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Introduction to Metropolitan Region Scheme major amendments 
 
 
The Western Australian Planning Commission (WAPC) is responsible for keeping the 
Metropolitan Region Scheme (MRS) under review and initiating changes where they are 
seen as necessary. 
 
The MRS sets out the broad pattern of land use for the whole Perth metropolitan region. The 
MRS is constantly under review to best reflect regional planning and development needs. 
 
A proposal to change land use reservations and zones in the MRS is regulated by the 
Planning and Development Act 2005. That legislation provides for public submissions to be 
made on proposed amendments. 
 
For a substantial amendment, often referred to as a major amendment (made under section 
41 of the Act), the WAPC considers all the submissions lodged, and publishes its 
recommendations in a report on submissions. This report is presented to the Minister for 
Planning and to the Governor for approval. Both Houses of Parliament must then scrutinise 
the amendment before it can take legal effect. 
 
In the process of making a substantial amendment to the MRS, information is published as a 
public record under the following titles: 
 
Amendment report 
This document is available from the start of the public advertising period of the proposed 
amendment. It sets out the purpose and scope of the proposal, explains why the 
amendment is considered necessary, and informs people how they can comment through 
the submission process. 
 
Environmental review report 
The Environmental Protection Authority must consider the environmental impact of an 
amendment to the MRS before it can be advertised. Should it require formal assessment, an 
environmental review is undertaken and made available for information and comment at the 
same time as the amendment report. 
 
Report on submissions 
The planning rationale, determination of submissions and the recommendations of the 
WAPC for final approval of the amendment, with or without modification, is documented in 
this report. 
 
Submissions 
This document contains a reproduction of all written submissions received by the WAPC on 
the proposed amendment. 
 
Transcript of hearings 
A person who has made a written submission may also choose to appear before a hearings 
committee to express their views. The hearings proceedings are recorded and transcribed, 
and the transcripts of all hearings are reproduced in this volume. 
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Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment 1203/41  

 
PERTH WATERFRONT 

 
Report on Submissions 

 
 
1 Introduction 
 
The Central Perth Planning Committee (CPPC), acting under delegated authority 
from the Western Australian Planning Commission (WAPC), resolved to proceed with 
this amendment to the Metropolitan Region Scheme (MRS) in accordance with the 
provisions of Section 41 of the Planning and Development Act 2005. 
 
 
2 The proposed amendment 
 
The proposed amendment was described in the previously published Amendment 
Report, and is repeated below. 
 
The purpose of this amendment to the MRS is to reclassify the land, the subject of 
the Perth Waterfront project, from a range of infrastructure and recreation related 
reserves to a single public purpose special use reserve.  
 
The amendment affects approximately 19.75 hectares of land and waters in the 
MRS, including: 
 

 6.147 hectares of parks and recreation reservation; 
 8.454 hectares of waterways reservation; 
 2.278 hectares of primary regional roads reservation; and 
 2.866 hectares of other regional roads reservation. 

 
The amendment boundary has been determined to provide sufficient flexibility for the 
detailed planning and design of Perth Waterfront, which will define the ultimate extent 
of the proposed development. It is not the intention of this amendment to facilitate 
development of the entire amendment area. 
 
The advertised amendment proposed the following changes to the MRS: 
 

  Demonstrate the strategic intent within the MRS to plan and develop 
Perth Waterfront project; 

      Consolidate existing reservations into a single MRS reserve, enabling 
further works and detailed investigations to be carried out under the 
authority of the WAPC; 

   Have immediate effect under the City of Perth City Planning Scheme 2 
through concurrent rezoning, in accordance with section126(1) of the 
Planning and Development Act 2005; 

   Continue the WAPC's role as the sole responsible authority for 
applications made within the reserved area, thereby eliminating dual 
decision making under the MRS and local planning scheme; and 



 

 2 

   Trigger referral to the Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) under the 
Planning and Development Act 2005, for a determination on the level of 
environmental assessment. This process will provide early clarity and 
certainty on the environmental factors requiring further investigation, 
design modifications or management. 

 
 
3 Call for submissions  
 
The amendment was advertised for public submissions from 22 February 2011 to 
27 May 2011, and was made available for public inspection during ordinary business 
hours at: 
 
i) Western Australian Planning Commission, 469 Wellington Street, Perth; 
 
ii) Cities of Perth, Fremantle and South Perth and the Town of Vincent; 
 
iii) The State Reference Library, Northbridge 
 
During the inspection period, notice of the amendment was published in The West 
Australian and The Sunday Times newspapers, and relevant local newspapers 
circulating in the locality of the amendment. 
 
 
4 Submissions 
 
Fifty six submissions were received on the amendment during the public comment 
period. An alphabetic index of all of the persons and organisations lodging 
submissions is provided in schedule 1. 
 
Twenty six submissions supported the amendment subject to conditions, 20 
submissions objected to the amendment and 10 submissions (mostly State 
Government agencies) contained neutral comments, non-objections or general 
comments on the amendment. 
 
A summary of the submissions and determinations is provided in schedule 2. 
 
 
5 Environmental Assessment Report 
 
As part of the continuing liaison with the EPA, the CPPC considered it would be 
appropriate for the MRS amendment report to be accompanied by supporting 
information on the site’s environmental conditions. As such, the Perth Waterfront 
Environmental Assessment Report was advertised for public submissions 
concurrently with the proposed MRS amendment (22 February 2011 to 27 May 
2011), and was made available for public inspection during ordinary business hours 
at: 
 
i) Western Australian Planning Commission, 469 Wellington Street, Perth; 
 
ii) Cities of Perth, Fremantle and South Perth and the Town of Vincent; 
 
iii) The State Reference Library, Northbridge 
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During the inspection period, advertising of the Perth Waterfront Environmental 
Assessment Report was published as part of the MRS notice in The West Australian 
and the Sunday Times newspapers, and relevant local newspapers circulating in the 
locality of the amendment. 
 
The outcomes of this public advertising process are the subject of a separate Report 
on Submissions – Perth Waterfront Environmental Assessment Report. 
 
 
6 Hearings 
 
Section 46 of the Planning and Development Act 2005 provides that each person 
who makes a submission on the MRS amendment is to be offered the opportunity of 
being heard by a committee formed by the WAPC for that purpose. 
 
Following preliminary consideration of the matters raised in the submissions, a 
committee was established comprising: 
 
 Mr Gary Prattley – Chairman of the WAPC (Hearing Committee Chair) 

 Mr Stuart Hicks AO - member of the Central Perth Planning Committee 

 Mr Eugene Ferraro - independent member 
 
All persons who made a submission were invited to present their submission to the 
hearings committee. 
 
Eleven hearings were held as a result of the submission process. To accommodate 
all of the requests, two hearings sessions were conducted on 28 July 2011 and 
2 August 2011. 
 
 
7 Main issues raised in submissions 
 
The proposed MRS amendment is shown in schedule 4. While some submissions 
referred specifically to the rezoning of the subject land, the majority relate to detailed 
design aspects of the Perth Waterfront masterplan which accompanied the 
advertised amendment (schedule 5). 
 
a) Removal of primary regional roads reservation and impact on local 

roads surrounding the Waterfront  
 
Submitters No. 5 (Marcus Barrett Plunkett), No. 9 (Eric Charles Baldock), No. 10 
(Peter Nelson), No. 11 (Steven Trend), No. 12 (D A Mills), No. 14 (Colin F Chomley), 
No. 17 (Jenny Gregory), No. 23 (Dominic Vincent Nolan), No. 29 (Marlene Nelson), 
No. 30 (Ross Manolas), No. 36 (CityVision), No. 39 (Sue Graham-Taylor), No. 40 
(Peter Alderson), No. 43 (Suzanne Mulligan) and No. 47 (C Roger Pratt), No. 50 
(Lise Summers), No. 51 (John Kenneth Wardey Ellis) and No. 53 (Bruce Callow) 
raised concerns and suggestions regarding the proposed removal of the primary 
regional road reservation and its associated impact on the regional road network as 
outlined below: 
 
 That removal of the primary regional road reservation will promote increased 

traffic flows along The Esplanade; 
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 A suggested alternative to the removal of Riverside Drive being the 
reservation or construction of a tunnel or bridge through the project site; 

 Graham Farmer Freeway will be unable to accommodate the redirected 
vehicles from the closed Riverside Drive; and 

 No suitable replacement to accommodate vehicles that utilise this road 
reservation currently. 

 
Submitters No. 11 (Steven Trend), No. 14 (Colin F Chomley), No. 25 (Brian Muir), 
No. 29 (Marlene Nelson), No. 34 (Bicycle Transport Alliance), No. 40 (Peter 
Alderson) and No. 42 (David McVilly) raised concerns about the impact on the local 
roads surrounding the Waterfront project for the following reasons: 
 

 The closure of Riverside Drive will divert significant amounts of traffic onto 
local roads such as Barrack Street, St George’s Terrace, The Esplanade and 
William Street and create significant traffic congestion; 

 Traffic will not be able to traverse intersections/lights due to tailbacks from 
other intersections; and 

 The diversion of traffic onto local roads will result in a flow-on effect onto other 
roads such as Mounts Bay Road and the freeway system. 

 
Submitters No. 22 (Committee for Perth), No. 35 (John Frost), No. 48 (Hon Lynn 
MacLaren) supported the removal of the Riverside Drive link. 
 
Response 
 
Planning for Perth Waterfront has been guided by the following transport related 
principles: 
 

 The transport system should support and be integrated with land use planning 
rather than be the driver of land use planning. 

 Where practical, give priority to sustainable transport modes (walking, cycling, 
and public transport) over other modes. 

 Accept that some increases to delay and congestion for general traffic are 
likely to occur, but put measures in place to appropriately manage these 
impacts. 

 Promote pedestrian and cyclist travel to and through the project area and 
along the foreshore. 

 Manage the provision of car parking within the development area, taking into 
consideration the requirements generated by the Waterfront project and the 
provision of parking in adjacent areas. 

 Maintain the operations of the Bus Port during and post redevelopment. 
 Ensure that modifications to freeway ramps do not adversely impact traffic 

flows on the freeway. 
 
The project area has unrivalled access to existing public transport infrastructure 
including the Esplanade Train Station, Bus Port and the Barrack Square Ferry 
Terminal, as well as excellent pedestrian and cycling links. These attributes provide a 
significant opportunity for Perth Waterfront to implement the State Government’s 
commitment to transit oriented development. Perth Waterfront will be designed to 
encourage a high level of behaviour change to more sustainable forms of transport, 
which will see walking and public transport being advocated over private vehicle 
usage. 
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The Perth Waterfront masterplan proposes a number of changes and improvements 
to the road network. These modifications remove the major physical impediments 
between the city and the Swan River caused by the transport network and reinforce 
connections back into the CBD. The Perth Waterfront project will see the following 
modifications to the road network: 
 

 Riverside Drive – A section of this road will be terminated between Barrack 
Street and William Street and no longer provide a continuous through route to 
Stirling Highway and the Freeway system. A new lower order link within the 
Perth Waterfront will maintain the ceremonial and scenic function of Riverside 
Drive, in a lower speed, pedestrian friendly environment and be capable of 
the being closed off for major events, such as the ANZAC Day parades; 

 
 William Street extension – William Street will accommodate two-way traffic 

along its length and will be extended through to the Point Lewis Rotary along 
the current alignment of Riverside Drive. This initiative will provide an 
alternative to Mounts Bay Road for east-bound traffic; 

 
 Mitchell and Kwinana Freeway on ramps – these ramps will be consolidated 

to simplify the road network immediately west of the project area and reduce 
land area requirements; 

 
 Mounts Bay Road – it is expected that Mounts Bay Road will ultimately 

provide for priority bus lanes between the Point Lewis Rotary and William 
Street, with two way traffic introduced between William and Spring Streets. 
Intersection treatments will include sufficient flexibility to accommodate these 
improvements following completion of a comprehensive plan for Mounts Bay 
Road; 

 
 The Esplanade – will continue its current function as a two way street with 

new signalised intersections at Howard and Sherwood Streets with pedestrian 
phasing; and 

 
 Howard Street and Sherwood Court – extension of Howard Street and 

Sherwood Court to the new Riverside Promenade, with two-way movement 
southwards of The Esplanade. 

 
Traffic modelling 
 
Detailed traffic modelling has been undertaken to a 2031 forecast year to determine 
the effects of: 
 

 The proposed network changes resulting from the Perth Waterfront project;  
 Improvements proposed as part of changes to the wider CBD road network 

not attributed to the Perth Waterfront development; and  
 Land use growth attributed to the Perth Waterfront project and other 

redevelopment projects currently underway or planned within the CBD to 
2031. 
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Vehicle movements from a baseline year of 2009 and projected 2031 volumes within 
and adjacent to the Perth Waterfront development are shown below: 
 

 
 
Outputs from the modelling suggest that while some roads will experience additional 
congestion, others will have less traffic but will still be busy during peak periods. The 
modelling confirms that, when combined with other proposed network improvements 
(such as the two-way extension of William Street, which will provide an alternative 
route to Mounts Bay Road), the effects of removing the Riverside Drive link are 
manageable.  
 
Minor delays to traffic movement resulting from road network changes will occur, 
however, this outcome has been deemed acceptable, given the benefits arising from 
the project which include improving pedestrian and public transport into the Perth 
Waterfront precinct. 
 
East-west traffic movement and Riverside Drive 
 
Riverside Drive currently facilitates cross-city (east-west) traffic movements between 
the Freeway network and the Causeway and access into/out of the CBD through its 
connection to Plain, Barrack and William streets and Victoria Avenue. Following the 
opening of the Graham Farmer Freeway, which was primarily constructed to relieve 
pressure on Riverside Drive from regional through movement, vehicle numbers 
dropped from 78,000 vehicles per day to between 25-30,000 vehicles per day. 
 
In its current state, Riverside Drive‘s design still reflects its high vehicle movement 
past despite significantly lower levels of traffic. With six traffic lanes at intersections 
with Barrack and William Streets, Riverside Drive presents an inhospitable 
pedestrian environment and continues to segregate the Swan River from the CBD. 
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Through the Perth Waterfront masterplan process both bridge and tunnelling options 
for the continuation of Riverside Drive were considered, however neither option was 
ultimately supported on the basis of: 
 

 The impact of ramp and dive structures on public amenity; 
 Impact of the supporting structures on potential development sites; 
 Prohibitive construction costs and site conditions (i.e. high water table and 

flood risks); and 
 The likelihood that any such intervention will concentrate bypass traffic along 

Riverside Drive, placing greater pressure on the Causeway and existing 
intersections along Riverside Drive. 

 
The importance of retaining the functionality of the freeway network adjacent to the 
Perth Waterfront is understood and has been the subject of ongoing liaison with the 
State Government transport agencies. This process has concluded that the new 
planned intersection west of William Street (which will consolidate the freeway on/off 
ramps) and the new southern bus access arrangements into the Bus Port, to now 
remain within Main Roads WA control.  
 
It is therefore recommended that the western boundary of the MRS amendment be 
modified to retain this integral component of the freeway feeder network as a part of 
the primary regional roads reservation.  
 
Local streets 
 
Local streets within the project area have been designed to encourage pedestrian 
use. To achieve this, the local street network will see the extension of Howard Street 
and Sherwood Court, new signalised intersections with pedestrian phasing along The 
Esplanade, reduced vehicle operating speeds, wider footpaths and the inclusion of 
road pavements with tactile surfaces and other treatments at key locations. 
 
The closure of Riverside Drive will see the majority of its existing regional traffic divert 
to other regional cross-city roads, such as the Graham Farmer Freeway. However, it 
is expected that some traffic will divert along The Esplanade, Barrack and William 
Streets and St Georges Terrace. This will have a small impact on sections of the 
local road network, though mostly during peak hours. Some additional congestion is 
expected at signalised intersections and for vehicles exiting individual buildings or 
using uncontrolled intersections. 

CBD Transport Plan 

Transport Portfolio agencies and the City of Perth are jointly working on a CBD 
Transport Plan in consultation with the Department of Planning to ensure that the 
impact of CBD growth and network changes attributed to Perth Waterfront and other 
city projects can be managed. 

To date, the development of the CBD Transport Plan has focussed on detailed traffic 
modelling, in particular, to factor in the implications of the Waterfront, potential 
changes to and investment in the road network, public transport initiatives, travel 
demand management with a focus on parking, initiatives for active transport and 
better management of transport network operations. 

Submissions dismissed 
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b) Height, density and form of buildings 
 
Submission No. 10 (Peter Nelson), No. 18 (City of Perth), No. 23 (Dominic Vincent 
Nolan), No. 29 (Marlene Nelson), No. 30 (Ross Manolas), No. 31 (National Trust of 
Australia), No. 36 (CityVision), No. 38 (Swan River Trust), No. 42 (David McVilly), 
No. 45 (Disability Services Commission) and No. 48 (Hon. Lynn MacLaren MLC), 
No.  50 (Lise Summers), No. 51 (John Kenneth Wardey Ellis), No. 53 (Bruce Callow) 
and No. 55 (Accommodation Association of Australia) raised concerns regarding the 
design of the Waterfront masterplan, specifically in regard to built form and density 
for the following reasons: 
 

 The proposed structure, scale and bulk of the development as indicated in the 
Perth Waterfront masterplan and indicative built form layouts should be 
reviewed as part of the preparation of the built form guidelines to ensure that 
it minimises any overshadowing and wind impacts on the public realm and 
protects key views between Kings Park, the Swan River and the Bell Tower; 

 Excessive building heights will increase the risk of negative micro-climatic 
effects occurring within the Waterfront area; 

 Smaller tenancies are more likely to respond and adapt their services for the 
users of the space as well as contributing to a unique feel and character in a 
locality. Conversely, larger, more expensive tenancies will tend to attract 
larger global franchise businesses with a rigid template of goods/services and 
little incentive to invest in space; and 

 High rise buildings will affect established view corridors of existing buildings 
adjacent to the Perth Waterfront, with particular regard to the Lawson 
Apartments and the consequential effect on diminishing the heritage value of 
these apartments. 

 
Response 
 
The MRS is a strategic instrument for outlining higher order land uses and is unable 
to address more specific issues relating to the proposed built form or detailed 
elements of the masterplan. Notwithstanding this, the comments will be considered 
by the WAPC at the appropriate stage of detailed planning, particularly during the 
preparation of design guidelines for the private development sites. A response is 
provided below in this context. 
 
Scale and bulk of the development 
 
A key premise of the design process has been to foster a seamless transition of the 
city to the water’s edge and reflect the scale of the city environment in which the 
Perth Waterfront sits. To achieve this outcome, it is reasonable for the Perth 
Waterfront to include high rise development which corresponds with the surrounding 
built form. Design guidelines to be prepared for the project will require that the bulk 
and scale of the buildings are managed so as to provide a comfortable pedestrian 
experience at the street level. 
 
The final form and function of these buildings will be developed in conjunction with 
the successful developers, to ensure both civic quality and suitability for each 
particular site. This liaison will be guided by a number of building design principles 
that will form a part of subsequent stages of detailed design and delivery, including: 
 

 All sites are to relate to the public domain by fostering activation on 
relevant edges and architectural detailing; 
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 While still being tall buildings, heights will gradually lower from the city 
down towards the river edge; and 

 Buildings will be designed with podiums at an appropriate scale along the 
public promenade and street, with taller tower elements situated in the 
centre of sites to the extent possible. 

 
Tenancy mix 
 
The masterplan has been developed to provide a mix of land uses including 
commercial, residential, retail, hospitality and hotel based functions that aim to add 
vitality and interest to the central Perth experience. Guidance regarding tenancy mix 
and dimensions will be addressed to a large extent by the built form guidelines for the 
Perth Waterfront. These guidelines will require buildings to be designed in a manner 
to encourage a unique mix of activities that will complement adjacent land uses and 
promote visitation to the Perth Waterfront precinct. 
 
Micro-climatic conditions 
 
The Waterfront masterplan has been subjected to, and informed by, detailed 
modelling of wind and overshadowing.  
 
Acknowledging that tall buildings will have some overshadowing impacts, the concept 
building envelopes in the masterplan have been designed to minimise 
overshadowing of the inlet and the public realm to the extent possible. The 
orientation of the building envelopes have also been structured to allow for natural 
light and retention of some views from adjacent buildings. The conceptual building 
designs and building envelopes detailed in the masterplan will be used as a basis for 
the development of built-form guidelines. 
 
Given that the waterfront area is at times exposed to strong winds, the masterplan 
has been designed to protect the public domain through the careful and deliberate 
placement of built form and landscape elements.   
 
View corridors 
 
Visual connections to and from the site to existing landmarks have been an important 
design consideration. View corridors from the CBD to the river will be maintained and 
strengthened along Howard Street, Sherwood Court, William Street and Barrack 
Street.  
 
