Health-and-Wellbeing/WAL6710-Managing-Alcohol-in-Communities_V19-LR.pdf?lang=en-AU


property but ever more importantly and invaluably – to our safety, our health and our peace of mind.... 
that of us residents and staff and employees. 
 
I and my family are a living example of highly likely adverse impact on our safety, peace and amenity due 
to proximity to shopping centre .... we used to live opposite Carramar Village shopping centre which was 
recently ramraided. In 2012 too, it was ramraided and culprits jumped into our backyard when fleeing 
from police. ... Not one of you can look me in the eye and guarantee that there will be Zero crime or 
antisocial behaviour at this development. 
 
We ask you... is there any more need for us to justify our concerns over possibility of anti social behaviour 
or criminal activities?? If so, then we are happy to obtain WA Police and ABS statistics to corroborate our 
concerns!! 
 
Seeking Dispensation on Grounds of Commercial Viability: 
It is laughable that all along in the RAR, the CoJ Planners are quite keen to point out in writing that the 
objecting residents’ concerns over detriment to our property values is not a valid planning consideration.  
 
AGEM in their submissions have referred to Commercial viability several times!! Yet, CoJ Planners have 
blatantly omitted to point the same out to AGEM in their RAR - that commercial viability is not a valid 
planning consideration.  This reaffirms to us that the RAR report seems grossly skewed and creating a 
favorable bias for the proponents – AGEM properties. 
 
Even if the DMIRS allows for extended hours, none of the IGA/ supermarkets/ liquor stores in a 6 km radius 
– have sought to push for 24x7 or extended trading hours in this area. Businesses are already struggling 
with or without extended trading.  
 
One of the biggest downfalls of IGA model is their pricing which does not allow them to be competitive. So 
it seems ludicrous for them to push for extended trading for commercial viability – if they do not think they 
are viable during regular trading hours – why are they bothering to trade at all from this site!! 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
Conclusion: 
(Nannette)  
As discussed in detail and illustrated through various slides and examples, we as a community feel let 
down and disenfranchised because of the overwhelming number of non-compliances that have been 
allowed in granting conditional approval for this development. 
 
AGEM’s bid to seek extension of trading hours is the absolute last straw to add to our considerable 
distress. In conclusion, we ask the Panel to consider our objections because: 
 

 There are significant, substantial and robust planning and legislative controls that should be 
exercised to govern the trading hours of proponent’s anchor tenant from this site. 

 The rationale that just because the other tenancies do not have these restrictions, cannot be 
used as a justification to allow for the supermarket to digress… especially when controls are in 
place!! 

 Examples provided by proponent of other 24 x 7 IGA stores across Perth Metropolitan do not 
include disclosure of factual occurrences of adverse antisocial and criminal behavior. Therefore 
they fail to justify that the extension of trading hours will not be detrimental to surrounding 
residences in some shape or form.  

 To expect the residents to bear the brunt of this adversity at a time of retreat, recreation and 
rejuvenation – i.e. when extensions of trading hours from what has been prescribed by JDAP, is 
a gross misappropriation of our rights to peaceful amenity. 

 Commercial viability cannot be – as per WAPC’s policies, a valid planning consideration to 
approve, or in this case to reverse the condition enforced by JDAP to mitigate the immense 
adverse impact on surrounding residents.  

 City of Joondalup Planners have been quick to remind us that our property values cannot be 
used as justification to object a planning application. Likewise, they should also exercise 
responsible authority and spell it out for AGEM properties that Commercial viability cannot be 
used as justification to seek dispensation of JDAP determinations!! 

 
(Shailee) 
Thank you for your time… We hope that our arguments and our concerns are given due and appropriate 
consideration. We ask JDAP panel to look deep within their conscience and their professional ethics and 
stand up for us! 
 