East-west view corridors are provided for along Riverside Drive into the Waterfront 
area and through the retention of the visual connection between the Supreme Court 
Gardens and the Esplanade Train Station along the new Riverside Promenade.  
 
It is acknowledged that the Waterfront project area will impact on some of the river 
views of existing buildings along The Esplanade. Efforts have been made in the 
design of the masterplan to minimise these impacts through the orientation and bulk 
of the built form.  
 
Submissions noted 
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c)  Loss of public open space 
 
Submitters No. 9 (Eric Charles Baldock), No. 10 (Peter Nelson), No. 13 (Branka 
Radanovich), No. 15 (Shirley Anne Thornton), No. 19 (Lanie Joy Porter), No. 21 
(Melinda Tognini), No. 23 (Dominic Vincent Nolan), No. 24 (Alison L Atkins), No. 28 
(Christopher Dunham), No. 33 (Greg Smith), No. 47 (C Roger Pratt) and No. 48 
(Hon. Lynn MacLaren MLC), No. 49 (Max Hipkins) and No. 54 (Robin Chinnery) 
raised concerns regarding the loss of The Esplanade Reserve due to the Waterfront 
project, outlining that: 
 

 It is the closest green space to the Central Business District and is enjoyed by 
many office workers during the day; 

 The Esplanade Reserve is currently used for exercise and other recreational 
activities, including ANZAC staging area, open concerts; 

 The Esplanade Reserve is a unique feature of Perth and is not replicated 
anywhere around the world; 

 The Esplanade is of social value and has been since pre-federation. The 
proposed destruction of the place is in essence high order vandalism and 
should be reserved for parks and recreation; and 

 Visitors to our city have enjoyed the beauty and openness of our common 
areas including the foreshores and regretted the loss of their own community 
foreshore. 

 
Response 
 
It is acknowledged that the Esplanade Reserve currently performs a number of 
functions as a recreational and event space and that the loss of the parkland will 
result in these activities having to relocate elsewhere. It also noted that the parkland 
contributes to Perth’s sense of place and provides open vistas to the Swan River.  
 
Unfortunately, the vastness of the open space creates a sterile space that contributes 
to the segregation of the city from the river. While acknowledging that in the past the 
parkland has on occasions provided the Western Australian community with a useful 
gathering space, unfortunately for large portions of time the land now remains 
underutilised.   
 
The Perth Waterfront development now provides an opportunity for the Esplanade 
Reserve to once again become an important community space. A large part of the 
reserve, which was reclaimed by the early settlers, will now be returned to the Swan 
River. The land that remains will continue to serve a public function, albeit in a 
different manner. 
 
The design of the Perth Waterfront includes a range of new open space opportunities 
in the form of promenades, the landing, parks and the unique landscaped island.  For 
major events, the new road along the northern arm of the inlet can be closed to 
provide an integrated gathering space with the promenade. Upgrades to the 
Supreme Court Gardens as part of the Perth Waterfront public works will also 
improve its capacity to accommodate events. These public spaces will host 
performances and recreational activities; and offer an alternative community 
gathering space to the vast areas of green open space to the east of the project area. 
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Importantly, over 60 per cent of the development will remain accessible to the 
community and will continue to be held in public ownership. The proposed uses 
within the project, combined with the new public spaces outlined above, will improve 
the tourism and recreation experience at the Perth foreshore. 
 
Submissions noted 
 
d) Heritage - The Esplanade Reserve  
 
Submission No. 5 (Marcus Barritt Plunkett), No. 10 (Peter Nelson), No. 13 (Branka 
Radanovich), No. 17 (Jenny Gregory), No. 21 (Melinda Tognini), No. 23 (Dominic 
Vincent Nolan), No. 28 (Christopher Dunham), No. 30 (Ross Manolas), No. 31 
(National Trust of Australia), No. 33 (Greg Smith), No. 39 (Sue Graham-Taylor), 
No. 48 (Hon. Lynn MacLaren MLC), No. 49 (Max Hipkins), No. 50 (Lise Summers), 
No. 51 (John Kenneth Wardey Ellis) and No. 54 (Robin Chinnery) raised concerns 
about the removal of the heritage listed Esplanade Reserve for the following reasons: 
 

 The Esplanade Reserve is a permanent entry on the State Heritage Register 
and thus its cultural heritage significance has been accepted under the 
Heritage of Western Australia Act 1990; 

 The Esplanade Reserve was established in 1881 as a park for recreational 
use, and is associated with a number of important historic events and 
activities including; proclamation of self–government in 1890, annual Perth 
city ANZAC parades since 1916; and 

 It is out of step with international best practice for heritage conservation. 
 
Response 
 
The site’s cultural significance as an event and recreational space has led to the 
Esplanade Reserve’s permanent listing on the State Register of Heritage Places. 
 
Whilst the Esplanade Reserve is recognised for its history and contribution to the 
development of Perth, the space currently generates only sporadic use and conveys 
little of its history in its current form; particularly given the relocation of the site’s 
sporting facilities in the 1960’s. In addition, the large dimensions of the parkland 
contributes to the separation of the city from the Swan River and Barrack Square. 
These attributes do not diminish the heritage value of the place, however, it does 
give cause to consider how the functions of the land can continue to meet the 
changing needs and aspirations of the Western Australian community. 
 
The array of public spaces within the new Waterfront development will continue the 
site’s historical purpose as a gathering, event, recreational and parade space 
although in a revised form. Importantly, the design and construction of the public 
domain will be an opportunity to explain and commemorate the site’s history through 
interpretation. As a part of this, the new inlet will achieve a closer alignment with the 
river’s original shoreline and reinstate the level of activity, which characterised the 
foreshore area prior to the introduction of major road networks.  
 
It should be noted that the MRS amendment process does not impact on the 
statutory requirements for the Heritage Council’s determination on planning 
proposals affecting the heritage listed sites under the Heritage Act 1990. 
 
Submissions noted 
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e) Heritage – relocation of the Florence Hummerston Kiosk 
 
Submission No. 17 (Jenny Gregory), No. 18 (City of Perth), No. 21 (Melinda Tognini), 
No. 30 (Ross Manolas), No. 31 (National Trust of Australia), No. 36 (CityVision), 
No. 48 (Hon. Lynn MacLaren MLC), No. 50 (Lise Summers), No. 51 (John Kenneth 
Wardey Ellis) have raised concerns regarding the proposed relocation of the Kiosk to 
the Supreme Court Gardens for the following reasons: 
 

 The relocation of the heritage listed Kiosk from The Esplanade to the 
Supreme Court Gardens will diminish the building’s heritage value, reduce the 
capacity of the Supreme Court Gardens to hold events and may diminish the 
heritage value of the Supreme Court Gardens; 

 The building was the official meeting place for the War Widow’s Guild from 
1949 to 1963 and provided significant historical, social and cultural value to 
the area; 

 The Burra Charter makes it quite clear that relocation is only acceptable in 
limited circumstances and should not lead to the loss of heritage values of the 
place where the building is relocated to; and  

 The Grand Palace Chinese Restaurant is a venue catering to Perth’s 
business people and tourists, and as such, would be lost in the relocation 
process. 

 
Response 
 
Removal and relocation of the Kiosk is intended as part of the Perth Waterfront 
development. It is unlikely that the building can be retained in its original location, 
given that: 
 

 Parts of the Kiosk will need to removed to enable the extension of Sherwood 
Court; 

 The siting of the Kiosk would make it difficult to design and construct new 
development sites; and 

 The land adjacent to the Kiosk will be subject to significant earthworks which 
could have an impact on the building itself. 

 
In establishing this view, the following matters have been taken into consideration: 
 

 As the heritage listing for the building mostly relates to its recreational setting, 
retaining the building in its original location will likely diminish its heritage 
value, given that the Esplanade Reserve will no longer serve the community 
as an open parkland. 

 The Kiosk has not operated in its original function for over 40 years and the 
authenticity of its design has been impacted upon by a number of internal and 
external alterations.  

 
The Perth Waterfront project team is working with the City of Perth and the Heritage 
Council to determine the appropriate long term future of the Kiosk. This process will 
include investigating options for relocation to other sites offering a garden setting 
within close proximity of the Perth Waterfront project area.  
 
Any relocation of the Kiosk will be subject to the approval of the Heritage Council. 
 
Submissions noted 
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f) Heritage – impact on other heritage listings 
 
Submission No. 5 (Marcus Barritt Plunkett), No. 6 (Nigel Shaw), No. 23 (Dominic 
Vincent Nolan), No. 29 (Marlene Nelson), No. 30 (Ross Manolas), No. 31 (National 
Trust of Australia), No. 36 (CityVision) and No. 42 (David McVilly) have raised 
concerns regarding the potential impacts on other heritage listings for the following 
reasons: 
 

 Lawson Apartments is a heritage listed building and is one of the last 
remaining historical buildings in the City of Perth, which is clearly visible from 
The Esplanade and as such is critical that consideration should be given to 
protecting the views of Lawson Apartments; 

 The Allan Green Conservatory should be retained and integrated into the 
Waterfront design; 

 The built structures around the Bell Tower compromises its visual presence 
particularly from the west; 

 The Moreton Bay Fig trees are significant landmarks associated with the 
foreshore and should be retained; and 

 The relocation of Sir JJ Talbot Hobbs Memorial. 
 
Response 
 
The heritage of existing buildings, monuments and trees has been an important 
consideration as part of the masterplan design process. Impacts on individual 
heritage elements are further outlined below: 
 
Lawson Apartments 
 
The Lawson Apartments building itself will not be impacted as a part of the Perth 
Waterfront project, however, the views available from sections of the building will 
change.  
 
Lawson Apartments is a unique and significant building due to its architectural 
qualities, construction materials and its historical relationship to Perth. While the 
building currently enjoys views over The Esplanade to the Swan River, this 
characteristic is not a determining factor of its heritage listing. Under the Perth 
Waterfront masterplan, the building will continue to play a prominent landmark role 
on the corner of The Esplanade and Sherwood Court. 
 
Allen Green Conservatory 
 
The Allan Green Conservatory is in poor condition and has been closed for a number 
of years. Its pyramid style roof is a known feature of the Esplanade Reserve and 
although it makes a statement, the architecture itself in not significant. The structure 
is only of cultural significance in terms of the person it commemorates and its 
construction to celebrate the 150th anniversary of Western Australia. As the building 
itself makes very little positive contribution to the aesthetic and historic values of the 
place, its removal is seen as appropriate. Opportunities for interpretation of this 
element will be explored in subsequent stages of planning. 
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Bell Tower 
 
The masterplan design has aimed to retain key view corridors to the Bell Tower. The 
intention for the Bell Tower and Barrack Square generally is for these aspects to be 
seen as part of the overall Waterfront project through consistent street treatments 
and landscaping, as well as building orientation to these spaces. Over the longer 
term, Barrack Square and the Bell Tower will benefit from the greater levels of activity 
generated through the new Waterfront precinct. 
 
Lieutenant General Sir JJ Talbot Hobbs Memorial 
 
The Lieutenant General Sir JJ Talbot Hobbs Memorial is one of the first memorials to 
be erected in Perth and commemorates the distinguished solider and Perth architect. 
The memorial has been the saluting point of the ANZAC Day parades since its 
unveiling in 1940. Over time dense plantings and Riverside Drive have impacted on 
the visual prominence of the memorial. 
 
The Perth Waterfront proposes relocation of the Talbot Hobbs memorial to a more 
appropriate location. Given that ANZAC Day services will be relocating to the 
Supreme Court Gardens, it is appropriate for the statue to be sited within or adjacent 
to the Gardens, to maintain the memorial’s association with the parade function. 
 
Moreton Bay Fig Trees 
 
Moreton Bay Figs have been an iconic feature of the Esplanade Reserve since its 
development in the 1880’s. The masterplan recognises the heritage and aesthetic 
importance of these trees, and as such most of the trees will remain in their current 
locations. Whilst every effort has been made to minimise the impact, a small number 
of fig trees may need to be relocated or removed if they are not of a suitable 
condition to be transplanted. The preferred relocation will occur within, or in close 
proximity to, the project area. 
 
Atlas Building 
 
The context and setting of the Atlas Building will be altered as a result of the 
Waterfront project, although its overall contribution to the streetscape will be retained. 
New development to the south of the Atlas Building will have little impact on the 
building, however, the views available from sections of the building will change.  
 
Submissions noted 
 
g) Swan River water quality 
 
Submitters No. 9 (Eric Charles Baldock), No. 14 (Colin F Chomley), No. 28 
(Christopher Dunham), No. 33 (Greg Smith), No. 38 (Swan River Trust), No. 48 (Hon. 
Lynn Maclaren MLC) and No. 49 (Max Hipkins) have raised concerns regarding the 
potential impacts on river quality, outlining the following points: 
 

 The dredging of the inlet will increase the turbidity of the Swan River adding 
unacceptable additional stress on the river environment; 

 The water quality of the inlet will be polluted because due to the lack of 
flushing from the river and the trapping of water within the inlet; 

 The water within the inlet would not be able to support any aquatic life; 
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 Displacement of marine fauna during construction due to noise, vibration and 
water quality effects in the area of development; and 

 Siltation risk to inlet. 
 
Response 
 
The MRS amendment and the preparation of the masterplan have been informed by 
the Perth Waterfront Environmental Assessment Report (EAR) and a suite of related 
investigations. The EAR, which is publicly available, has identified that most 
environmental factors including water quality of the Swan River, are rated as a low to 
medium level of impact when managed. Notwithstanding this, it is acknowledged that 
water quality of the Swan River is an important factor environmentally and socially.  
 
Recognising the importance of protecting the water quality of the Swan River, an 
extensive series of data collection and analysis continues to be undertaken to inform 
the preparation of management responses and to mitigate issues that could arise 
during and post construction. These include: 
 

 Preliminary and detailed contamination site investigations 
 Geotechnical site investigations 
 Groundwater modelling 
 Baseline Swan River water quality monitoring program (12 months) 
 Benthic habitat surveys  
 District and urban water management strategies 
 Acid sulphate soils and dewatering management plan 
 Hydrodynamic flushing modelling 
 Dredge plume dispersion modelling 
 Dredge management plan 
 Estuary waterways management and monitoring plan 

 
The full outcomes of this analysis and the associated management strategies will be 
included with the inlet construction development application to the Environmental 
Protection Authority for assessment under s.38 of the Environmental Protection Act 
1986. This information will also be provided to other relevant State agencies with 
environmental responsibilities affecting the Swan River, to assist in the assessment 
of the project. 
 
Submissions noted 
 
h) Other issues 
 
A range of other issues were raised through the submission process which are 
summarised below and addressed in schedule 2 to the Report on Submissions. 
Although identified by a limited number of submitters, it is pertinent for these issues 
to be outlined further: 
 

 Extension of the proposed public purpose reservation for public or civic 
purposes as suggested by submitter No. 6 (Nigel Shaw), No. 33 (Greg 
Smith), No. 50 (Lise Summers) and No. 56 (Ian Molyneux); 

 Construction impacts on surrounding areas raised by submitter No. 25 (Brian 
Muir), No. 36 (CityVision), No. 42 (David McVilly) and  No. 45 (Disability 
Services Commission); 
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 Impacts on pedestrian and cycling facilities raised by submitter No. 34 
(Bicycle Transport Alliance), No. 36 (CityVision), No. 45 (Disability Services 
Commission) and No. 48 (Hon Lynn MacLaren MLC); 

 Sustainability raised by submitter No. 18 (City of Perth), No. 22 (Committee 
for Perth), No. 27 (Lesley Murray), No. 33 (Greg Smith), No. 35 (John Frost), 
No. 39 (Sue Graham-Taylor), No. 40 (Peter Alderson), No. 45 (Disability 
Services Commission) and No. 48 (Hon. Lynn MacLaren MLC); and, 

 Support for the Indigenous Cultural Centre, consultation with Aboriginal 
community members and integration of Aboriginal heritage into the proposal 
raised by submitter No. 16 (Glenys Godfrey), No. 22 (Committee for Perth), 
No. 35 (John Frost), No. 36 (CityVision), No. 39 (Sue Graham-Taylor) and 
No. 48 (Hon Lynn MacLaren MLC). 

 Concerns for the impact of climate change and rising river levels raised by 
submitter No.17 (Jenny Gregory), No.47 (C Roger Pratt) and No. 48 (Hon 
Lynn MacLaren MLC). 

 
Response 
 
Extension of the proposed Public Purpose reservation 
 
A number of submitters have suggested that the proposed amendment be modified 
to enable additional or alternate areas to be included within the Perth Waterfront 
project either for development purposes or to consolidate the Perth Waterfront site 
with the civic precinct east of the Waterfront area (i.e. Government House and the 
Perth Concert Hall). 
 
The proposed public purpose reservation directly relates to the Perth Waterfront 
masterplan and as such, the proposals for extension go beyond the scope of the 
current MRS amendment. 
 
The area of land the subject of the Perth Waterfront project has been reduced since 
2008 to ensure that the project is of an appropriate scale to the Perth context and 
aligns more closely with community views for the project. On this basis, the extent of 
the Perth Waterfront masterplan area is sufficient to meet the anticipated needs of 
the Western Australian community. If future communities determine that the extent of 
the project should expand, the MRS can be amended again at that stage.  
 
Construction impacts 
 
It is acknowledged that impacts associated with traffic, noise and other aspects of 
construction are a reasonable concern for adjacent residents and businesses. 
Reducing impacts of construction will therefore be critical in determining construction 
schedules and staging for the Perth Waterfront; as will ongoing communication with 
affected property owners and tenants.  
 
At times, local diversions may be necessary, particularly during works affecting roads 
and utilities.  While the majority of diversions are expected to be short-term, some 
road detours may need to be in place for a number of months. To manage impacts 
during construction, traffic management plans will be prepared to support the 
approvals process, communicate the impending changes to main routes and ensure 
that the programming of works does not cause unnecessary delays. 
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Construction works will be undertaken in accordance with the Environmental 
Protection (Noise) Regulations 1997. The regulations prescribe acceptable noise 
levels for construction premises dependent on adjacent land uses, time of day and 
proximity of major roads. Construction management plans will be required as a part 
of the approvals process. Close communication will occur with the surrounding 
residents and tenants to minimise the inconvenience that may be caused by the 
construction works.  
 
Construction and traffic management plans will be prepared prior to development 
commencing and implemented during construction to minimise the potential for any 
adverse impacts on surrounding or nearby businesses and residents. 
 
Pedestrian and cycling facilities 
 
Planning for Perth Waterfront has focused on the importance of pedestrian and 
cyclist movements, in line with the following objectives: 
 

 Enhance pedestrian and cyclist connectivity through the project area, to and 
along the foreshore; and, 

 Where practical give priority to sustainable transport modes (walking, cycling 
and public transport) over other modes. 

 
The Perth Waterfront masterplan includes a number of pedestrian-oriented 
proposals, including: 
 

 The promenade, which combined with the bridges and island, provides for a 
continuous pedestrian circuit of 1.8 km; 

 Pedestrian phasing at all intersections leading into and within the project 
area; 

 All new roads to have broad footpaths beyond standard widths; 
 The majority of roads within the project area to have a design speed of 

40 km/h to improve safety and amenity. The new Riverside Promenade is 
likely to have a reduced operating speed owing to street treatments which will 
signify the link as a low-speed, shared use zone. 

 
The existing recreational shared path is to be retained within the development of 
Perth Waterfront via a link over the island and through Barrack Square, allowing for 
both pedestrian and cyclist trips into and through the CBD. The retention of this link 
will complement the proposed development of additional shared use and cycle only 
infrastructure by the City of Perth along both Barrack Street and Mounts Bay Road. 
 
The proposed alterations of the cycle network arising from the Waterfront will include: 
 

 Inclusion of cycle movements at signalised intersections at key points of the 
network to provide priority and safety in crossing; 

 Application of a speed limit of 40 km/h throughout the core Waterfront area 
which will improve overall safety for on-road cyclists; 

 Retention and enhancement of the existing recreational shared path which 
provides a direct link from the Causeway to the freeway principle shared path 
and Mounts Bay Road recreational shared path;  

 Improvement of the on-street environment along Barrack Street and William 
Street through street design and lane widths resulting in safer cycle 
environment; and  
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 Development of Riverside Promenade as a shared use, low speed zone 
which will provide a cyclist friendly link through the development, avoiding the 
need for cyclists to use The Esplanade. 

 
Sustainability 
 
Given the nature, size and prominence of the project, the government is committed to 
delivering contemporary and innovative infrastructure, public spaces and built form at 
Perth Waterfront. Sustainability benchmarks will be pursued in the detailed planning 
stages of the project in areas of energy, water, transport, materials, operation and 
management, indoor environmental quality, pollution abatement and 
flexibility/adaptability of spaces. These benchmarks will relate both to the precinct 
and individual building design levels. The proposed built form guidelines will play an 
important role in achieving best practice environmental performance outcomes. 
 
The following transportation objectives have been included as part of the package of 
sustainability initiatives of the project: 

 Facilitating links with the excellent public transport infrastructure which sits 
adjacent to the site and through the improved integration of the commuter 
ferry services with this infrastructure; 

 Retention and enhancement of pedestrian and cyclist networks; and 
 Application of stringent car parking measures to influence private vehicle 

travel demand and minimise impact (visual and land requirements) of parking 
provision within the project area. 

 
National Indigenous Cultural Centre 
 
Significant support has been received for the Indigenous Cultural Centre within the 
Perth Waterfront development, both in its recognition of Aboriginal culture and its 
position as a major civic attraction. Initial work has been undertaken on establishing 
the role and function of the Centre in conjunction with the South West Aboriginal 
Land and Sea Council and other members of the Aboriginal community. Although 
planning for the Centre is still at a preliminary stage, it is expected that extensive 
consultation with the Aboriginal community and other stakeholders will be undertaken 
as part of the process of progressing the planning and design of the facility.  
 
Climate change  
 
The State Planning Policy 2.6 – State Coastal Planning Policy and the WAPC 
Position Statement (2010) requires development to accommodate a sea level rise 
factor of 0.9 m. While the policy and position paper does not apply to the Swan River 
estuarine environment, the Perth Waterfront masterplan has been designed to meet 
these policy requirements. Specifically, all new buildings within the project area are to 
be designed with a finished floor level of 2.8 m Australian Height Datum. The policy 
has also influenced the design of the public domain in terms of the levels of the 
promenades and terraces, robustness of materials and drainage management 
measures. 
 
Submissions noted 
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8 Modifications 
 
Following careful consideration of all the submissions received, the Hearings 
Committee is of the view that the amendment should be modified to reflect the 
proposed boundary as indicated in schedule 4 and summarised below:  
 

1. Realign the western boundary of the amendment to a position immediately 
east of the proposed Bus Port intersection and west of the future indicative 
development site (south of the Esplanade Train Station) as indicated on the 
Perth Waterfront masterplan. 

 
Readvertising is not necessary given that the proposed modification is minor in 
nature and does not change either the scope or intent of the amendment. 
 
 
9 Responses and determinations 
 
The responses to all submissions are detailed in this report and its schedules. The 
submissions of objection are recommended to be dismissed as the issues raised 
have been, and will continue to be, considered by various government agencies 
under relevant legislation. In this regard, many of the issues raised may be more 
appropriately addressed in the establishment of the Redevelopment Scheme under 
the proposed Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority and in the future detailed 
planning stages. This may result in the imposition of conditions on subdivision or 
development that will require the relevant issues be addressed prior to or during 
physical construction. 
 
 
10 Coordination of region and local scheme amendments 

Under Section 126(1) of the Planning and Development Act 2005 if a region planning 
scheme delineates land comprised in a local planning scheme as a reserve for any 
public purpose, then the local planning scheme, in so far as it operates in relation to 
that land, is, by force of this section and without any further action under the Act, 
amended to such extent (if any) as is necessary to give effect to the reservation 
under the region planning scheme. Under Section 126(2) of the Planning and 
Development Act 2005, notice of any amendment effected under subsection (1) is to 
be published in the Gazette. 
 
 
11 Conclusion and recommendation 
 
This report summarises the background to major Amendment 1203/41 and examines 
the various submissions made on it. 
 
The WAPC, after considering the submissions, is satisfied that the amendment as 
shown in detail on the MRS amendment plan listed in appendix 2 (as modified), 
should be approved and finalised. 
 
Having regard to the above, the WAPC recommends that the Minister for Planning 
presents the modified amendment to His Excellency the Governor for his 
consideration and approval and subsequently commend the amendment to both 
Houses of Parliament. 
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Alphabetical Listing of Submissions 
 

MRS Amendment 1203/41 
 

Perth Waterfront 
 
 
Submission Number Name 

27 Access Working Group, City of Perth 
55 Accommodation Association of Australia 
40 Alderson, Peter  
24 Atkins, Alison  

9 Baldock, Eric  
34 Bicycle Transport Alliance 
53 Callow, Bruce  
54 Chinnery, Robin  
14 Chomley, Colin  
36 CityVision 
22 Committee for Perth 
45 Disability Services Commission 
28 Dunham, Christopher  
51 Ellis, John K W  
46 Finn, Hugh Dr  C/- School of Biological Sciences and 

Biotechnology, Murdoch University 
35 Frost, John  
16 Godfrey, Glenys  
17 Gregory, Jenny Professor 

3 Heritage Council of Western Australia 
49 Hipkins, Max  
39 History Council of Western Australia 
48 Hon Lynn MacLaren MLC 
41 Indigenous Affairs, Department of 
30 Manolas, Ross 
42 McVilly, David  
12 Mills, D A 

1 Mines and Petroleum, Department of 
56 Molyneux, Ian  
25 Muir, Brian  
43 Mulligan, Suzanne 
31 National Trust of Australia (WA) 
29 Nelson, Marlene 
10 Nelson, Peter  
18 Perth, City of 
32 Planning, Department of 

5 Plunkett, Marcus Barritt  
19 Porter, Lanie  
47 Pratt, C Roger 
37 Public Transport Authority 
52 Pye, Noel  
13 Radanovich, Branka 

6 Shaw, Nigel  
33 Smith, Greg  



 
  

20 South Perth, City of 
4 Sport and Recreation, Department of 
8 Subiaco, City of 

50 Summers, Lise  
38 Swan River Trust 
15 Thornton, Shirley  
21 Tognini, Melinda  
44 Transport, Department of 
11 Trend, Steven  
23 Vincent, Dominic  
26 Water Corporation 

7 Water, Department of 
2 Western Power 

 
 
 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Schedule 2 
 
 

Summary of submissions and determinations 



  

 
Submission:     1 
 
Submission by:   Department of Mines and Petroleum  
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
NO COMMENT 
 
The geological Survey of Western Australia has assessed this proposal on behalf of 
the Department of Mines and Petroleum with respect to access to mineral and 
petroleum resources, geothermal energy and basic raw materials, and has no 
comment to make in this regard. 
 
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
Noted 
 
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     2  
 
Submission by:   Western Power 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
NO COMMENT 
 
Western Power wishes to advise the following in respect to the abovementioned 
proposal. 
 

1. To the best of my knowledge, there are no objections to the changes you 
propose to carry out for the abovementioned project. 

 
Please note: 

a) Perth One Call Service must be contacted and location details (of Western 
Power underground cabling) obtained prior to any excavation commencing. 

b) Work safe requirements must also be observed when excavation work is 
being undertaken in the vicinity of any Western Power assets. 

 
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
Comment noted 
 
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

 
Submission:     3  
 
Submission by:   Heritage Council of Western Australia 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
SUPPORT 
 
A Conservation Officer has assessed the development referral in the context of the 
identified heritage significance of the State Registered Places known as The 
Esplanade, Barrack Square and Lieut. General Sir JJ Talbot Hobbs Memorial. We 
confirm that we do not object to the proposed amendment to reclassify the subject 
land to public purpose special use reserve. 
 
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
Comment noted 
 
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     4  
 
Submission by:   Department of Sport and Recreation 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
SUPPORT AND COMMENT 
 
The Department of Sport and Recreation is broadly supportive of the proposed MRS 
amendment, however, are conscious that the concept design requires the removal of 
a significant piece of green public open space (The Esplanade) between Barrack and 
William Streets. The Esplanade serves an important public purpose function for city 
workers within the surrounding precinct and therefore where such an open space is 
proposed to be removed or replaced with something that offers a different public 
space mix, the Department would seek to ensure that recreation and open spaces 
are not compromised. This is particularly relevant where active sporting spaces are 
converted to a passive pedestrian focus, and ultimately raises the question of ‘how 
will the proposed development enhance recreational activity?’ The Department 
expects that future planning will take into account the change in open space form and 
function, and address how new public access areas will enhance enjoyment. 
 
The Department is also cognisant that the proposal includes residential urban infill 
which has a consequential flow-on effect to sport and recreation access and use of 
public spaces and places. The recreation needs of new residents must be considered 
so that active sporting and passive recreation can be supported by the Waterfront 
project. 
 
Under Section 13 ‘Sustainability appraisal’ the Department believes that recreation 
and open space should be included as a sustainability benchmark to guarantee it is 
addressed with a similar level of detail as other key components. Identifying as much 
at this stage will ingrain principles of recreation and open space into the process from 
the outset. 



  

PLANNING COMMENT 
 
Refer to part 7 of the Submissions Report. 
 
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     5 
 
Submission by:   Marcus Barritt Plunkett 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
OBJECTION AND COMMENTS 
 

1. I am the owner of one of the units in the building referred to as ‘The Lawson 
Building’, which is located at the corner of Sherwood Court and The 
Esplanade. 

 
It is my understanding that the Lawson Building is listed as a heritage building 
and I would assume that the building on the western side of Sherwood Court 
on the corner of The Esplanade, together with the Weld Club on the Corner of 
Barrack Street and The Esplanade would also have heritage listing. None of 
these buildings appear to be specifically listed in section 7 of the February 
2011 Amendment Report. 

 
With respect, these three buildings are some of the very few remaining 
historical buildings that remain in the City of Perth and which are clearly 
visible from The Esplanade and the park opposite. 

 
2. Figure 2 indicated a row of buildings on the south side of The Esplanade 

immediately opposite the buildings referred to in paragraph 1. The planned 
construction of these buildings would effectively block out any views to the 
3 historical facades along The Esplanade. Surely an historical precinct could 
be created to preserve the integrity of these old buildings which together form 
a linkage with the Supreme Court and the Old State Treasury Building. 

 
3. Section 7 makes no mention of the old tearooms on the south side of The 

Esplanade. This structure should remain in its present location as it is also 
one of the very last old buildings of this type left in its original location and 
again forms part of what should be an historical precinct in the City of Perth. 

 
4. It would appear that no consideration whatsoever has been given to 

protecting the views of Lawson Apartments. 
 

5. It appears that major traffic is to be distributed to The Esplanade. See 
sections 4 and 7 at page 4. Already The Esplanade struggles with the volume 
of traffic which will be vastly increase under the new plan. Riverside Drive 
should be sunk via a tunnel and certainly The Esplanade should not become 
a major thoroughfare for vehicle traffic. 

 
 
 
 



  

6. In my submission the two buildings shown on figure 2 opposite the two 
historical buildings either side of Sherwood Court should be deleted and the 
area remain parkland to the Swan River thereby creating an open vista back 
towards the historical buildings and towards the river. 

 
7. In summary, I respectfully submit that an opportunity presents itself to create 

an interesting heritage precinct which should not be dominated by large 
buildings as is currently reflected in figure 2. 

 
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
Refer to part 7 of the Submissions Report. 
 
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     6  
 
Submission by:   Nigel Shaw 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
SUPPORT AND COMMENTS 
 
The extent of the proposed ‘public purpose (SU) reservation’ be increased westwards 
to incorporate all ‘parks and recreation’, plus the land between the freeway reserve 
and Swan River and eastwards to Victoria Avenue, incorporating land designated 
‘parks and recreation’ and ‘public purpose (car park)’. 
 
Reasons: 
 

1. If freeway road and rail system needs to be modified to achieve best 
outcomes, then this should be able to occur without further rezoning. 

 
2. Part of the justification/rationale for the project involves consideration of 

Supreme Court Gardens (as a substitute for The Esplanade), so this should 
logically form part of the amendment area. 

 
3. Proposals have been/are under consideration for the Concert Hall and 

associated roads/car park to the riverside of the civic and cultural zoning. This 
should logically (in my opinion) form part of a larger area zoned ‘special use/ 
civic and cultural’ – if the last tag is necessary. 

 
4. The road system/s surrounding and servicing the amendment area must all 

be allowed to charge as requires under a ‘special use’ zoning, and not ‘other 
regional roads’ or ‘parks and recreation’. 

 
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
Refer to part 7 of the Submissions Report. 
 
 
 



  

In reference to the proposed reservation, the MRS amendment relates directly to the 
Perth Waterfront project area. Some landscape upgrades to Supreme Court Gardens 
are proposed as part of the project; however these improvements are in keeping with 
the parks and recreation reservation that exists over the site. 
 
Other redevelopment in the areas mentioned within this submission are outside of 
the current project scope and any development in these areas would need to be 
subject to a separate MRS amendment. 
 
Submission No.6 was supported by a Hearing. 
 
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     7  
 
Submission by:   Department of Water 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
NO COMMENT 
 
The Department of Water has reviewed the district water management strategy 
associated with the proposed Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment. The DoW is 
satisfied that the document is acceptable for this proposal to proceed to the next 
stage of the development approval.  
 
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
Comment noted 
 
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     8  
 
Submission by:   City of Subiaco 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
SUPPORT AND COMMENTS 
 
The above item was considered by Council at its meeting held on 19 April 2011. 
 
At the meeting Council resolved as follows: 
 
That Council advises the Western Australian Planning Commission that it supports 
Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment 1203/41, Perth Waterfront subject to the 
following comments: 
 



  

1. The preparation of a detailed traffic management plan should be undertaken 
as part of the detailed design and planning of the Perth Waterfront Project; 
and 

 
2. The city requests to be notified of the public consultation on the detailed 

design of the Perth Waterfront Project. 
 
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
Comment noted. Detailed traffic analysis has been undertaken for the Perth 
Waterfront project, focusing on the identification of transport impacts and potential 
solutions (both built and non-built) for the transport network. A summary of this 
transport information is publically available on the PlanningWA website. 
 
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     9  
 
Submission by:   Eric Charles Baldock 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
OBJECTION AND COMMENTS 
 

1. The Graham Farmer Freeway is already over crowed, forcing additional traffic 
to use it will make it worse, even if additional lanes are added. Also it will 
drive additional traffic into a congested city centre. 

 
2. It is unacceptable to lose the best used open space on the riverfront of Perth. 

 
3. The dredging will increase the turbidity of the Swan River adding 

unacceptable additional stress on the River environment. 
 

4. The money spent by the government would be better spent on public 
transport to remove private cars from the road. 

  
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
Refer to part 7 of the Submissions Report. 
 
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

 
Submission:     10  
  
Submission by:   Peter Nelson 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
OBJECTION AND COMMENT 
 

 The zoning of Perth’s Esplanade should not be changed and remain 
recreational parkland. 

 
 Perth’s heritage listed buildings on the aforementioned site should not be 

demolished. 
 

 Riverside Drive should not be re-routed around the proposed inlet. 
 

 Bring Perth’s people to the river, not the river to its people. 
 
Why The Esplanade parkland should not be rezoned: 
 

1. It is the closest green space to the office workers of Perth. The Esplanade 
Reserve is currently used for exercise and other recreational activities, 
including ANZAC staging area, open concerts etc. 

 
2. Differentiates us from all other cities of Australia. 

 
Partial Rezoning: 
 
By limiting the zone change to the land between Sherwood Court and Howard Street 
(as per provided plan), you retain approximately 42 per cent of parkland. 
 

1. With reasoning behind the proposed foreshore development to bring people 
to the river. For a shortened distance of 200 m and total loss of green space 
(9000 m2) to water and buildings. Would it not be smarter to bring the people 
to the water? Not only does this retain recreational parkland, it also minimises 
site costs plus associated maintenance costs and issues required of an inlet. 

 
2. We can also avoid the traffic chaos caused by the inlet by retaining the scenic 

route of Riverside Drive. In doing so avoiding costly road works of rerouting 
and widening of roads and prevent the safety issues of utilizing the break 
down lanes of the Graham Farmer Freeway tunnel; required to absorb the 
access of traffic caused by rerouting Riverside Drive. 

 
3. With reduced government expenditure, the government can own some key 

land sites therefore 100 per cent control of design and quality of its buildings 
being constructed. Doing so not only guarantees beautiful structures to put on 
display, but positive revenue returned on their lease. Unlike what could be 
expected of privately owned structures where the dollar rules and any 
required guidelines imposed are only just met. 

 
 
 
 
 



  

4. Low rise not high rise. Why? Well we only get one chance of getting it right 
and who can point to one attractive high rise residential tower in Perth and its 
surrounding suburbs? Aside from their ugliness, they cast large shadows and 
create wind tunnels. Also by going low rise we have a greater chance of these 
being environmentally friendly buildings and self sufficient in the production of 
their own power. Additionally, high rise will impact on existing property 
currently held in Perth city, given the fact that the foreshore and city link will 
be under construction concurrently and the link predominately high rise. Not 
only will the Perth market be unable to absorb it, we will get areas of our city 
that will suffer badly. 

 
My Plan: 
 

The partial rezoning of land between Sherwood Court and Howard Street: 
 

The continuation of Sherwood Court and Howard Street would go all the way 
to Riverside Drive as through roads with a centrally placed mall running 
parallel. Once reaching Riverside Drive, it would either go under or over it to a 
pedestrian promenade (this pedestrian crossing being a major art piece and 
talking point). The centrally placed mall would be flanked by low rise 
office/residential/retail and once on the other side of Riverside Drive, low rise 
buildings facing the river would run along the promenade, terminating at the 
aboriginal centre of culture/ history and art. Additionally, a pedestrian mall 
would connect William Street to the central mall that is also being flanked by 
low rise, guiding visitors from the train station and bus terminal. 

 
If the inlet goes ahead – display our history: 

 
The Western Australian Planning Commission must give special 
consideration to the only residential building to be effected by the proposed 
foreshore development, The Lawson Apartments. Having unopposed views of 
and by the Perth’s foreshore for 74 years, it should remain so. Furthermore, 
the building started out as one of Perth’s tallest buildings and the first multi 
story residential tower in 1937. It featured predominantly from the Swan 
River, Kings Park and South Perth, becoming a land mark of the City. With 
the decades that have passed, its height is but a bump in front of Perth’s 
stock exchange. However, it being the last Hennessy & Co designed 
buildings remaining in Western Australia, making it a splendid fore ground. 
This double palazzo eleven story tower styled in a mix of Spanish mission 
and art deco stands in testimony to the thirties. Now heritage listed, let time 
be its friend by not hiding it behind some sky scraper.  Expose Perth’s history 
to the new promenade and waterfront so tourists and alike can appreciate this 
icon. 

 
How can this be achieved: 

 
1. Allocating parkland directly opposite the Lawson Apartments, only 20 m wide 

all the way to the new promenade and waterfront. The park could be 
dedicated to our premier or Lt General Talbot Hobbs, featuring his memorial 
statue when it is relocated. Hobbs, a renowned architect and the designer of 
the Weld Club building in 1891, with this building being directly adjacent to the 
Lawson building. Here we save 2 per cent of the lost parkland and place on 
display our history. 

 
 



  

2. Rerouting the extension of Sherwood Court with a dogleg. Thus placing the 
Lawson building at one end of the street and the waterfront at the other, here 
no land is lost. In doing so, you amplify this buildings significance as a historic 
landmark and maintaining its view from South Perth. 

 
3. Restrict the height of any building directly in front of the Lawson building that 

may obstruct its view from South Perth and the new waterfront. This can be 
achieved by staggering its height on that given site. Allowing the Lawson 
building to feature prominently to the people who frequent our new 
promenade and waterfront. 

 
Conclusion: 
 

Remember the inlet may re-sculpt the Swan River’s foreshore, all be at a 
great cost and 100 per cent loss of The Esplanade’s parkland. So its 
surrounding building must make it something special to compensate! The 
Lawson apartments being one of them, given it’s uniqueness in design, age 
and history. I ask you to continue the 74 year old display. 

 
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
Refer to part 7 of the Submissions Report. 
 
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     11  
 
Submission by:   Steven Trent 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
OBJECTION AND COMMENT 
 
I remember the traffic problems getting across town before the Graham Farmer 
Freeway was constructed. St Georges Terrace is currently being reduced to one lane 
so it will not be an alternative to Riverside Drive from traffic using the Causeway. 
Wellington St is congested at present and will not carry the 30,000 cars currently 
using Riverside Drive. Hay and Murray Streets are blocked by pedestrian malls, and 
therefore the plan has no replacement for Riverside Drive. I believe that Perth should 
be planning for increasing vehicle traffic. This plan should look twenty years ahead 
not ten years backwards to the days before the Windan Bridge. Time is money and 
commuters will lose a lot of time due to this. The project has no practical purpose. 
Perth already has a port at Barrack Street Jetty. 
 
I cannot see the need for a sheltered harbour in this location. This area of the river is 
sheltered anyway. Don’t excavate between Riverside Drive and The Esplanade as 
there is no justification for it. Why block the traffic along Riverside Drive used by 
30,000 cars every day without any replacement of this artery? Incorporate a ground 
level Riverside Drive into the proposed high rise building foundations or some similar 
solution. 
 