We know our time is up now. But we have some questions for AGEM and this is the only opportunity we 
have to pose them. May we humbly request the JDAP to ask AGEM properties on our  
 

1. Who is their anchor tenancy IGA operator and Which 13 IGAs do they own and operate? 
2. On what basis, despite owning and operating 13 other IGA’s, are these operators deemed small 

retail shop operators? 
3. Has AGEM secured this anchor tenancy on the proviso that the supermarket will operate and 

trade extended hours? 
4. Why is this shopping centre proposed for this site, if viability of anchor tenant is dependent on 

extended trading hours? 
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Child Care Premises Local Planning Policy 1 

Responsible Directorate: Planning and Community Development 

Objectives: 

• To provide development standards for the location, siting and design of child care premises.
• To ensure that child care premises do not have an adverse impact on the amenity of

surrounding areas, particularly residential areas.

1. Authority:

This policy has been prepared in accordance with Schedule 2, Part 2 of the deemed provisions
of the Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015 which allows the
local government to prepare local planning policies relating to planning and development within
the Scheme area.

2. Application:

This policy applies to the whole of the City of Joondalup.

3. Definitions:

“child care premises” as defined in Local Planning Scheme No. 3 means premises where:

(a) an education and care service as defined in the Education and Care Services National 
Law (Western Australia) section 5(1), other than a family day care service as defined in 
that section, is provided; or 

(b) a child care service as defined in the Child Services Act 2007 section 4 is provided. 

 “district distributor road” means a road as defined in the Western Australian Road Hierarchy 
produced by Main Roads Western Australia. 

“local distributor road” means a road as defined in the Western Australian Road Hierarchy 
produced by Main Roads Western Australia. 

Child Care Premises Local Planning Policy 

ATTACHMENT 2
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4. Statement: 

In considering applications for child care premises, the location, siting and design of the child 
care premises will be taken into consideration with the aim of ensuring that the development is 
compatible with, and avoids adverse impacts on, the amenity of adjoining and surrounding 
areas. 

5. Details: 

In assessing an application for development approval for child care premises, the following will 
apply: 

5.1. Location: 

The appropriate location of child care premises is crucial in avoiding adverse impacts on 
surrounding properties, particularly in terms of additional traffic, car parking and noise. 

 
5.1.1. Neighbouring Uses: 

a. To minimise potential adverse impacts such premises may have on the amenity of 
residential properties, particularly as a result of noise and/or increased traffic,  it is 
preferable to locate child care premises adjacent to non-residential uses such as 
shopping centres, medical centres or consulting rooms, schools, parks and 
community purpose buildings. 

b. Where a child care premises is proposed to be located next to a residential property, 
the applicant must demonstrate that the proposal will not have an undue impact on 
residential amenity. 

5.1.2. Road Hierarchy: 

a. As child care premises can be reasonably high traffic-generators, they should be 
located on Local Distributor Roads in such a manner that they would not conflict with 
traffic control devices and would not encourage the use of nearby Access Roads for 
turning movements.  

5.2. Parking and Access: 

5.2.1. Car Parking Standard 

a. Car parking bays are to be provided in accordance with the following table: 
 

Use Class Number of on-site parking bays 
 

Child Care Premises 
 

1 per employee plus 
5 per 
6 per 
7 per 
8 per 
9 per 
10 per 
11 per 
12 per 
13 per 
14 per 

< 25 children 
26–30 children 
31–56 children 
57–64 children 
65–72 children 
73–80 children 
81–88 children 
89–96 children 
97–104 children 
105 + children 
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5.2.2. Car Park Location and Design 

a. Car park access and design is to be in accordance with the following requirements: 
 

Design Element Development Requirement 
 

(a) Car park location (i) All car parking is to be provided on-site; verge parking is 
not permitted. 

(ii) Car parks must be clearly visible from the street to 
encourage parking on-site instead of on the road verge. 

(b) Car park design (i) Car parks shall be designed in accordance with 
Australian Standards AS 2890.1 and/or AS 2890.2 as 
amended from time to time. 

(c) Vehicle Access (i) Vehicle access should not be taken from District 
Distributor A Roads.  Only under exceptional 
circumstances may vehicle access be considered from a 
District Distributor B or Access Road. 

(ii) Vehicle access with separate entry and exit points is 
preferred (Type 1 on Figure 1).  Alternatively, ‘two-way’ 
vehicle access (Type 2 on Figure 1) is required. 

(iii) Where practicable, existing vehicle access points should 
be utilised instead of proposing new access points. 

(iv) Vehicles are required to enter and exit the site in forward 
gear. 