 



  

It is hard to believe that a Department of Planning is considering causing the traffic 
chaos this development will bring to Perth. I have travelled extensively and gridlock 
traffic will come to Perth very early if this is the attitude of Perth’s planners towards 
the inhabitants of this metropolis. The use of the river foreshore as the main traffic 
artery was a poor decision motivated by cost savings and closing it down without 
replacement would be an even worse decision. Traffic will take the path of least 
resistance which will clog up alternative routes. Where is the plan for future traffic 
growth? 
 
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
Refer to part 7 of the Submissions Report. 
 
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     12  
 
Submission by:   D A Mills 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
OBJECTION AND COMMENT 
 
I understand that the Perth Waterfront project would cut Riverside Drive into two 
portions and break the direct east-west link which connects areas to the east and 
west of the city. 
 
I further understand that the State Government proposes extra lanes for the Graham 
Farmer Freeway tunnel. There is an ongoing, significant risk of traffic accidents or 
even perhaps a deliberate malicious act in the tunnel which could lead to major traffic 
jams or outright blockage. 
 
Elimination of the Riverside Drive city bypass would seriously worsen the 
consequences of a tunnel blockage for east and west bound traffic. 
 
Unfortunately the Government persists in its misguided intentions to co-locate the 
Children’s Hospital, other medical facilities and (later) the Women’s Hospital to the 
QE2 site. Accessibility to the proposed and existing hospital facilities at QE2 is 
already a pressure point and projected in a few years to reach crisis proportions and 
will be further compromised as a result of the above changes. That is, cutting the 
Riverside Drive east-west link will further reduce accessibility to QE2. 
 
The whole concept of the Waterfront project, particularly the elimination of the 
Riverside Drive bypass, should be rethought in light of the above considerations. 
 
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
Refer to part 7 of the Submissions Report. 
 
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 



  

 
Submission:     13  
 
Submission by:   Branka Radanovich 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
OBJECTION AND COMMENT 
 

1. Strongly opposed to the green space of The Esplanade being taken by a 
conglomerate of high rise buildings. This green space in an invaluable green 
visual respite which must not be taken. It should be incorporated within the 
design to allow for a central meeting space. Historic significance of The 
Esplanade is too great for it to be buried under concrete and steel, it could be 
developed as a green ‘living space’ with visual recording of its past. 
 
A drawcard in my opinion would be: a public tea house (price controlled); 
should be built near The Esplanade; general public from all socio economic 
groups to meet; not just for the affluent. 

 
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
Refer to part 7 of the Submissions Report. 
 
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     14  
 
Submission by:   Colin F Chomley 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
OBJECTION AND COMMENT 
 
I originally thought that given the huge problems the project will cause both traffic and 
pollution wise, that the project would never see the light of day. 
 
Unbelievably, I can now see that you are intent on doing it. I strongly object to the 
project. 
 
Regarding the traffic problems it will cause - the inlet is going to block completely all 
traffic heading from the eastern suburbs to the western suburbs that has come from 
the Causeway and indeed down Plain Street, Barrack Street etc. No driver could 
seriously contemplate trying to get around the square river inlet. I always knew that it 
would be a huge and unnecessary blockage of traffic and now I read that up to 
15,000 cars a day will be diverted onto St George’s Terrace, Wellington Street and 
Graham Farmer Freeway once Riverside Drive is blocked. 
 
 
 
 
 



  

Turning our attention to the traffic coming the other way, that is, travelling from the 
west and trying to get access to the east via the causeway, the same number of cars 
will be effected blocked as well because that square round around the river inlet will 
be minefield of traffic slowers and presumably people. One can expect huge volumes 
of people trying to get across what used to be Terrace Road to get to the river, boats, 
inspect art works etc. 
 
Regarding pollution, I am talking about the water quality in this square inlet which 
probably won’t be more than three, or perhaps four metres deep, and cannot possibly 
be washed out by river flow because it is a square inlet attached to a circular bank. 
How is the water going to be kept clean and not full of flotsam and jetsam? It will be a 
true backwater and nothing will change that. 
 
But of the two problems above, it is the complete (almost professional) grid locking of 
the western bound traffic which desperately concerns me. What are the planners 
thinking in promoting this idea? Riverside Drive is one of the smoothest, nicest and 
efficient drives in Perth as it flows past the Bell Tower heading west and you are 
proposing to block Riverside Drive and shunt that massive amount of traffic through 
and around the top of the city block. Does everyone really believe that a square inlet 
of water right there which will block free flowing traffic for zero gain and obscene 
expense is a good idea? If the planners had made provision for a bridge over the top 
of the water so that the fair citizens of Perth could continue to get from the west side 
to the east side and vice versa easily then one might have started to understand the 
plan, but still have rejected it. You are going to add 15 – 20 minutes and $5 in petrol 
to every trip that the west bound drivers make when it is finished – not to mention 
more accidents and exponentially explosive angst as well.  
 
In short and with great respect it is truly the most ludicrous, expensive and 
unnecessary idea that I have ever seen promulgated in Perth. The planners and the 
government must think that they have a Darling Harbour in front of them but they do 
not. What you do have is an almost stagnant river that you can nearly walk across, 
and the government is planning on building something which offers nothing by the 
way of an increment in the quality of life for Perth. 
 
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
Refer to part 7 of the Submissions Report. 
 
Submission No.14 was supported by a Hearing. 
 
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     15  
 
Submission by:   Shirley Anne Thornton 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
OBJECTION AND COMMENT 
 
Please leave the river foreshore as it is. 
 



  

Over the past years we have had a lot of overseas visitors and they have all 
remarked about the openness to the city. 
 
One American couple (a professor from San Francisco) said ‘you have something 
priceless with this open space in the city’. 
 
Do we need more retail space? I don’t think so, businesses are all struggling – we 
don’t have the population. 
 
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
Refer to part 7 of the Submissions Report. 
 
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     16 
 
Submission by:   Glenys Godfrey 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
CONDITIONAL SUPPORT 
 
As a resident of WA for the past 60 years and having worked in the Perth CBD and 
swam regularly in the Swan River, I have a strong love of the Perth waterfront. 
 
I support most of the proposals in this exciting vision called the Perth Waterfront 
Amendment Report. However, I also have some concerns and objections that I wish 
to express. 
 
I support the following: 

 The re-classification of the land to a single public purpose special use reserve 
to demonstrate the strategic intent within the MRS to plan and develop Perth 
Waterfront. 

 The redevelopment of Perth foreshore and acknowledge the strong 
community and business support for the redevelopment. 

 A nationally significant centre for indigenous culture, art and learning as a 
major centrepiece of the new waterfront is a long time overdue and has been 
requested by Noongar people of the eastern region for many years. Their 
culture is acknowledged internationally and will be a major tourist attraction as 
well as a big step in ‘moving to close the gap’. 

 Relocating the ferry to the train station and bus port. 
 The stormwater runoff to be held on each individual lot for reuse in buildings 

and landscape. 
 
I oppose the following: 

 The island should not be connected to the mainland. It could be created as a 
habitat for the black swan. The surrounds will include recreational interpretive 
and public art opportunities. 

 
 
 
 



  

There are two other opportunities that should be considered: 
 Re-vegetate the area from the development site to the Narrows Bridge as a 

natural habitat for wildlife. 
 Re-design the stormwater discharges from existing drains to remove 

contamination prior to it entering the Swan River. 
 
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
Refer to part 7 of the Submissions Report. 
 
The Island is intended to be a landscaped environment that can support a variety of 
flora and fauna species. Investigations are currently underway to potentially 
accommodate a protected section of the island that is designed specifically as a 
black swan habitat. 
 
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     17 
 
Submission by:   Jenny Gregory 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
OBJECTION AND COMMENT 
 
In reference to the proposed plan for the Perth Waterfront, I have two major 
concerns. The first relates to the cultural heritage of the place and the second to 
environmental considerations. 
 
The cultural heritage of the place is indisputable. The whole area encompassed by 
The Esplanade, Barrack Street, Riverside Drive and William Street, Perth – 
described as the Esplanade Reserve – is a permanent entry on the State Heritage 
Register and thus its cultural heritage significance has been accepted under the 
Heritage of Western Australia Act 1990. 
 
A comprehensive assessment of the cultural heritage value of the Esplanade 
Reserve, which was based on a very thorough investigation of the aesthetic, historic, 
scientific and social value of the place, resulted in the place being permanently 
entered on the State Heritage Register. It is clear that, under the Act, only minimal 
changes to the aesthetic, historic and social values of the place should be accepted. 
 
Secondly, there are considerable environmental issues relating to potential 
overshadowing of the area and to the regular flooding of the area. 
 
These cultural heritage and environmental concerns lead me to the following 
conclusions: 
 

1. The area proposed for buildings on sites 5, 6, 7, 8 should be retained as a 
park. No buildings should be erected on these sites. Although the Esplanade 
Reserve would be much diminished: 
 The historic 1928 kiosk could be retained in its present location; 
 The site of much public protest and soapbox oratory over many 

generations would be preserved. 



  

This would also: 
 Prevent The Esplanade turning into a concrete canyon and wind tunnel 
 Enable sunlight from the north to spill over the inlet in the middle of the 

day in winter. 
 

2. The building proposed for sites 2, 3, 4, 9, 10 should be graduated, increasing 
in height towards the city, but should be only two-stories at the river. Higher 
buildings would shade the public areas most of the time, so that in winter 
these areas would be very cold, thus deterring public use. 

 
3. Riverside Drive should continue via a low elegant bridge over the mouth of 

the inlet. 
 To retain river views that the public have enjoyed as drivers for 

generations. 
 

4. Engineering solutions be developed to prevent future flooding of the area.  
This is a considerable concern because of rising sea levels. 

 
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
Refer to part 7 of the Submissions Report. 
 
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     18 
 
Submission by:   City of Perth 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
CONDITIONAL SUPPORT 
 

1. The Council supports the Perth Waterfront project as it will make a 
significant improvement to the city’s relationship with the Swan River; 

 
2. The Council supports the proposed Metropolitan Region Scheme 

Amendment 1203/41 for the Perth Waterfront to reserve the land as public 
purpose – special use; 

 
3. There are a number of outstanding matters which have not been 

addressed in the Environment Assessment Report prepared to support 
the stage 1 environment referral which will need to be appropriately 
addressed as part of subsequent approval processes and prior to the 
commencement of works on site; 

 
4. The Council supports the environmental assessment report prepared to 

support the stage 2 environmental referral being advertised for public 
comment similarly to the stage 1 environmental assessment given that 
this will address many of the key environmental issues associated with 
the project; 

 
 



  

5. The Council supports the State Government’s intent to demonstrate 
leadership and innovation in delivery of the Perth Waterfront project, 
particularly in relation to sustainability outcomes. The project is 
considered to provide a prime and unique opportunity within the city to 
pursue precinct wide sustainability as well as servicing initiatives; 

 
6. The upgrade of Graham Farmer Freeway, the conversion from one-way to 

two-way of the western portion of Riverside Drive and the section of 
Mounts Bay Road (between William Street and Spring Street) should be 
completed prior to the commencement of works to lose the portion of 
Riverside Drive through the project area; 

 
7. The proposed structure, scale and bulk of the development as indicated in 

the Perth Waterfront masterplan and indicative built form layouts should 
be reviewed as part of the preparation of the built form guidelines to 
ensure that it minimises any overshadowing and wind impacts on the 
public realm and protects key views between Kings Park, the Swan River 
and the Perth Bell Tower; 

 
8. The proposed building heights in the southern portion of the site should 

be reduced to better reflect the notional built form outlined in the City’s 
Urban Design Framework which shows a significant scaling down of 
building heights from the central city to the Swan River in order to reflect 
the prominence of St Georges Terrace and the desire for sensitive human 
scaled development adjacent to the river; 

 
9. The proposed lot sizes should be reduced to better reflect the smaller size 

of the lots in the immediate locality so as to avoid development which is 
out of scale with the surrounding development or alternatively, the 
proposed built form guidelines should ensure that the scale and built form 
of development on these lots reflect the smaller grain of development in 
the surrounding city environment; 

 
10. The proposed built form guidelines should be advertised for public 

comment prior to finalisation as these will be a primary planning tool for 
the assessment of subsequent development applications; 

 
11. The Council does not support the relocation of the heritage listed Florence 

Hummerston building from The Esplanade to the Supreme Court Gardens 
as it will diminish the building’s heritage value, reduce the capacity of the 
Supreme Court Gardens to hold events and may diminish the heritage 
value of the Supreme Court Gardens; 

 
12. The State Government should maintain its collaborative approach to 

identifying solutions to transport matters in planning for the Perth 
Waterfront development; 

 
13. The conversion of Mounts Bay Road (between William Street and Spring 

Street) from one-way to two-way traffic is considered critical in 
accommodating bus movements and additional east-west vehicular traffic 
resulting form the proposed dislocation of Riverside Drive and the 
upgrade of William Street as part of the project; 

 
 
 



  

14. The inconvenience to occupants of the city during project construction 
should be minimised. Careful consideration should be given to the staging 
of the development, as well as the various management plans required to 
address a range of construction related matters. Regular communications 
with the community with respect to these works is considered critical; 

 
15. The Council would object to any future redevelopment/improvement 

scheme being prepared for the entire Improvement Plan No. 35 area, in 
particular the street blocks currently under the City’s planning control as 
per the City Planning Scheme No. 2. Any future redevelopment/ 
improvement scheme should only extend over the area required to deliver 
the core components of the project; and, 

 
16. There are a range of other matters which will require negotiation and 

agreement between the City and State Government as the project 
progresses.  These include but are not limited to: 

 
 Re-vesting of the reserves currently under the City’s control and 

management; 
 The removal and/or relocation of the City’s assets; 
 The City’s lease with the operators of the Grand Palace restaurant for 

the use of the Florence Hummerston building; 
 Displacement of events from The Esplanade Reserve; 
 The enhancement and use of Supreme Court Gardens; 
 The staging of civic works; and, 
 The long-term place management and public asset maintenance.  

 
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
Refer to part 7 of the Submissions Report. 
 
Matters relating to the Environmental Assessment Report (point 3) are noted. This 
information referred to will be provided to the appropriate environmental agencies as 
part of the Section 38 referral of the proposal under the Environmental Protection Act 
1986. 
 
Relating to proposed development sites, lot sizes proposed within the masterplan are 
considered appropriate as they will be designed to incorporate internal movement 
through and around the developed buildings. Some sites will be required, as part of 
the design guidelines process, to accommodate pedestrian arcades and 
thoroughfares within buildings to connect to the existing areas of the CBD for ease of 
movement and reflect the fine-grained fabric of the city blocks to the north of the 
project area. 
 
Relating to future scheme arrangements, it is intended that the Perth Waterfront 
project will transition from the WAPC to the proposed Metropolitan Redevelopment 
Authority once established. Whilst the City’s concerns are noted, it is expected that 
the application of future scheme arrangements (either a redevelopment scheme or 
improvement scheme) will only relate to the area where development and major 
construction impacts are likely to occur. 
 
 
 
 
 



  

The Perth Waterfront project team will continue to liaise with the City of Perth on 
matters raised in Points 10 and 16. 
 
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     19 
 
Submission by:   Lanie Joy Porter 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
OBJECTION AND COMMENT 
 
Perth needs the proposed waterfront development like a hole in the head. There are 
enough concrete and steel jungles on the planet without us adding it to the carbon 
footprint mess the world is in. I have seen the drawing of the proposed buildings on 
television and they are soulless unnecessary blights on the landscape. 
 
The whole waterfront land is very precious and should be developed as organic 
urban farmland/market gardens (no animals) to feed the restaurants and people of 
the city. You haven’t eaten real food (or tasted better) until you have eaten lovingly 
tended organic food straight from the garden. As people have access to this type of 
eating it will eventuate that hospitals will no longer be needed – the first priority of 
any government should be the health of the people. We have got to stop pretending 
that healthy eating is only a fad and tackle a whole range of issues at the same time 
e.g. food miles, unnatural chemicals in food, the degradation and salinity impact on 
farmland, billions of dollars spent on ‘health’ care and alienation of the population 
from the natural world that we should mature not rape etc. 
 
The Esplanade could be a productive green wonderland of fruit trees, alfresco vine 
covered pergolas for seating, possible eateries supplied from the organic gardens – 
maybe a combination of government/council and business endeavours. 
 
The whole waterfront development as being proposed by the Planning Commission 
should definitely be mothballed – the billions of dollars saved should probably be 
redirected to the situation with the three bridges at Fremantle. 
 
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
Refer to part 7 of the Submissions Report. 
 
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

 
Submission:     20 
 
Submission by:   City of South Perth 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
 
CONDITIONAL SUPPORT 
 
The City of South Perth: 
 
a)  Supports in principal the Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment 1203/41 

Perth Waterfront dated February 2011, with the following exceptions: 
 

i) The City is extremely concerned about the proposed changes to Riverside 
Drive which will reduce traffic volumes from about 30,000 vehicles per day to 
about 15,000 vehicles per day, with the resultant traffic being forced to utilise 
other local and regional roads in Perth. Of particular concern to the City of South 
Perth is the high probability of traffic being redistributed to Canning Highway, Mill 
Point Road, Labouchere Road and Judd Street respectively thereby resulting in 
increased traffic volumes and congestion and reduction in road and pedestrian 
safety and residential amenity during the morning and afternoon peak travel 
times; 

 
ii) The City requests that detailed traffic modelling and reporting be undertaken as 
a matter of urgency to determine the likely increase to traffic volumes and 
congestion on Canning Highway, Mill Point Road, Labouchere Road and Judd 
Street resulting from the Perth Waterfront development and changes to Riverside 
Drive, and that the City be party to such a study; and, 

 
iii) Where it is identified in the detailed traffic modelling and reporting that 
Canning Hwy, Mill Point Rd, Labouchere Rd and Judd St are adversely impacted 
by increased traffic volumes and congestion, improvements be undertaken to the 
road network and intersections to alleviate the identified negative impacts. 

 
b)  Requests to be consulted on any future traffic and transport studies or initiatives 

undertaken by the City of Perth and/or the WA State Government, where 
changes to the road and transport network in Perth is likely to result in adverse 
impacts within the City of South Perth. 

 
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
While the Perth Waterfront project will have some effect on traffic movements around 
the CBD, it is one of a number of redevelopment projects that will contribute to the 
growth of the CBD and impact on the transport network. The Department of 
Transport is currently coordinating a strategic transport planning strategy which will 
take the growth of the wider central city area and transport movements into account. 
It is expected that this strategy will propose improvements to the movement network 
to manage growth in these areas into the future, including the major arterial routes 
into the CBD.  
 
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 



  

 
Submission:     21 
 
Submission by:   Melinda Tognini 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
COMMENT 
 
The Esplanade Kiosk is of historical significance for Western Australia and should be 
preserved. 
 
I am deeply concerned about the prospect of losing more of our architectural and 
social history. While I welcome the plan to revitalise our city centre, The Esplanade 
Kiosk should be preserved and included in any development. 
 
The Esplanade and the Esplanade Kiosk is of historical significance, as is indicated 
by its permanent entry on the Register of Heritage Places. In addition to the 
numerous social and sporting activities that have taken place on The Esplanade, the 
area has a deep connection to our military history. The first ANZAC parade was there 
in 1916. Furthermore, The Esplanade kiosk became a key business venture and a 
central meeting place for war widows after the Second World War. 
 
The War Widows’ Guild was formed in Victoria in November 1945 and in Western 
Australia a year later. Sadly, war widows have been largely absent from our war 
histories and post war narratives. Yet, the War Widows’ Guild was a group of women 
who faced with great hardships, turned to self-help with courage and determination.  
Many of the benefits war widows have today are the result of the campaigning of 
these early members of the War Widows’ Guild. 
 
The War Widows’ Guild secured the lease of Esplanade Kiosk in 1949. This meant 
that its members now had a permanent meeting place, as well as a venue to sell their 
craft goods. It also provided a potential income by serving sandwiches, teas and cool 
drinks to the public. The Esplanade Kiosk and the friendships the war widows made 
through the War Widows’ Guild offered vital emotional and practical support at a very 
dark time for these women, many of whom had young children to care for. The Kiosk 
became an important place, not only for them, but for their children, who were also 
welcome. Today many of those children, now in their sixties and seventies, 
remember The Esplanade Kiosk with fondness. They comment on its significance 
and how much the War Widows’ Guild helped their mothers. The guild ran The 
Esplanade Kiosk for fourteen years until 1963. 
 
Preserving The Esplanade Kiosk provides an opportunity to recognise and 
commemorate significant aspects of our history that have perhaps been invisible until 
now.  We should be preserving our historical buildings and the valuable history found 
within their walls. The Esplanade Kiosk need to be a part of any new development, 
not moved or destroyed. 
 
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
Refer to part 7 of the Submissions Report. 
 
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 



  

 
Submission:     22 
 
Submission by:   Committee for Perth 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
SUPPORT 
 
The Committee for Perth strongly supports the development of Perth’s waterfront and 
agrees with the approach of amending the Metropolitan Region Scheme to enable 
the re-classification of the land the subject of the Perth Waterfront project to a single 
public purpose special use reserve. 
 
The Committee also supports the approach of marking a boundary which will enable 
flexibility in identifying the ultimate extent of the development area; and establishing a 
strategic governance framework that will enable Government to progress all 
necessary planning until the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority is established. 
 
The Committee for Perth is highly supportive of the elements identified for the Perth 
Waterfront masterplan and believes that these must be retained through the 
planning, design and construction phases of the development. Of particular 
importance to the Committee for Perth is retaining the objective for a nationally 
significant centre for indigenous culture, art and learning that will be a major 
centrepiece of the new waterfront. 
 
We also support the element of a ‘seamless’ extension of the city grid to the river and 
for an inlet which brings the river closer to the foot of the city. However we believe 
that there is a need for the detailed planning of this element to achieve an 
appropriate transition from the soft natural environment of the Swan River to the built 
environment of the city. 
 
In addition it is our view that the design elements for the masterplan would be 
strengthened if specific reference was made to the heritage importance of the site 
(natural, indigenous, colonial and more recent); the spiritual importance of the site to 
the Noongar community; and the need to be sensitive to this in preparing the detailed 
design for the site. 
 
The issue of transport and access is of particular importance to the project but also to 
the future of the city. 
 
The Committee for Perth understands the need to remove Riverside Drive as a 
’barrier’ to the waterfront; prioritising pedestrian access over the private car; and 
redeveloping Riverside Drive to be a city access road rather than a bypass.  
Achieving this goal would have significant positive benefits for the city as would the 
proposed increase in provision of public transit alternative to reduce reliance on the 
private. 
 
However, we are aware that this aspect of the project will be contentious and it is 
therefore imperative that planning for both road and multi-modal transportation 
options is undertaken early in the process; is transparent; and that it 
comprehensively considers and assesses all options. 
 
 
 



  

Associated with this, it is clear that the Graham Farmer Freeway already suffers from 
capacity issues and there is therefore a need to ensure that planning for 
transportation infrastructure associated with delivery of the Perth Waterfront project – 
both road and alternative modes – is adequate to meet the long term needs of the 
city, and that consideration is also given to ‘future proofing’ infrastructure to enable 
for further expansion. 
 
The Committee for Perth is supportive of the processes identified to address heritage 
(Aboriginal and European) and environmental issues associated with the site. 
 
In regards to Aboriginal heritage, we take this opportunity to highlight the importance 
of the appropriate representatives from the local indigenous community, in the design 
of the Waterfront project and in developing and delivering the concept for the 
indigenous cultural centre. 
 
Regarding sustainability, there is no doubt that the Perth Waterfront project is an 
opportunity to set new benchmarks for sustainable development in the state and we 
encourage the government to embrace them as a key feature of the scheme. 
 
In conclusion we note that there is a history in Perth of public controversy 
surrounding visionary and iconic projects which challenge the status quo.  
 
The Committee for Perth believes that that it is important that the community has an 
opportunity to have a say regarding the ultimate extent and design of the waterfront 
however we also encourage government to show leadership by maintaining a 
commitment to deliver the project in a form that is true to the objectives of the 
masterplan – even if it faces criticism along the way. 
 
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
Refer to part 7 of the Submissions Report. 
 
Relating to Indigenous Cultural Centre, the support of the Committee for Perth for the 
Centre and the need to consult widely with Indigenous community members is noted. 
This consultation process has commenced and it is expected that extensive liaison 
with a variety of Indigenous groups will be required throughout the design, 
construction and operations of the Centre. 
 
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

 
Submission:     23 
 
Submission by:   Dominic Vincent Nolan 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
OBJECTION AND COMMENT 
 

1. The removal of the Riverside Drive link between Barrack and Williams Streets 
will result in increased traffic volumes being diverted along The Esplanade. 
These increased volumes, along with the introduction of additional pedestrian 
crossings near Sherwood Court and Howard Street will result in grid-lock 
adversely affecting the quality of life and property values of Lawson 
Apartment residents, due to increased noise and pollution. Riverside Drive 
should be retained as a roadway and sunk as a tunnel or raised as a bridge to 
accommodate a construction of an inlet. 

 
2. The removal of Riverside Drive will also necessitate the removal of all parking 

bays on The Esplanade. Removal of parking bays on The Esplanade will 
impact Lawson Apartment residents disproportionately by loss of adjacent on 
street parking, loss of parking permits and inconvenience for deliveries and 
short term visitors. 

 
3. The construction of high density residential and office buildings immediately 

adjacent to The Esplanade will create a ‘wind tunnel’ effect on The Esplanade 
similar to that currently experienced on St George’s Terrace. Zoning changes 
should consider lower building heights with a significant recess from The 
Esplanade with consideration given to wind calming features. 

 
4. The removal of Heritage sites (particularly the kiosk currently used by the 

Grand Palace Restaurant) would be a significant loss to the Streetscape and 
a disruption to the cluster of heritage buildings; the Kiosk, The Lawson 
Building and the Weld Club. The zoning of those areas currently inhabited by 
the Kiosk should be amended to ensure that the building is retained in situ 
and that new developments accommodate and complement the heritage 
buildings. 

 
5. Scale of construction and proximity to the Lawson Apartments will mean that 

noise of construction; (especially ‘out of hours’) will have an ongoing effect to 
local residents continually over a five to ten year period. In addition to this 
environmental impact, the creation of a water inlet/harbour is likely to 
contribute to water circulation problems potentially resulting in stagnant water 
and odour effecting local residents. 

 
6. Loss of the Esplanade Reserve open space. This is one of the most 

commonly used open spaces within Perth, having cultural and historical 
significance. Consideration should be given to retaining elements of the 
Esplanade Reserve in particular the north end of the reverse bounded by The 
Esplanade and the future extension of Howard Street and Sherwood Court, 
retaining limited but significant open space. 

 
 
 
 
 



  

In summary: 
 

 Retain Riverside Drive as a roadway to alleviate traffic congestion, noise and 
pollution on the Esplanade 

 Create a broad reserve along the side of the Esplanade (northern edge of the 
current Esplanade Reserve) to mitigate wind tunnelling 

 Limit building heights along the Esplanade 
 Retain a northern portion of the Esplanade Reserve as open space 
 Retain in situ heritage buildings and ensure that adjacent lots are zoned in a 

complementary fashion 
 
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
Refer to part 7 of the Submissions Report. 
 
With regard to parking matters, some on-street parking will be retained along The 
Esplanade which will continue to serve the Lawson Apartment and other properties. 
Further, the masterplan proposes on-street and off-street parking opportunities that 
will be provided in accordance with the ratios and objectives of the Perth Parking 
Policy (Perth Parking Management Act 1999). There are also a number of existing 
parking complexes within close proximity of the project area that may be utilised for 
commercial and visitor use. Loading bays will remain in certain locations allowing 
deliveries to take place as is currently the case. 
 
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     24 
 
Submission by:   Alison L Atkins 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
OBJECTION AND COMMENT 
 
When you put in the link to Northbridge, you can then use the top of it to put your 
development. Please not our lovely foreshore; we need every bit of green in our city. 
There are many more things needed in our city and suburbs. Transport most 
necessary - trains to Ellenbrook. Yokine people have to go into the city to get to 
Mercy Hospital. 
 
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
Refer to part 7 of the Submissions Report. 
 
There is a need for Government investment in initiatives that will ensure Perth 
remains attractive to residents, tourists and businesses alike. Perth Waterfront will 
enable the city to re-engage with the Swan River, by accommodating a range of 
leisure, retail and cultural opportunities which are publicly accessible. 
 
Public transport is an essential aspect of the growth of Perth, and the Government 
continues to investigate the opportunities for additional public transport infrastructure 
within the Perth Metropolitan Region. 
 



  

DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 

 
Submission:     25 
 
Submission by:   Brian Muir 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
CONDITIONAL SUPPORT 
 
While I welcome this development, I have grave fears that it will be a matter of a ‘long 
term pain for long term gain’ rather than what it should be. That is, the pain suffered 
by residential and commercial residents (key stakeholders) may be far greater than 
what they should have to put up with. This will not be a short term project and as 
such, the preservation of the quality of living should be of paramount importance. 
Some of the challenges that should be considered are as follows: 
 
1. Dealing with the quantity of heavy duty vehicles required for such a massive 

undertaking. 
Routes to be used for transport: the obvious route will be Riverside Drive or 
the Freeway and Riverside Drive off ramp. It is vital that these routes be 
monitored and vehicles confined to specific directional flows to minimise local 
traffic flows.  
Possible solution: outlets such as Victoria Avenue, Hill, Bennet and Terrace 
Roads and Plain Street should be banned routes and built in to any contracts. 
Holding areas for heavy vehicles: with the numbers of vehicles needed, all 
vehicles will not be able to access the work areas at the same time. Currently, 
heavy vehicles, waiting to drop loads off to building sites in the CBD simply 
choose a residential/commercial parking area close by and wait until called in. 
These vehicles normally traverse two or three car bays, leave their motors 
running and often leave large levels of oil droppings on the road.  
Possible solution: designated holding areas set aside for all heavy vehicles 
with communication systems coordinating their arrival schedules. Herrison 
Island might be one suggestion for a holding yard for vehicles coming from 
the east. 

 
2. Create a new environment without having long term negative effect on traffic 

movement. 
Possible solution: re-align current thinking to re-include the possibility of 
sinking the small section of road necessary.   

 
3. Working hours of construction designation.  Noise and construction by-

products need to meld the need for consistent and workable hours with 
maintenance of the rights of key stakeholders. 

 Possible solution: these to be established and policed. 
 Mon – Fri: 7am – 5pm 
 Sat: 8am – 1pm 
 Sun: No work except in emergency circumstances. 

These hours to be applicable to all precinct areas i.e. Heavy vehicles are not 
to enter the site before these hours. 
 

 
 



  

4. Liaison and input processes between providers of development and key 
stakeholders. So often, providers implement policy and actions that severely 
impact on city stakeholders without proper vetting of policies that they are 
implementing. For example, every major shut down of the city in the last 18 
months has been riddled with inaccuracies that directly affect traffic flow. In 
such a long term proposal as is being contemplated, stakeholder and general 
public disruption must be managed and ongoing, efficient and effective 
conduits of communication must be established between stakeholders and 
providers. 

 Possible solution: as part of the organisational infrastructure, representatives 
of key stakeholders could be appointed. These individuals in no way would be 
obstructionist but would be there to represent the key stakeholders and to 
bring to providers valuable insight in to how to create a ‘seamless; process of 
development. 

 
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
Refer to part 7 of Submissions Report 
 
With regard to the management of works, construction and traffic management plans 
are being developed and the suggestions have been noted. The preparation and 
implementation of these plans will require continued liaison with the City of Perth and 
other stakeholders. Communication with affected residents and businesses will be an 
important part of this process. 
 
Submission No.25 was supported by a Hearing. 
 
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     26 
 
Submission by:   Water Corporation 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
CONDITIONAL SUPPORT 
 
The Water Corporation has no objection to the proposal. 
 
A brief report with a preliminary summary of comments and requirements for 
servicing and impact to existing services has been provided.   
 
The purpose of this report is to keep all stakeholders informed with one working 
document until the initial detailed design is received from the developer’s consultant 
for the Corporation to review. 
 
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
The information provided has been noted and distributed to the Perth Waterfront 
project team. 
 
 
 



  

DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     27 
 
Submission by:   Lesley Murray 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
CONDITIONAL SUPPORT 
 
This submission makes the case for universal access to be included as part of the 
documentation for the Perth Waterfront MRS Amendment, as well as an integral part 
of the project from the early planning and design stage. 
 
Universal access enables people of all ages and abilities to access buildings, 
facilities and services with equity and dignity. Universal access is embodied in the 
City of Perth’s strategic plans including its Disability Access and Inclusion Plan 2007-
2011. 
 
The Perth Waterfront MRS Amendment is at an important stage in the design and 
approval process. There are important universal access issues for this project that 
this submission would like to raise: 
 
1. The lack of any reference to universal or disability access is a significant gap 

in the amendment document.  This is an important issue supported by three 
pieces of disability legislation and is deserving of consideration within the 
MRS document in a similar way to transport and access, heritage, 
environment and sustainability. 

 
Universal access is highly pertinent for the future as Western Australia’s 
population is rapidly ageing. By 2041 it has been estimated that nearly one in 
three Western Australians will be 60 years and over. There is also a close 
relationship between age and disability and Western Australia can expect a 
substantial increase in people with a disability to 632,600 by 2023. The State 
Government’s Department for Communities also has an initiative in place to 
encourage age-friendly communities. The City of Perth is currently part of this 
program. 

 
These demographic changes need to be recognised in the planning and 
development process for the Perth Waterfront project for the next 10-15 
years. Older people and people with disabilities will be living and working, as 
well as visiting, the Perth Waterfront. 

 
Universal design will not only benefit older people and people with disabilities, 
their families and carers, but many other sections of the community including 
families with prams and visitors with luggage. If the Perth Waterfront is to be 
truly a place for the people these issues should be an integral part of the 
planning documentation at this stage.   

 
2. Current access standards are minimum standards for access.  As the Perth 

Waterfront project is a landmark project for WA, it is important it achieves best 
practice and an enhanced standard of access. This needs to be clearly 
articulated in the amendment document.  



  

 Without this, only a basic standard of access will be achieved and the State 
Government’s vision of inclusion for people with disabilities cannot become 
reality. Articulating these aspirations in key strategic documents for the 
Waterfront is important. 

 
3. Current access standards relate to the built environment but do not include 

the external environment:  The design of recreation and public spaces to 
promote inclusion is critical to its success from the community perspective. As 
current access standards relate to buildings and their immediate surrounds 
and not the external environment, this increases the risk for access barriers to 
be created in the public domain, which at a later stage may require costly 
redesigns and retrofits. In the Perth Waterfront project, pedestrian links to 
public transport from the city, easy access across the inlet and facilities such 
as the chairlift will need particular attention. 

 
4. Access consultant as part of the planning and design team.  It is 

recommended that the Perth Waterfront project should engage an accredited 
access consultant as part of the consultant team to ensure best practice in 
universal access is incorporated into the planning and design process. Their 
role should be throughout the project and not just at the detailed design stage 
to avoid access barriers being created. 

 
5. Consultation with people with disabilities in the planning process:  

Consultation with people with disabilities and other consumers should be 
proactive and at an early stage of the planning and design process. This can 
reduce the risk of a Disability Discrimination action in the future under the 
Commonwealth Disability Discrimination Act.   

 
The City of Perth has had an advisory reference group of community 
members, to provide access and consumer advice on projects at an early 
planning and design stage. Since 1998 the Access Working Group has 
provided access advice on over 200 projects, including come major city 
developments such Perth Arena, 140 William Street and Perth Convention 
and Exhibition Centre. 

 
6. Sustainability.  Universal access is an important element of the sustainability 

of the Perth Waterfront project. There is no mention of social sustainability 
outcomes or benchmarks in this section, of which universal access would be 
an important part of creating a development for future generations. 

 
 The Access Working Group supports the rezoning of the Perth Waterfront site 

and looks forward to its redevelopment to create an inclusive and highly 
accessible environment that can be used by all people.   

 
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
The Perth Waterfront masterplan has been designed to cater for all groups of people 
and that access is easy, safe and inclusive. Although the intention is for the project to 
have universal access, the specific details and designs have not been articulated 
within the MRS Amendment, as detailed design of this nature is not a direct part of 
the amendment process. 
 
Universal access has been integrated into the design of the public realm, enabling all 
groups of people to enjoy the full extent of the promenades, gardens, kiosks and 
transport infrastructure. This work is being overseen by an accredited access 
consultant. 



  

For private development, the Building Codes of Australia as they relate to disability 
access will apply. 
 
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     28 
 
Submission by:   Christopher Dunham 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
OBJECTION AND COMMENT 
 
I do not support the proposal. 
 
The proposal in total detracts from the Perth City foreshore, further degrades the 
quality and health of the Swan River, denies the people of Western Australia the use 
and amenity of a historically important ‘common’. 
 
Visual aesthetic considerations: The proposed construction would have been 
welcomed and accepted in 1970 as an example of our ‘modern’, progressive, 
productive economy and community. However, in 2011 this rather old school play 
ground approach to altering our precious spaces is simply provincial and rather sad. 
 
The area of open ‘common’ that we have and still enjoy is of far more value to the 
community across its entire social and economic demographic than any form of 
marina/ built over area could provide. 
 
River quality:  The portion of the Swan River upstream of the Narrows Bridge 
receives a much reduced tidal exchange in comparison to the water down stream of 
this bridge which is very nearly replaced within two tidal movements. The water that 
would be all but trapped within this marina area would be of such low quality that I 
doubt it would support aquatic life during the summer months. 
 
As this ground has considerable land fill, the potential risk to the river from 
excavating this area have not been considered or addressed. 
 
Historical: This common has considerable import in our recent European history from 
the seeing off West Australians to serve our country in South Africa during the Boer 
War, and of course the epicentre of ANZAC rallies. 
 
Vegetation: The potential loss of mature significant trees from the existing common 
has not been addressed. 
 
Tourism:  Visitors to our city have enjoyed the beauty and openness of our common 
areas including the foreshores and regretted the loss of their own community 
foreshore. What we have and that which this proposal will take from us is not 
replaceable.   
 
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
Refer to part 7 of the Submissions Report. 
 



  

DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     29 
 
Submission by:   Marlene Nelson 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
OBJECTION AND COMMENT 
 
I do not support MRS Amendment No.1203/41 on the basis that the proposed Perth 
Waterfront project masterplan requires significant changes in its design and scale. 
My recommendation is that The Esplanade remain an A class reserve for the 
enjoyment and gathering of Perth’s people for recreational, social and cultural 
activity. Reshaping Perth’s foreshore over the next few years is challenging and 
exciting, therefore requiring considered and more thoughtful planning. The 
Esplanade is a significant reminder of our city’s past and we need to honour its 
history. The proposed foreshore development will completely remove the green 
space by turning this parkland into a high density, high rise environment. This 
increased construction and development over a number of years will create major 
upheaval in Perth city taking into account that the Perth Link will be carried out 
simultaneously. The Lawson Apartments is the only residential building that will be 
directing affected by this development. We have been advised by the Perth Lord 
Mayor that this project will be a 24/7 operation. Issues such as constant construction 
noise, vibration, and excessive emissions by increased motor vehicle use along The 
Esplanade will have a significant effect on the health and well being of the residents 
of this heritage building and requires further consultation. The fundamental flaws with 
this proposal are: 
 
Traffic congestion 
 

With Riverside Drive being cut off between Barrack and Williams Streets, 
where will 24,000 cars that currently use Riverside Drive as a city bypass be 
diverted? The Graham Farmer Freeway tunnel may take some traffic by 
utilising its emergency lanes; however, this is just for the vehicles trying to 
bypass the city, not an effective long term solution. What of those attempting 
to enter or exit the proposed foreshore development? Riverside Drive has 
significant heritage value in Perth dating back to 1937. It acts as a major 
distributor of traffic on east-west conduit. It is essential that Riverside Drive is 
maintained as a continuous road. This can be done by way of tunnel or 
bridge. Should Riverside Drive be cut off, the traffic would be diverted up 
Barrack Street and onto The Esplanade and continuing down William Street 
onto the freeways. This will create major traffic snarls; it will also take four 
times as long to navigate this route. Essentially, The Esplanade will become a 
freeway with major congestion. The idea of this foreshore development plan 
is to bring large volumes of people to the rivers edge and the feature 
promenade. How can this be possible when pedestrians have to cross over a 
major arterial road namely The Esplanade when Riverside Drive is cut off?  

 
 
 
 
 



  

Height and Scale of Development 
 

The height and scale of the proposed development along The Esplanade is 
excessive. Many successful waterfront developments around the world have 
a human scale to their buildings of two to five storeys. Currently, there is 
major overshadowing by the Stock Exchange and other high rise buildings 
along The Esplanade. This overshadowing on the water inlet will also have 
detrimental effects such as an increase in mosquito numbers due to reduced 
sunlight on the water. With the introduction of the proposed high rise 
buildings, this overshadowing will only become worse, having a cooling effect 
coupled with wind tunnels and noise impacts on public areas and residential 
buildings. A Promenade bathed in constant shadow does not make for an 
inviting alfresco. A good connection between water, people and buildings is 
essential and the feeling of human scale is paramount. 