(d) Pedestrian Access (i) A footpath must be provided from the car park and the 
street to the building entrance. 

 

 
Figure 1. Vehicle Access  

5.2.3. Bicycle Parking Standards 

a. Bicycle parking is to be provided in accordance with the following table and relevant 
Australian standards.   
 

Use Class Employee / Visitor Bicycle Parking 
Child Care Premises 1 per 8 employees 

 

 
  

 

PARKING LAYOUTS 

TYPE 1 

  

TYPE 2 



Child Care Premises Local Planning Policy 4 

5.3. Building Height: 

a. The maximum building height as measured from the natural ground level is to be in 
accordance with the following table:  

 
Maximum Building Height 

Top of external wall Top of external wall 
(concealed roof) 

Top of pitched roof 

6 metres 7 metres 9 metres 

5.4. Building Design:  

5.4.1. Building Setbacks 

a. Building setbacks in the ‘Residential’ zone are to be in accordance with Part 5 of the 
R-Codes, with the exception of the following: 

 
R-Code Minimum Primary Street 

Setback Distance 
Minimum Secondary Street 

Setback Distance 
R5 12 metres 6 metres 
R20 and R25 6 metres 1.5 metres 
R30 and above 4 metres 1.5 metres 

b. Building setbacks in all other zones are to be in accordance with the setback 
requirements for that zone or in accordance with any relevant structure plan, activity 
centre plan or local development plan. 

5.4.2. Noise Attenuation: 

a. The layout and design of child care premises must consider noise attenuation 
measures to reduce the noise impact on adjacent properties. Noise-generating 
activities such as outdoor play areas, vehicle accessways, car parking areas and any 
plant and equipment are to be located away from noise-sensitive land uses (such as 
residences). 

b. The design and construction of child care premises must also consider measures to 
reduce the impacts of noise from external sources, to achieve acceptable indoor 
noise limits. These measures should include consideration of the size and placement 
of windows and doors, the use of double-glazing, fencing, landscaping and the 
location of vehicle accessways, car parking areas and any plant and equipment. 

c. An acoustic report prepared by a suitably qualified person must be submitted with 
the application for development approval.  A noise management plan is also required 
where identified by the acoustic report.  

5.5. Landscaping: 

a. Landscaping is to be in accordance with the following requirements: 
 

Design Element Development Requirement 
 

(a) % landscaping (i) A minimum of 8% of the area of a lot shall be 
landscaped.    

(ii) The landscaped area shall include a minimum strip of 1.5 
metres wide adjacent to all street boundaries. 
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(b) Size (i) The landscaped area shall have a minimum width of 1.0 

metre and distributed in areas of not less than 4.0 square 
metres. 

(c) Shade trees (i) Shade trees shall be provided and maintained in 
uncovered car parks at the rate of one tree for every four 
car parking bays. 

(d) Verge area (i) The verge areas of all child care premises are required to 
be suitably landscaped, reticulated and maintained to 
discourage patrons from parking on the verge. The verge 
is not permitted to be paved or sealed as this would 
encourage its use for parking. 

5.6. Hours of Operation: 

a. The days and hours of operation for child care premises within the ‘Residential’ zone 
or abutting or opposite the ‘Residential’ zone are to be in accordance with the 
following: 

 
Days Operating hours 

 
(a) Monday to Friday (i) 7.00 am to 6.00 pm 
(b) Saturday (i) 8.00 am to 1.00 pm 
(c) Sunday (i) Not permitted 

5.7. Applications for development approval: 

a. In addition to the general requirements for an application for development approval, 
the following are required: 

• Traffic and Road Safety Impact Report 

• Acoustic Report 

5.8. Public consultation: 

a. Applications for new child care premises or the expansion in capacity of existing 
child care premises will be advertised for public comment for a period of 14 days by 
way of: 

• letters to adjoining and nearby landowners; and 

• a sign erected on the site. 

 

Creation Date: <mmmm yyyy (adopted by Council)> 

Amendments:  

Related Documentation: • Education and Care Services National Law (WA) Act 2012 

• Child Care Services Act 2007 

• City of Joondalup Local Planning Scheme No. 3 

• Main Roads Western Australia Road Hierarchy 
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