 
Heritage Value 
 

This proposed plan ignores Perth’s European heritage. Significant heritage 
buildings should be retained such as Florence Hummerston Centre built in 
1928, now known as The Grand Palace Chinese Restaurant, a venue 
catering to Perth’s business people and tourist. The idea of relocating this 
building to the Supreme Court Gardens defies logic as it compromises it 
heritage. Its history is contained on that site. The Allan Green Conservatory 
should be turned back into a tourist attraction rather than being mothballed as 
has been the case. A landmark heritage building such as the Lawson 
Apartments should continue to be on display from Kings Park and South 
Perth as has been the case since the 1930’s, not masked by high rise 
buildings. We cannot afford to lose more of Perth’s heritage listed sites which 
is in line with Western Australia’s first cultural heritage policy.  The Esplanade 
Reserve is a significant state asset and therefore needs to be protected, 
heritage being an integral component of the State’s future development. 

 
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
Refer to part 7 of the Submissions Report. 
 
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     30 
 
Submission by:   Ross Manolas 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
OBJECTION AND COMMENT 
 
This is an A class reserve, the site of everyday recreation and entertainment for city 
workers and visitors on a daily basis. The backdrop of this reserve is our city as it has 
evolved good and bad over the last 182 years. The skyline is a patchwork of 
buildings that reflect our history, a history that has sadly been paid very little respect 
in retaining the heritage value handed down to use, and as a result leaves us with 
only a fraction of the buildings that represent our earliest traditions. 
 



  

The corner of Sherwood Court and The Esplanade is the site of three such remaining 
buildings of extreme conservation value. The proposal will ultimately completely 
destroy the 1928 Kiosk as we know it, and eliminate the view of both Lawson 
Apartments and The Atlas building behind a wall of steel and glass. The new vista 
from the riverside will be a purpose built 21st century line of steel and glass towers 
with no connection to our history and our past, and no character that binds us 
together as a community. This site of great community focus will instead become a 
private mall, with an untold loss of green open space and trees that breathe life into 
our city. 
 
I object to this loss of amenity and public open space to our community, and the 
further depletion of our long undervalued heritage in Perth. 
 
In the event of rezoning: 
 
The size and scale of the proposition as it stands is excessive. If anything it will only 
further cut the City of Perth off from the river, rather than connect it. The best current 
example of riverside redevelopment in Australia is South Bank in Brisbane, with 
parkland, swimming pool, community focused open space and height restricted 
development that allows a visual connection between river and city space. The cold 
impersonal concrete monolith of a Darling Harbour scale of development is one that 
disconnects the visitor from a personal experience with the city they are actually in 
and the history that has created it. Rather it is a commercial experience that could be 
occurring in any one of numerous large scale developments anywhere in the world.  
The inlet would be a generic custom built riverside, not the Swan River as it has been 
known and loved by generations of Western Australians. 
 
Further, the concept that Riverside Drive will be cut, and no replacement provided 
seems short sighted. Currently when Riverside Drive is closed due to events, or St 
Georges Terrace is closed due to roadwork, the east west traffic chokes the city 
streets. It seems untenable that Perth can continue to effectively function without this 
vital link. If the closure of Riverside Drive were to become a permanent feature of 
peak hour in Perth with no alternative through route the negative impact to motorists, 
pedestrians etc. would need a thorough investigation of methods of mitigation to 
ensure a long term workable solution to what already appears to be extreme 
congestion. 
 
In the event of rezoning I implore the Planning Commission to ensure that a human 
scale development is implemented, that keeps the traditions of The Esplanade 
reserve at its heart, as an assembly point for the citizens of Perth to gather and 
celebrate public events in the manner that has been occurring for generations. To 
ensure a visual link between a city that has evolved over 182 years with the riverside 
that has taken its current form over the same time frame. To retain the green open 
heart as a centre piece of any development that proceeds and to ensure that a 
thorough investigation of the effects of cutting Riverside Drive are undertaken or to 
retain this as a vital through route it is as a part of any development proposed. 
 
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
Refer to part 7 of the Submissions Report. 
 
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 



  

 
Submission:     31 
 
Submission by:   National Trust of Australia 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
CONDITIONAL SUPPORT 
 
The National Trust of Australia does not oppose Metropolitan Region Scheme 
Amendment 1203/41 recognising that the amendment itself has no direct impact on 
the cultural heritage values of the Perth Waterfront. The amendment however, 
facilitates the implementation of the Perth Waterfront Masterplan 2009 which 
proposes a number of developments that may adversely impact upon places of 
recognised cultural heritage value. 
 
While not objecting to some form of cove development between Barrack Street and 
William Street to allow the city to once again address the river, there are a number of 
issues of concern to the National Trust. 
 
The Esplanade Reserve is a place of recognised heritage significance to Western 
Australia and was included on the State Register of Heritage Places in 2003. The 
Esplanade Reserve was established in 1881 as a park for recreational use, and is 
associated with a number of important historic events and activities including; 
proclamation of self–government in 1890, Perth City ANZAC parades since 1916 etc. 
 
The proposed creation of a waterfront inlet and surrounding buildings will impact on 
the cultural heritage values associated with the place. These impacts can be 
mitigated by reducing the amount of space removed from the public domain 
particularly for such purposes as an additional road between Barrack and William 
Street and ensuring that the public utility if the remaining open space is not 
compromised through shadow and overhang from excessively high buildings. 
 
The National Trust does not support the relocation of Florence Hummerston building 
from The Esplanade Reserve to Supreme Court Gardens. The Burra Charter makes 
it quite clear that relocation is only acceptable in limited circumstances and should 
not lead to the loss of heritage values of the place where the building is relocated to. 
Relocation of the Florence Hummerston building to the Supreme Court Gardens will 
lead to a loss of heritage values of the building and significantly impact on the 
capacity of the gardens as a community venue. The objectives of the masterplan do 
not necessarily require the relocation of the Florence Hummerston building and 
therefore retention should be considered. This will also serve to enhance the 
availability of public space in the former Esplanade Reserve. 
 
The National Trust recognises that the relocation of the Talbot Hobbs Memorial has 
been under consideration for a number of years.  If the memorial is to be relocated 
this provides an opportunity to restore its ceremonial role on ANZAC day. 
 
In addition, greater consideration needs to be given to the bulk and scale of the 
proposed developments. Specifically, in regard to ensuring open space surrounding 
the inlet is not compromised by shadow and overhang, that the heritage buildings on 
The Esplanade – Lawson Apartments, chancery and Phoenix House are not 
overwhelmed by the new developments and the built structures around the Bell 
Tower do not compromise it visual presence particularly from the west. 
 



  

Given the heritage significance of the place, interpretation strategies should be 
considered early in the planning and development process, and address natural, 
Aboriginal and historical heritage values. 
 
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
Refer to part 7 of the Submissions Report. 
 
Submission No.31 was supported by a Hearing. 
 
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     32 
 
Submission by:   Bush Forever 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
NO COMMENT 
 
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
No comment 
 
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     33 
 
Submission by:   Greg Smith 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
OBJECTION AND COMMENT 

 The government should not be subsidizing the private sector via $440 million 
gifts. 

 Page 5 of the amendment report states the proposed MRS amendment does 
not have a direct impact in the heritage sites, however development 
contemplated in the Perth Waterfront masterplan clearly does. MRS 
amendment facilitates heritage destruction. 

 The existing public reserve should be expanded to cover the existing yellow 
portion of the plan and the existing blue portion of the plan. 

 The plan for the place should reflect historic and living space, that is a 
100 per cent public space available for public events. 

 No amount of justification can hide the fact that the proposed amendment 
facilitates the destruction of a place of permanent heritage significance. 

 All of the site should be reserved for public purposes. 
 Public toilets/shower blocks should be built on the site. 
 The Esplanade should be available for camping and would invigorate the 

Festival of Perth by providing a unique, desirable, affordable and attractive 
site. 



  

 The opportunity cost, spending $440 million on the Perth/CBD reinforces that 
Perth CBD to the detriment of the strategic regional centres and the regional 
cities. Economics is a matter of importance and the place should not be 
destroyed and the money should not be wasted. 

 This proposal reduces Perth’s capacity as a global city because it reinforces 
Perth’s dependence on resources and a one dimensional city. 

 The Esplanade is of social value and has been since pre-federation. The 
proposed destruction of the place is in essence high order vandalism and 
should be reserved parks and recreation. 

 Is concerned that the WAPC have committed to proceeding the project prior 
to the completion of all planning processes. 

 The Esplanade was created by landfill in 1883 in order to connect the city to 
the river. The idea of digging out more than 120 year old landfill to connect 
the city to the river is an absurdity. 

 The development that the amendment facilitates is not sustainable. The 
energy costs of digging out the land, installing pylons and water pumping 
must be significant. 

 The Esplanade is a flexible public open space used for rallies, ceremonies 
etc. since before the late 1880’s. The Esplanade is also part of the Swan 
River’s flood plain and buildings which the amendment facilitates will cause 
extra flooding somewhere else on the foreshore. 

 
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
Refer to part 7 of the Submissions Report. 
 
Submission No. 33 was supported by a Hearing. 
 
During the Hearings process, the Submitter raised several legal points regarding: 
 

 Potential conflict of interest of the Hearing Committee Chair owing to previous 
public commentary on the Perth Waterfront project; 

 The availability of documents during the public comment period; and 
 Definition of public purpose special use and private uses within this reserve. 

 
The Hearings Committee is of the view that the: 
 

 Composition of the Hearings Committee is appropriate and within the 
requirements of the Planning and Development Act and the Western 
Australian Planning Committee Standing Orders 2009; 

 Information was made available to the submitter when requested; and 
 Public purpose special use reserve facilitates public works associated with 

the Perth Waterfront project and is therefore suitable to enable construction 
commencement. 

 
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

 
Submission:     34 
 
Submission by:   Bicycle Transport Alliance 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
COMMENT 
 
The Bicycle Transport Alliance (BTA) has several comments being: 
 
Legislation to prevent the de-classification of the shared bridge 
 
Premier Colin Barnett has publically declared that the shared bridge will be for 
pedestrian and cyclists. In November 2005, the City of Perth banned cycling on 
Trafalgar Bridge. The State Government needs appropriate legislation to prevent 
Local Governments negating State Government design decision for these types of 
Metropolitan Region Schemes. 
 
Given the City of Perth’s current attitudes to cycling which does not provide an east-
west corridor for cyclists, the new shared bridge at Perth Waterfront is critical for 
east-west movement and must remain a shared path for the future. 
 
Increases in traffic to Barrack Street, St Georges Terrace, The Esplanade and 
William Street 
 
Media reports indicate that currently 25,000 – 30,000 vehicles use Riverside Drive. 
What will happen to this traffic? Additional traffic on CBD roads including Barrack 
Street, St Georges Terrace, The Esplanade and William Street will result where the 
City of Perth has not installed any dedicated cycling infrastructure, resulting in more 
vehicles using them and a higher risk of cycling and motor vehicle interaction. 
 
The State Government and the City of Perth need to provide appropriate 
infrastructure to support cyclists given the significant increase in motorised traffic 
movement as a result of the Perth Waterfront. In areas where there is a large volume 
of car traffic, separate cycling infrastructure is required. 
 
Cyclist movement around the Perth Waterfront 
 
Major waterfront developments in Australia, in particular Sydney’s Darling Harbour 
and Melbourne’s Dockland projects include cycling infrastructure. In both these 
projects, cyclists are allowed to cycle around the waterfront projects, and the same 
needs to apply to the Perth Waterfront. In Docklands, several collection points for the 
Bike Share Scheme have been installed to encourage people to cycle around the 
area. Providing safe cycling infrastructure in such an iconic development will 
encourage tourism and bring advantages to Perth residents. 
 
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
Refer to part 7 of the Submissions Report. 
 
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 



  

 
Submission:     35 
 
Submission by:   John Frost 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
CONDITIONAL SUPPORT 
 
The proposal to create an inlet and the approximate position is supported subject to 
the following conditions: 
 

 The extent of the area of water must be maximised within the established 
fabric of the City; 

 Pedestrian access to the water must be maximised and connections to the 
existing surrounding fabric of the City strengthened; 

 All proposed commercial building development to be limited to one tower 
building on the south west corner of the inlet, thereby creating a sentinel for 
the City of Perth. It is envisaged that the tower could be up to 180 storeys 
high. It should be of mixed use and designed, constructed and operated to 
the highest sustainability principles. In this position, shadows from the 
building will not impact on the city; 

 Access to the sentinel building to be integrated into the busport/train station 
interchange, to which the light rail proposals are to be linked; 

 Recognition of indigenous and other cultural heritage landmarks and 
proposals must be strengthened and integrated into the development; 

 The current road proposals are supported on the basis that major east/west 
traffic routes are reinforced to the north of the city. Riverside Drive to become 
a recreational asset; and, 

 A pedestrian bridge link across the inlet on the southern side is supported to 
retain existing pedestrian and cyclist continuous access to the Waterfront. 

 
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
Refer to part 7 of the Submissions Report. 
 
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     36 
 
Submission by:   CityVision 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
CONDITIONAL SUPPORT 
 
CityVision strongly endorses these aspects of the project: 
 

1. The creation of a suitable scaled inlet on what is now The Esplanade Park to 
join the city and river. 

 



  

2. The extension of the city grid and of active-frontage buildings down Barrack 
and William Street, and also Howard Street and Sherwood Court, to better 
connect the city and the foreshore. 

 
3. The creation of an indigenous cultural centre at the foot of William Street, 

both for its own sake and to provide a strong public attraction in that location. 
 

4. The emphasis on providing an increased opportunity for people to enjoy the 
outlook and ambience that the river foreshore can offer. 

 
5. The opportunity to capitalise on the public transport terminals of the ferry, bus 

and train services. 
 
Summary of Recommendations 
 
CityVision recommends that the following changes be made to the Perth Waterfront 
project design/plan: 
 

1. Riverside Drive should be a continuous motor, cycle and pedestrian traffic 
route, carried over the inlet on an elegant bridge, sufficiently elevated to allow 
free movement of pedestrians and boats underneath it. It should provide for 
safe and comfortable two-way movement of pedestrians and cyclists on its 
river side, continuous with pedestrian and cycle paths on the foreshore. It 
should be of the highest design quality and low visual profile, potentially of 
iconic quality. 

 
2. The water inlet should be reduced slightly in scale, to provide a more intimate 

atmosphere and to allow for the northern part of The Esplanade Park to be 
retained as a place for public gatherings, respecting its heritage value and 
historic use. There should be no new buildings on the south side of The 
Esplanade along that section, in order to maximise winter sun on the inlet and 
maintain existing views from the city centre. 

 
3. The development areas of The Esplanade Park adjacent to Barrack Street 

and William Street may correspondingly be increased to line with Sherwood 
Court and Howard Street, providing approximately the same development 
area potential as in the proposed scheme. 

 
4. Buildings at the waterfront itself should be no great than about three storeys 

in height, with the height of buildings increasing as they approach The 
Esplanade and St Georges Terrace, following a height plane respecting the 
angle of mid-winter sun. 

 
5. Aside from retention of a part of The Esplanade Park, the Florence 

Hummerston building should be retained in its present setting. The Moreton 
Bay Fig trees should all be retained, and the scaled of buildings adjoining 
Barrack Street and the Bell Tower should be reduced to respect the 
architectural and heritage values of the area. 

 
6. The development should be planned, staged, financed and carried out in a 

way that ensures that at all times it looks and functions, as nearly as possible, 
as complete entity, with a minimum of disruption in time and extent of land 
involved. Design of the public domain should not be handled to private 
developers. The land should be developed in smaller rather than larger 
parcels. Land on the foreshore itself should be leased, not sold, and remain in 
public ownership in perpetuity.  



  

7. There should be an ongoing process of actively seeking public understanding, 
input and support for the project, especially its design and layout, throughout 
its planning and development. 

 
CityVision principles 
 
CityVision, from long study of the City, the foreshore/waterfront and of ideas for its 
development has derived a set of nine principles that it believes should drive the 
design and development of the Waterfront area.  They are, not necessarily in order of 
importance: 

 
1. Achieving the right mix, density and scale of uses, to maximise public 

enjoyment of what the Waterfront has to offer. 
2. Planning properly for metropolitan, city centre and waterfront traffic. 
3. Maximising physical and visual access for people to and from the waterfront. 
4. Applying sound economic and financial intelligence to the development, for 

the long term benefit of the public. 
5. Respecting the physical environment. 
6. Resonating with the landscape, topography and city form. 
7. Honouring our heritage. 
8. Ensuring high quality of design in all aspects of the development. 
9. Bringing the people along. 

 
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
Refer to part 7 of the Submissions Report. 
 
The nine over-arching principles that have been included within the submission are 
agreed, and it is considered that the Waterfront masterplan aligns with these 
principles, albeit in a different design proposal to that provided with by the submitter. 
 
In light of the comments on Barrack Square, it is agreed that the Square forms a 
focal point along the Swan River and has previously been an important element in 
connecting the city and the river. The place is significant in terms of its function rather 
than its physical expression in relation to its purpose as a jetty, a terminus for river 
transport and a formal space at the end of one of the main north south streets in 
Perth.   
 
The Union Jack road layout which was previously a recognisable characteristic of 
Barrack Square is no longer evident through its redevelopment over time. Given that 
the Square has been so heavily modified, the new proposed road network for the 
Square does not contravene the heritage aspect of the Barrack Square road network. 
 
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 
Submission No.36 was supported by a Hearing. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

 
Submission:     37 
 
Submission by:   Public Transport Authority 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
CONDITIONAL SUPPORT 
 
The Public Transport Authority (PTA) is supportive of the Amendment to reclassify 
the land for the Perth Waterfront project to public purpose special use reserve. 
 
The PTA does however, raise the following concerns relating to the development of 
the Perth Waterfront which the Amendment seeks to facilitate. 
 

1. The PTA has not undertaken investigations into the impact of the 
development of the Perth Waterfront on its railway services. 

2. The PTA has not undertaken investigations into the impact of the 
development of the Perth Waterfront on its bus services. 

3. Whilst the PTA supports the emphasis on green transport modes, careful 
consideration needs to be given towards the capacity and ability of the 
transport system to provide the required level of service. 

 
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
It is noted that work has not been undertaken to plan for increases to PTA services 
as a result of the Perth Waterfront development. Considerable liaison has occurred to 
date with the Department of Transport, City of Perth and Public Transport Authority to 
ensure bus priority and access measures are incorporated into the movement 
network improvements attributed to the Perth Waterfront project. 
 
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     38 
 
Submission by:   Swan River Trust 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
CONDITIONAL SUPPORT 
 
The intent of the amendment is to create a public purpose (special use) reservation 
which will encompass the areas of land and water necessary to construct the project. 
It is understood that further technical work is underway to define the full extent of 
dredging required in the locality. Consequently, it may eventuate that dredging is 
required beyond the proposed public purpose (special use) reservation. Department 
of Planning (DoP) should anticipate this scenario when preparing the improvement 
plan or redevelopment act/scheme. The Trust notes that should dredging extend 
beyond the proposed reservation, it is unlikely to affect the approvals required under 
the Metropolitan Region Scheme. 
 
 



  

The Trust agrees that the proposed works to construct the inlet, the roads, servicing 
infrastructure, public domain and the development sites should be the subject of a 
development application and referred to the Trust under Clause 30A of the MRS. 
DoP correctly notes that the development application will also need to be referred to 
the EPA in accordance with section 38 of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 so 
that the environmental issues identified but not assessed as part of the amendment 
process can be addressed. 
 
Section (9) Environmental referral and assessment process – outlines DoP’s intent to 
initiate a two-stage application process. Broadly, it is suggested that stage 1 will 
relate to the terrestrial works and stage 2 the marine works.   
 
Stage 2 will be formally referred to the Swan River Trust. Should stage 1 impact on 
the waterway in anyway, it may also need to be referred to the Trust under the MRS 
Clause 30. 
 
It is noted that, regardless of the proposed amendment to the MRS, the Trust’s 
Development Control Area (DCA) still applies. While the Trust is comfortable with the 
Clause 30A determination process, it is also bound by the Swan and Canning Rivers 
Management Act 2006. DoP should note that if the dredging is proposed as a 
separate development application that is entirely contained within Lot 301 (Crown 
Reserve 48325), a Ministerial approval under Part 5 of the Act would be necessary. 
Alternatively, should the dredging works be proposed in conjunction with land-based 
works outside the DCA, the approval pathway would be the MRS Clause 30A 
process. 
 
Reclamation of River 
 
Section 71 of the Act requires the authority of each House of Parliament to approve 
the reclamation of more than one hectare of river. While it is difficult to determine the 
extent of the proposed reclamation at this stage, a preliminary assessment highlights 
that the extent of reclamation may exceed 1 hectare, (including the island, footings 
for Building 2, the roundabout and cable car facility). It is recommended that DoP 
consider this factor in finalising the design concept, and accurately define the 
reclamation area (m2) as part of any future development application. DoP may have 
to decide whether design changes are required, or whether approval from each 
House of Parliament can be achieved within the project timeframe. 
 
Community engagement  
 
The Trust believes that the success of the Perth Waterfront project depends on 
whether the built form outcome and the ongoing management of the space reflects 
the aspirations of Perth residents and visitors. The Trust is aware that the broad 
design elements of the public realm are being quickly refined to inform the extent of 
the site works. While it may not be ideal timing for consultation at this stage, the Trust 
believes it is critical that the general public is given an opportunity to shape and 
influence the finer details of the public realm. 
 
Place making 
 
The Trust acknowledges that such a project requires some degree of initial cost 
recovery. However, the Trust maintains that the establishment of private apartments 
and commercial offices should be carefully considered, with a preference given to 
short stay accommodation, public buildings and land uses which activate the space. 
 



  

Permanent residential development has proven to be incompatible with short-stay 
accommodation and land uses which facilitate 24hr activation. The Trust suggests 
that a dominance of private residential and commercial offices would arguably be 
inconsistent with the overall intent of the area being reserved for public purposes 
under the MRS. 
 
The design of the retail tenancies is likely to have a significant impact on whether the 
public realm is activated. DoP should consider business vibrancy and diversity as 
critical factors in determining appropriate retail tenancy sizes. Smaller tenancies are 
more likely to respond and adapt their services for the users of the space as well as 
contributing to a unique feel and character in a locality. Conversely, larger, more 
expensive tenancies will tend to attract larger global franchise businesses with a rigid 
template of goods/services and little incentive to invest in space. 
 
Environmental 
 
The Trust appreciated that the Environment Assessment Report (EAR) was 
completed in the early stages of planning, and has not had the benefit of being 
informed by the various environmental investigations completed or still underway. 
The Trust provides the following comments on the EAR, which should be considered 
and addressed as part or the more detailed studies envisaged. 
 
Environmental Assessment Report 
 

 The zones of the river mentioned in the EAR need to be defined and a map 
provided. 

 A definition for the ‘affected area/part of the river’ needs to be provided. 
 Further consideration will need to be given to the severely reduced rainfall 

(and continued future climate change) and how this will impact a variety of 
factors including nutrient inflows, estuarine hydrology, potential for agal 
blooms, etc. 

 Section 6.6.3 has no mention of microphytobenthos, which is considered to 
be a particularly important primarily producer in the system. 

 Statements on dolphins appear out of date. The Trust can provide further 
information in this regard. 

 Section 7.3.7.2 does not consider the issue of sulphide-reducing bacteria 
causing issues during dewatering. 

 Section 7.4.2.2 – potential impacts on estuarine water quality; 
o Overlooks the wider potential impacts of changes to sediment 

structure (due to sedimentation) and persistent resuspension of fines 
leading to an impact, particularly on flora, that may persist well beyond 
the works period. 

o Should be expanded to consider the potential impacts of creating a 
semi-enclosed inlet with flushing and residence-time issues (note that 
modelling of residence time does not yet consider temperature or 
salinity). The Trust is concerned that the figures quoted in the WQ gap 
analysis may represent significant underestimates. These issues 
include the likelihood of elevated phytoplankton and bacterial levels, 
plus accumulation of contaminants from penned boats. 

o Unmanaged impact rating for 7.4.2.2 should be high, not medium. 
 3D numerical modelling needs to be taken into account gravitational 

circulation and sub-title oscillations. 
o Modelling should be informed and validated by real data – ideally this 

should include the use of tracers. 
 Section 7.4.3 – Benthic Habitat and Estuarine Fauna; 



  

o Suggests that the zone of impact will be narrow and that sessile and 
slow-moving organisms in the direct path of pile-driving or dredging 
will be the only ones potentially impacted. Without the information for 
the detailed environmental assessment and DSDMP, it is difficult to 
reach this conclusion. 

o The time period of pile-driving could be important as fish movement to 
upstream spawning areas may be impacted. 

o The EAR does not consider the impact of high Total Suspended Soils 
(TSS), shading and sedimentation over the area and duration of any 
plumes. 

o An Estuarine Waterways Management and Monitoring Program 
(EWMMP) will be required and will need to undergo review by the 
Trust (with an appropriate timeframe) before it is finalised. The EAR 
suggests that a EWMMP will only be prepared if a ‘high value’ benthic 
habitat is identified within Perth Water. This scope is too narrow as the 
area affected by this project may extend as far downstream as 
Armstrong Spit. 

o Environmental Quality Criteria (EQC) will be drawn from a number of 
sources including the ANZECC guidelines and the Trust should be the 
primary agency responsible for determining which particular guidelines 
(and levels) are to be used.  In the Swan River Water Quality report 
(GAP analysis) the ANZECC guidelines for lowland river in South-
Western Australia are used. This in inappropriate as, if ANZECC 
guidelines are to be used, those for estuaries should be applied (Perth 
Waters are clearly in the estuarine zone of the system – not Riverline). 

 Section 8.2 – Environmental Factors Analysis 
o Tables 4 and 5 list only 2 factors with an unmanaged impact rating of 

high.  The Trust does not agree that there are only 2 factors require 
mitigation measures. 

o It is considered that the unmanaged impact for acidification due to 
ASS and release of contaminants should be rated as high rather than 
medium. 

o It is considered that the unmanaged impact rating of pollution of Swan 
River by sediment, nutrients or other contaminants resulting from 
discharge of groundwater abstracted for dewatering should be high 
rather than medium due to potential volumes and nutrient load. 

o Potential unmanaged impact rating of sedimentation due to 
dredging/reclamation should be high. 

o Benthic habitat considered only construction footprint area. Should 
consider the potentially affected area and should have an unmanaged 
impact rating of high. 

 
 The Trust believes that the scope of the benthic habitat study should be 

expanded, and the Trust is prepared to provide further guidance in this 
regard. 

 
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
The majority of comments raised by the Trust relate to the Environmental 
Assessment Report. A specific response on these matters has been included in 
Part 5 of the Perth Waterfront Environmental Assessment Report – Report on 
Submissions.  
 
 
 



  

The EAR ranks the key environmental impacts against standard criteria, with the 
intent to identify the impacts that require more detailed investigation and/or 
assessment. Both medium and high ranked unmanaged issues will be required to 
undertake further studies, namely: 
 

 Acid Sulphate Soils and Dewatering Management Plan; 
 Preliminary site investigation for contamination; 
 Construction Management Plan; 
 District and Local Water Management Strategies; and 
 Estuary Waterways Management and Monitoring Plan. 

 
These studies have commenced and will be prepared in accordance with 
methodologies as advised by the Trust, Environmental Protection Authority and other 
relevant agencies. Data collection, analysis and management strategies arising from 
this work will be provided to the relevant environmental agencies as a part of the 
referral of the project as a Section 38 proposal under the Environmental Protection 
Act 1986. 
 
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     39 
 
Submission by: Sue Graham-Taylor – History Council of 

Western Australia 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
CONDITIONAL SUPPORT 
 
Heritage: 
 

 The proposed amendment fails to take into account the existing social and 
cultural heritage values of the Esplanade Reserve and its surrounds. It is thus 
out of step with international best practice for heritage conservation. 

 The masterplan includes ‘a nationally significant centre for indigenous 
cultural, art and learning’ as a major centrepiece of the new waterfront. Given 
the significance of the site from the time of early European settlement, we 
would propose that any centre be more inclusive – perhaps a Museum of 
Perth or a Museum of the River, incorporating both Aboriginal and non-
Aboriginal social, cultural and environmental history and heritage. 

 The significance of the vista of the city’s waterfront from Kings Park, painted 
and photographed and simply enjoyed since the earliest days of the Swan 
River colony has not been considered. 

 
Transport and access: 
 

 The proposed amendment does not consider the significance of Riverside 
Drive and its connecting Mounts Bay Road, planned as a waterfront 
experience, a scenic and pleasure drive that also formed an artery to relieve 
the pressure on other city roads. The Drive was seen as ‘one of the finest 
scenic drives gracing any capital city in Australia’. The significance of this 
Drive will be lost. 

 



  

Infrastructure and services: 
 

 The pipe for the Mounts Bay main drain crosses Perth, taking industrial, road 
and other discharges from as far away as Lake Monger. Historically, it has 
had a major impact on pollution of the Swan River. This is still the case and 
the river sediments in front of the City contain heavy metals and other toxic 
pollutants. To simply take the pipe and move it, continuing the pollutant 
discharge into Perth water is not acceptable in the 21st Century. This drain 
must be assessed and cleaned up, perhaps providing an exciting example of 
a ‘living drain’ that no longer has a negative impact on the river, as part of any 
Waterfront project. 

 
 What use is the collection and treatment of stormwater before discharge to 

the river from lots in the proposed development, when nearby there will be a 
continuing major source of river pollution? 

 
Sustainability: 
 

 The definition of sustainability as outlined in the Amendment Report is limited.  
It states that as a high profile project Perth Waterfront must demonstrate ‘a 
contemporary response to emerging development challenges, with 
sustainability benchmarks relating to key areas of energy, water, transport, 
materials, operation and management, indoor environmental quality, pollution 
abatement and flexibility/adaptability of spaces’. A broad definition of 
sustainability includes social and cultural elements, history and heritage. 
These aspects have been omitted. 

 
Conclusion 
The History Council of Western Australia supports the concept of linking the city with 
its river but would like to see all heritage areas preserved in a smaller scale 
development based on lower buildings and retaining public ownership of the 
foreshore. It is simply not acceptable to provide interpretive panels to signify past 
uses and community connection after the destruction of this significant public space, 
adjoining buildings and mature trees. 
 
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
Refer to part 7 of the Submissions Report. 
 
Submission No.39 was supported by a Hearing. 
 
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     40 
 
Submission by:  Peter Alderson 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
CONDITIONAL SUPPORT 
 
Overall I have no fundamental objection to the reclassification of the land subject of 
the Perth waterfront project to a single public purpose special use reserve.  



  

However, on behalf of all commuters using Riverside Drive, Mounts Bay Road and all 
roads in the central and western portion of the CBD, I take this opportunity to protest 
in the strongest possible terms the proposed closure of Riverside Drive and the 
removal of its infrastructure reserve. 
 
Proposed traffic change: 
 
Based on the Amendment Report, I understand that Riverside Drive will be closed 
and the 25,000 – 30,000 vehicles per day using this road will be redistributed 
elsewhere.  
 
Comment No. 1 – Lack of public access to access to traffic modelling assumptions 
 
As per any public consultation, there is a requirement for full public access to 
information regarding any proposal, so that the implication of the proposal can be 
understood and subject to public debate. While some results have recently become 
available to the public, they appear overtly optimistic and hence access to the full 
modelling and assumptions is required for peer review. In this case, the merits of 
reclassifying the land and removing infrastructure reserves cannot be assessed 
without access to all traffic modelling data. 
 
Comment No. 2 – Lack of public access to traffic mitigation information 
 
As per the amendment report, traffic delay impacts are manageable if a sustainable 
multi-modal approach is taken. To date, the only information available is that: 
 

 There will be redistribution of major traffic to The Esplanade (amendment 
report) 

 The Graham Farmer Freeway lanes will be increased (media) 
 
As above, the merits of reclassifying the land and removing infrastructure reserves 
cannot be assessed without access to the proposed traffic mitigation measure and an 
assessment of their effectiveness. 
 
I also note a fundamental flaw between the objective for the closure of Riverside 
Drive and the proposed traffic mitigation method, with the amendment report stating: 

1. Any attempted to successfully reconnect the city and river must address the 
real or perceived barrier that Riverside Drive represents; 

2. The diversion of Riverside Drive between Barrack and William Streets and the 
redistribution of major traffic to The Esplanade. 

 
In summary, what difference does it make to reconnecting the city, if traffic is 
displaced to The Esplanade? Diversion of traffic to The Esplanade will in fact vastly 
increase traffic congestion, air pollution and visual pollution and in fact form a greater 
barrier than Riverside Drive. 
 
Comment No. 3 – Personal observations re road disruption to Esplanade traffic 
 
In lieu of full modelling data to review, I think it is pertinent to review qualitative 
observations regarding the potential traffic congestion following removal of Riverside 
Drive. In January 2011, one lane of The Esplanade between Spring and Mill Street 
was closed for road works, resulting in three lanes of traffic being forced into two 
lanes. During the morning rush hour period this resulted in: 
 

 Esplanade east traffic banking from Spring Street to the Freeway off ramp 
lights on Mounts Bay Road; 



  

 As traffic from the off ramp and Mounts Bay Road could not progress, 
tailbacks formed; 

 In the case of Mounts Bay Road travelling east, between 10-15 minute light 
changes then required to cross intersection, with an overall delay of at least 
15 minutes. 

 
Hence my layman’s intuitive modelling of the closures of Riverside Drive is as 
follows: 
 

 Traffic will not be able to traverse intersections/lights due to tailbacks from 
other intersections; 

 Gridlock for all traffic trying to replicate their former Riverside Drive commute, 
including The Esplanade, St Georges Terrace, Wellington Street and all 
NE/SW cross roads including Milligan, King, William, Barrack and all minor 
connecting roads and lanes; and, 

 Delays of between 15-30 minutes per rush hour or 30-60 minutes per day. 
 
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
Refer to part 7 of the Submissions Report. 
 
Technical documents produced for projects do not typically accompany MRS 
amendments when advertised. Notwithstanding this, a summary of information on 
modelling outputs was released for public information during the MRS public 
comment period. This document provides an appropriate amount of detail on 
potential impacts for private and public transport in the project area and outlined 
traffic modelling methodology and projections which have been established in 
accordance with the relevant transport agencies and the City of Perth. In addition, the 
outcomes of the traffic modelling has been included in part 7 of the Report on 
Submissions. 
  
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     41 
 
Submission by:  Department of Indigenous Affairs 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
COMMENT 
 
Whilst it is clear that the Amendment area is within Aboriginal heritage site DIA 3536 
(Swan River), the Department of Planning has applied for, and been granted, 
consent with conditions under section 18 of the Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972 (AHA), 
for the environmental and geotechnical testing for the Perth Waterfront project. 
 
As long as the Department of Planning adheres to the land, purpose and conditions 
set out in the consent, they will have met their obligations under the AHA. When 
successive stages of the Perth Waterfront project exceeds that described for the 
purpose or land in the section 18 notice then the developer/s may need to submit a 
further application under section 18 in order to avoid prosecution under section 17 of 
the AHA. 
 



  

Page five of the Amendment Report states that the Western Australian Planning 
Commission (WAPC) has entered into a Memorandum of Understanding with the 
South West Aboriginal Land and Sea Council (SWALSC) for the provision of 
Aboriginal consultative services.  Please note that the ACMC requires consultation 
with the following people for any application under the AHA that they review: 

a) Native Title Representative bodies; 
b) Site informants; 
c) Those with cultural knowledge 

 
The Native Title Act 1993 is separate to the AHA and while it is important that the 
WAPC consults with SWALSC it is also important that consultation with the wider 
community is conducted. Because of the alienation of many aboriginal people from 
their lands in the 19th and early 20th century, people began to practise culture in areas 
for which they do not have native title. These areas, while not created or maintained 
by people holding native title, are still places of significance in accordance with 
traditional use. Consulting exclusively with the Native Title Owners and Claimants 
may fail to capture all of the people with cultural knowledge of the area and result in a 
failure to identify all aboriginal heritage sites. 
 
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
Comment noted. Aboriginal Heritage is an important consideration for the Perth 
Waterfront project and as such the requirements of the Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972 
will be met in subsequent stages of planning. 
 
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     42 
 
Submission by:  David McVilly 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
COMMENT 
 
I am a resident of the Lawson Building and the Chairman of its Strata Council. 
 
It is clear that the proposed works will impact upon the Lawson Building in terms of 
the ultimate outcome of the project, but also in relation to the continued use of 
amenities/ the reasonable use and enjoyment of the property by its residents as a 
result of the noise/access difficulties that the residents of the Lawson Building will 
necessarily encounter upon the project being embarked upon. 
 
It is apparent that the cultural/heritage significance of the Lawson Building has been 
wholly overlooked in the formulation of the Perth Waterfront project. Nor has the 
impact upon the residents upon the Lawson Building and the retaining of the use of 
Lawson as a residential building, been factored into any plan/equation. 
 
I ask that you ensure that the ability of the Lawson residents to enjoy their residence 
in Lawson in moving forward. 
 



  

It would appear that alterations to the fabric of only the Esplanade Reserve and the 
Supreme Court Gardens have been identified as a requirement approval from the 
Heritage Council and the City of Perth. 
 
Lawson has been seemingly wholly excluded from current and proposed 
investigations/heritage assessment to the project area. Nor has Lawson been 
considered in relation to issues of visual amenities. If it has been considered, it 
appears to have been wholly discounted. 
 
Lawson has not been considered in planning and constructions issues express or 
implied mention of it when considering issues of noise pollution and vibration. The 
only possible sources of noise which have seemed to have been identified for 
consideration relate to future building design and the need to mitigate noise to the 
Freeway system, Perth-Mandurah rail line and the Bell Tower. 
 
Insofar as Lawson is a building which may be indentified and from which to monitor 
noise during construction, the residents of Lawson are left with no confidence in 
relation to the City of Perth/EPA’s ability to take and assess noise levels against the 
prescribed standard of the Environmental Protection (Noise) Regulations 1997. The 
residents of Lawson still await the data obtained from such an assessment 
completed in excess of 12 months ago. A broad overview of the results was received 
from the EPA, via the City of Perth. However, expert advice has suggested that any 
interpretation of readings by EPA have been made in error. 
 
With reference to dust emissions, light spill and public safety, Lawson has not been 
identified or its interests taken into account. Rather, the focus of the buildings for 
which there may be a potential impact have been ‘office buildings’. 
 
Nor has Lawson seemingly been considered in relation to traffic operation/road 
safety problems. Again, in light of the City of Perth/EPA’s dealings with similar issues 
arising out of the upgrade to St Georges Terrace, the residents of Lawson can be left 
with no confidence that effective, proactive steps will be taken to preserve their safety 
and comfort. A largely reactionary ‘after the event’ approach has been adopted by 
the City to date. 
 
Correspondingly, there does not appear to have been consideration of 
overshadowing, blocking views, ‘wind impacts’ on the Lawson Building. 
 
In the past, the City had given approval to the Stock Exchange building to be 
constructed, and the construction plans amended such that apartments in the 
Lawson Building are now a few metres distance from the windows of the Stock 
Exchange, resulting in a complete absence of privacy for half the apartments in the 
Lawson Building. In addition, those apartments suffer from a significant 
shadowing/loss of light. 
 
As I understand it, this resulted from a late amendment approved by the City of Perth 
to permit the building to rise more than three stories at its front. This past experience 
should be taking cognisance of and not repeated. 
 
High rise towers/blocking the Lawson Building will diminish the building’s heritage 
value. 
 
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
Refer to part 7 of the Submissions Report. 
 



  

With regard to the management of works, construction and traffic management, plans 
are being developed and the suggestions have been noted. The preparation and 
implementation of these plans will require continued liaison with the City of Perth and 
other stakeholders. Communication with affected residents and businesses will be an 
important part of this process. 
 
Submission No.42 was supported by a Hearing. 
 
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     43 
 
Submission by:  Suzanne Mulligan 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
COMMENT 
 
I am making a submission to get the plan changed re keeping Riverside Drive in the 
Perth Waterfront project. 
 
My view is that why doesn’t the Government just leave Riverside Drive as it is. 
Instead, the Government could perhaps look at tunnelling the area and constructing a 
bridge over the inlet. Or digging a trench, then covering the trench and making it into 
a tunnel before the water flows into the inlet. 
 
Keeping Riverside Drive in the Waterfront project will alleviate the issues of traffic 
flow through the city. Opening up an extra two lanes (one west bound and one east 
bound) in the Graham Farmer Freeway and constructing roads that are to run around 
the proposed inlet will not alleviate the issues of traffic flow. This will just add to traffic 
congestion around the city. 
 
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
Refer to part 7 of the Submissions Report. 
 
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     44 
 
Submission by:  Department of Transport 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
CONDITIONAL SUPPORT 
 

 The subject area is affected by the future road reservation requirements for 
Mitchell Freeway as per the current Metropolitan Region Scheme (MRS) that 
has been in place since 1963. 



  

 Further investigation indicated that the current primary regional road 
reservation in the MRS is not consistent with any Land Requirement Plans 
that have been endorsed by WAPC. 

 A list of previous and current Land Requirement Plans (LRP) endorsed by 
either the Metropolitan Region Planning Authority (MRPA) or WAPC and 
current status is explained in detail below: 

1. LRP 1.1628 was endorsed by MRPA in April 1985. This plan indicated 
on-ramps and off-ramps from Mitchell Freeway connecting to 
Riverside Drive. However, an MRS amendment was not progressed or 
approved to reflect the change. 

2. LRP 1.1951 shows a land requirement at William Street and Mounts 
Bay Road intersection. This plan was not endorsed by the State 
Planning Commission (SPC). 

3. LRP 1.1797 was endorsed by MRPA in June 1984. This plan depicts 
the road reservation for Riverside Drive that seems consistent with the 
requirement currently in the MRS map. 

4. Neither LRP 1.1628 nor 1.1951 matches the existing MRS map; and a 
LRP could not be found to determine the exact dimensions that are 
consistent with the current MRS reservation for Mitchell Freeway. 

5. In September 2010, LRP 1.1797/1 and LRP 1.1951/1 were endorsed 
by WAPC, superseding LRP 1.1797 and LRP 1.1951. These LRP’s 
were endorsed without any consultation with MRWA, considering that 
this section of the Freeway is under their responsibility. 

 
The proposed MRS boundaries are not consistent and logical with the proposed 
layout of the road network. The boundaries that are proposed across the freeway 
ramps do not coincide with any logical demarcation line. The boundary also has 
some diagonal alignments on the northern end where it approximates William Street. 
The northern boundary parallel to The Esplanade is a considerable distance from 
same. This aligns with the special uses area that currently exists. 
 
Therefore the current MRS proposal should be amended to reflect the changes 
shown on the attached plans provided by DoT (i.e. Attachment 1 and Attachment 2).  
This will provide for a clear differentiation between the proposed Waterfront 
development area and the logical start/end point for the freeway ramps. 
 
I would emphasise the significant confluence of the road network in this area and the 
modelled traffic movements to/from the Freeway. This might result in any 
development west of William Street being incompatible with the function of the 
Freeway and hence requires a more detailed assessment as it is noted this area is 
marked as Stage 2 of the Waterfront project and hence the proposed changes to the 
MRS amendment will not impact on the implementation of Stage 1. 
 
The following tasks are currently underway to mitigate the impacts of the Waterfront 
Development and the growth in inner-city traffic: 

 Investigations into widening the Graham Farmer Freeway (GFF) to three 
lanes in each direction. This includes a second lane northbound onto the 
Mitchell Freeway and lane adjustments beyond Powis Street to accommodate 
this; 

 Investigations into the intersection of Loftus Street, Cambridge Street and the 
GFF westbound off ramp to determine how best to improve traffic flow; 

 Bus priority measures being included in the Waterfront Plan, and between 
Leederville Station and City West, to ensure public transport remains an 
effective choice for journeys; 

 Investigations of the Journey to Work data from the 2006 (and the future 
2011) Census to understand commuter patterns; 



  

 Investigations into the impacts on public transport, including network changes 
and additional rolling stock.  It is particularly evident that cross city journeys to 
the UWA/QEII precinct will be impacted substantially, and it is important that 
alternative modes of transports are considered; 

 Investigations into the enhancement of the cycle and pedestrian networks 
through the Waterfront development and surrounding inner metropolitan area. 

 
DoT therefore recommends that: 

 Land Requirement Plans 1.1797/1 and 1.1951/1 be revoked until all relevant 
stakeholders be consulted to discuss concerns addressed in this letter; 

 An amendment be made to the current MRS proposal to reflect the changes 
shown on Attachment 1 and 2; 

 WAPC consult with the relevant Agencies prior to endorsement of the MRS 
amendment to ensure that the dimensions are consistent with the road 
network, and the configuration of the freeway interchange and ramps. 

 
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
The comments provided by the Department of Transport are noted. 
 
Further discussion has occurred with the Department of Transport to determine the 
appropriate alignment of the western boundary of the proposed MRS amendment. 
This discussion has focussed on the need for the road network entering into the 
Perth Waterfront precinct to reflect a city environment, while also accommodating 
regional transport objectives. 
 
From the project perspective it is important that the ultimate alignment of the 
boundary: 

 Provides sufficient flexibility to complete the necessary road works; 
 Provides for the future development site to complete the dual frontage of 

William Street; 
 Maintains a pedestrian friendly street environment west of the development 

site; and 
 Reflects the future configuration of the road network as proposed in the 

masterplan, rather than the existing land requirement plans and their 
associated boundaries. 

 
Given the above considerations, the Committee recommends that the western 
boundary of the amendment should be modified to a position immediately east of the 
proposed Bus Port intersection and west of the future indicative development site 
(south of the Esplanade Train Station). The Committee considers that the 
modification to the amendment represents only a minor change and will enable both 
the city planning and regional transport planning requirements to be better 
coordinated. 
 
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission partially upheld. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

 
Submission:     45 
 
Submission by:  Disability Services Commission 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
CONDITIONAL SUPPORT 
 
Important considerations for the Perth Waterfront development: 
 
Disability Future Directions has three main areas of focus which were identified after 
state-wide consultation with people with disability, families, carers, disability service 
providers, government agencies and academic institutions.  The Accessible 
Communities initiative contains the following three priority areas: 

 Economic and Community Foundations 
 Participation and Contribution in all aspects of life 
 Personalised Supports and Services 

 
Recommendation:  

• That the Perth Waterfront development also places emphasis on these areas. 
 
Community expectations 
 
It is essential that people with disability, their families and carers have the same high 
level of access to all the services, information and facilities as the rest of the 
community.  It is also important to acknowledge that good access also benefits the 
whole community particularly older people, parents with prams and people with 
temporary disability.   
 
The communities of the future will expect that everyone, including people with 
disability, will be able to use all services, information and facilities of the proposed 
Perth Waterfront. 
 
Maintaining accessibility during construction 
 
Maintaining access to existing information, services and facilities during the Perth 
Waterfront construction will be of critical importance to people with disability, their 
families, carers and friends.  This applies to all transport modes in close proximity 
that are likely to be impacted upon. 
 
Recommendation:  

• That a detailed plan be established to address how access to all existing 
information, services and facilities including transport modes will be 
maintained during construction.  These temporary measures must comply 
with relevant access standards and legislation.   

• That a communication strategy be established to ensure all potentially 
affected parties will be informed of temporary changes and alternate routes. 

 
Housing 
 
Housing for people with temporary or permanent disability continues to be a 
significant concern.  Many individuals that acquire a disability or families where a 
member acquires a disability have had to significantly refurbish existing homes to 
accommodate changing needs. These refurbishments are expensive and would not 



  

be necessary if universal design principles had been incorporated in the design and 
building stages. 
 
Recommendation:  

• That strategies are established to require universal design in all new 
dwellings in the Perth Waterfront Development. That is, all public and private 
accommodation be affordable and required to meet a minimum standard that 
enables people with mobility difficulties to enter, meet with and use a toilet. 

 
Transport modes 
 
It is essential that all existing and future public transport modes can be used by the 
whole community including  people with disability, are closely located to homes and 
enables people to move easily to participate in all community activities including 
employment, recreation, entertainment and other parts of the community. 
 
The Commission supports initiatives to improve travel for pedestrian and cyclists.  
However, the Commission is concerned that there are no restrictions on the speed 
that cyclists, particularly cyclists in a hurry to get from one point to another, can travel 
on shared paths. Cyclists travelling at speed, whilst in close proximity to slow moving 
pedestrians and pedestrians with disability, parents pushing prams, small children 
learning to ride bikes, runners and other users of shared paths, create an unsafe 
environment. 
 
Recommendation:  

• That strategies are established to ensure greater awareness and education 
with a view to reducing the speed of cyclists when they are in close proximity 
to others. 

 
Sustainability appraisal framework 
 
The Commission supports innovation and the establishment of the ‘sustainability 
appraisal’ framework as mentioned in the Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment 
1203/41 Perth Waterfront consultation document. 
 
Recommendation: That high levels of access for people with disability to all areas of 
the Perth Waterfront is included as an essential criteria within the sustainability 
framework. 
 
Consultation with people with disability 
 
Consultation with people with disability can assist to ensure that disruption to existing 
information, services and facilities are minimised.  It can also assist to ensure that 
proposed new information, services and facilities will be design and built to cater for 
the existing community and communities of the future. 
 
Recommendation:  

• That the City of Perth Access Working Group be used as a resource to 
comment on all aspects of the Perth Waterfront development;  

• That an access consultant be engaged in the planning, design and 
completion phases of this development to ensure it meets minimum 
mandatory requirements and to also make suggestions on how access can 
be improved upon, to exceed these minimum requirements, to the benefit of 
all people who will live, work and recreate in the Perth Waterfront. 

 
 



  

PLANNING COMMENT 
 
The MRS is a strategic instrument for outlining higher order land uses and is unable 
to address more specific issues relating to the universal access or detailed design 
elements of the masterplan. Notwithstanding this, the comments will be considered 
by the WAPC at the appropriate stage of detailed planning, particularly during the 
preparation of design guidelines for the private development sites. 
 
Universal access has been integrated into the design of the public realm, enabling all 
groups of people to enjoy the full extent of the promenades, gardens, kiosks and 
transport infrastructure. This work is being overseen by an accredited access 
consultant. 
 
For private development, the Building Codes of Australia as they relate to disability 
access will apply. 
 
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     46 
 
Submission by:  Hugh Finn 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
COMMENT 
 
There is a poor scientific basis for the statements made about bottlenose dolphins in 
the Environmental Assessment Report (EAR) for the Perth Waterfront project. In the 
winter of 2008 I had a small number of email exchanges with an environmental 
consultant with RPS. These emails very briefly discussed my research on dolphins in 
the Swan River from 2001-3.  he 2001-3 study focused on the lower and middle 
reaches of the Swan River extending up to the Narrows Bridge and the entrance to 
the Canning River. Observations in Perth Waters were relatively frequent, but were 
conducted opportunistically, a point made to the consultant. 
 
Having reviewed the text of those emails and the text of the relevant sections of the 
Cannel (2004), I find it difficult to determine the basis for several statements in the 
EAR, particularly those stating that dolphins are likely to use Perth Waters ‘only on a 
transient basis’ and that Perth Waters is not a ‘recognised foraging site’. There 
simply isn’t the information to sustain those statements, and I did not communicate 
them (or information supporting them) to the consultant. Nor can those statements be 
appropriately construed from the very limited information presented in the 
Cannel (2004) reference. Therefore, I recommend that: 
 

 Further consideration of potential impacts of the Perth Waterfront project on 
dolphins recognise the current lack of scientific information on the usage and 
ecological significance of Perth Waters for dolphin; and 

 Exclude the conclusions that Perth Waters is used only on a transient basis 
and does not represent a recognised foraging site. 

 
Those statements are a misrepresentation of our current understanding of the 
ecology of dolphins in the Swan River. 
 



  

PLANNING COMMENT 
 
Submission noted.  
 
Further investigation is to be undertaken with regard to the benthic habitat of the 
project area. This investigation will determine the extent and condition of the benthic 
habitat and will provide further detail on the degree of the dolphin foraging site habitat 
within and adjacent to the project area. Once this has been determined, an 
appropriate action plan can be formulated to deal with any identified issues or 
implications. 
 
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     47 
 
Submission by:  C Roger Pratt 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
OBJECTION AND COMMENT 
 
1. Advantages of Development 
 
It is difficult to determine if there are any advantages to developing the Perth 
foreshore land, in a manner that is similar to the various proposals made over recent 
years. Some features of community congregating areas would be of advantage, but 
these features do not require major building and development proposed in those 
plans. So the question remains – what are those advantages (to the Perth 
Community, not developer and owners) and why is it necessary to undertake the 
major construction developments to achieve those advantages? Until we have your 
answer to that question then we, the public, are not in any position to properly debate 
the project and address the reasons for this development. 
 
2. Traffic Congestion 
 
Traffic congestion is already severe and getting worse and new buildings 
development will create even more traffic. What in detail are the consequences and 
plans for all this additional traffic? 
 
What is the cost of all this massive increase in public infrastructure? Will the 
taxpayers be expected to pick up the tab, whilst the developers only pay for their 
high-rise buildings? I object to this huge financial impost, and I am sure that those 
West Australians not using the centre of Perth will be irate at having to pay (by 
reduced state revenue for other normal purposes) for this unnecessary addition to 
the concrete jungle of Perth Central. 
 
3. Parking 
 
Sure, the new buildings will require having parking. However, despite parking being 
provided in existing buildings we know that getting parking is a real problem and 
consequently very expensive when just visiting some business. And this proposal will 
only increase the problem. 
 



  

“Go by public transport’ you might say. The cost in lost working time is horrific.  
Public transport is just not an economic solution for most visitors into Perth. 
 
4. Flood 
 
The Esplanade has had flooding in the past, but not in recent years. ‘Once in 100 
years’ someone might say. Yes, Brisbane thought so too and look what happened 
this year. If you think climate change has any validity, then flooding may increase in 
frequency and be exacerbated by the rise in sea level. 
 
5. Recreation 
 
Once we demolish the idea of adding more offices and apartments, creative people 
can come up with designs to attract more people to the north and south sides of The 
Esplanade area. Personally, I would like to see shaded paths and sitting areas, 
somewhat like those near Freshwater Bay Yacht Club. A kiosk to serve soft drinks 
and sandwiches etc. will create a relaxing area for discussions, particularly at 
lunchtimes. 
 
6. Population problems and future loss of resources employment 
 
Problems with inadequate infrastructure are simply solved. We could do with less 
pollution in the greater metropolitan area. In the 60’s there was much debate about 
creating outer business and community areas – Joondalup being an example. In the 
UK after WWII there were major problems in some cities. The solution was to require 
a development licence which would likely be refused for any development that would 
create the need for additional employees. Some large companies had to diversify 
their separate product manufactures to ‘depressed’ areas. What I am doing is 
illustrating that decentralisation can be achieved without great cost and also solve the 
infrastructure and congestion problems. 
 
To build over that magnificent open area adjacent to central Perth, is a moral crime 
and hugely costly to the public purse, as well as being inefficient. In fact, pretty well 
all our problems in the metropolitan area can be fixed at vastly less cost, if we reduce 
employment and population in the metropolitan area. 
 
A closing thought, what do you think will happen within 50 years or so when most of 
our mineral resources have been worked out? Go look at some cities in the USA and 
US when the jobs have been lost of a major industry. Prestige high density areas 
become cheap ghettos. What a fine future for an area adjacent to central Perth. And 
those wide bridges and freeways become a waster of resources. 
 
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
Refer to part 7 of the Submissions Report. 
 
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

 
Submission:     48 
 
Submission by:  Hon. Lynn MacLaren MLC 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
CONDITIONAL SUPPORT 
 
1. The inadequacy of the public consultation process 
 
There is a general feeling amongst my constituents that the public have not been 
sufficiently consulted regarding the proposed design. It appears that this scheme is 
being rushed and that the opportunity to involve the public is not being taken up. It 
appears that the plans for the Perth Waterfront project are already highly advanced, 
giving the impression that the project is already a fait accompli and that no major 
changes are likely to be made to the project as a result of public consultation. 
 
Recommendation:  

• A proper public consultation process is vital to ensure the best outcome for 
Perth. 

 
2. The likely impacts of the proposed development on Aboriginal heritage 
 
Wetlands and waterways have special significance for Noongar people. Most of the 
original lakes and wetlands of the Perth city area have been filled in – including the 
location of the proposed MRS amendment. 
 
The Perth Waterfront project impacts on two sites identified under the Register of 
Aboriginal Sites – the Swan River and The Esplanade. The proposed waterfront 
provided an ideal opportunity to celebrate Aboriginal culture and this should be an 
important element in any proposed development. Whilst I welcome the proposed 
National Centre for Indigenous art, culture and learning, I note that the Government 
has so far not allocated any funding for this. 
 
Recommendation:  

• The Government should prioritise finding funding to ensure that the proposed 
Nation Centre for Indigenous Art and Culture is built. 

 
3. The likely impacts of the proposed development on European heritage 
 
Possible adverse impacts identified in the Environmental Assessment Report include 
the potential loss of European heritage sites from The Esplanade, and the Moreton 
Bay Figs trees on Barrack and William Streets. 
 
The Esplanade Reserve is an A class reserve of historic, cultural and social 
significance and has a permanent entry of the Heritage Council of WA’s Register of 
Heritage Places. In 1880 the site was handed over to the Perth Municipal Council by 
deed of grant ‘for the free recreation and enjoyment of the people forever’. 
 
A preliminary review of the project proposal by the National Trust indicated that the 
proposed relocation of heritage places and the sinking of The Esplanade are in fact 
likely to have a high level impact on the heritage value of the site. 
 
 
 



  

Recommendation:  
• All existing Moreton Bay Fig trees, historic buildings and monuments should 

be integrated into the development. The developments are designed in a 
sensitive way that complements and protects the heritage sited in the area 
rather than overshading them. 

 
4. The loss of public space 
 
There was a feeling among many of my constituents that the proposed development 
amounted to little more than a ‘cynical land grab’ and that it set a dangerous 
precedent for further development along the riverside. Concerns were also raised 
that those public spaces that will be retained in the project area are not well 
designed. 
 
Recommendation:  

• The plan is completely revisited to address community concerns regarding 
the loss and amenity of public space. 

 
5. The scale and nature of the development 
 
In my view, people are broadly supportive of the need for some development along 
the waterfront.  There is a feeling that the current area is underutilised and could be 
enriched and enlivened by some development. However, a number of my 
constituents have raised concerns about the scale of the development.  There was 
also concern among my constituents that a high rise development on the waterfront 
would block out the winter sun and funnel the wind, making the area cold and 
uninviting for recreation.  
 
Recommendation:  

• The plan be completely revisited to address community concerns regarding 
the visual amenity of the proposed development, to prevent shading of the 
foreshore and the creation of wind tunnels. 

 
6. The potential environmental impacts of the proposed development 
 
Possible adverse impacts identified in the EAR include: 

 Low quality stormwater discharges from the Mounts Bay main drain and 
associated catchments; 

 Turbidity generated from any required dredging (water quality impact); 
 Displacement of marine fauna during construction due to noise, vibration and 

water quality effects in the area of development; 
 Swan River water quality, particularly those areas of high public use; 
 There is a potential that the river might be periodically closed for swimming 

and suffer from reduced visual amenity due to agal blooms and 
contamination. 

 
Recommendation: 
 

• A thorough investigation into the potential adverse effects that the dredging 
associated with the project could have on the health of the river should occur 
before any construction is allowed to proceed. 

 
 
 
 
 



  

7. Transport implication of the proposed development 
 
Riverside Drive is currently the main barrier to pedestrians accessing the Perth 
Waterfront. Removing the section of Riverside Drive in the project area is a bold 
move by the Government and one to be commended.   
 
CityVision have argued that Riverside Drive should be retained as a continuous 
through route. However, I believe that this would compromise the amenity value of 
the proposed inlet. Likewise, opening the proposed New Riverside Drive to traffic will 
affect the amenity value of the area and create potential conflicts with pedestrians 
and cyclists. I believe that if this road is to be build it should be used for access 
vehicles only. 
 
The cycle path that currently runs along Riverside Drive is an important route for both 
commuter and recreational cyclists and it is important that a cycling route along the 
Waterfront is maintained. 
 
Recommendation:  

• Increase the amenity value of the area by removing the section of Riverside 
Drive in the project area; Retain a cycling route along the waterfront; Provide 
viable public transport alternatives to reduce traffic congestion; Investigate 
river transport as a potential mode of public transport. 

 
8. The planning implication of the proposed development 
 
I am concerned that the proposed development, in conjunction with the Northbridge 
Link project, run counter to the planning guidelines laid out in the Government’s 
planning document Directions 2031 and Beyond: Metropolitan planning beyond the 
horizon. 
 
I am concerned that these projects will further concentrate activity in the city centre 
and will spend money that could be better spent revitalising activity centres 
elsewhere in the city. 
 
Recommendation:  

• The project be scaled back and the money saved invested in revitalising 
activity centres elsewhere in the city. 

 
9. The sustainability of the proposed development 
 
The waterfront development is a great opportunity to showcase a modern city, with 
sustainable designs incorporating what we now know about the challenges that 
climate change will bring. On a project of this scale, our finest developers will have to 
demonstrate a high degree of innovation. 
 
Whilst the Perth Waterfront provides an opportunity to showcase world’s best 
practice sustainability features, none of these measures have been locked in the 
current design. In question time, the Planning Minister revealed that structures would 
only be required to meet a minimum green star rating. When we know that Perth can 
construct world class sustainable buildings, the Minister is setting the bar far to low. 
 
 
 
 
 



  

Sustainability ideas that should be considered for incorporation into the development 
at this early stage include: 

 Carbon neutral buildings using recycled materials and incorporating 
renewable energy generation; 

 Water efficiency measures including on-site wastewater recycling for 
reticulation of garden areas and landscaping; 

 Zero waste including composting of all organic food waste, recycling and 
other waste minimisation measures; 

 Maximising public transport, walking and cycling options, including provision 
of dedicated facilities for cyclists and limiting vehicle access to the 
development to service vehicles only; 

 Orientation of commercial and residential buildings to maximise natural 
heating and cooling, with any additional heating and cooling to be powered by 
renewable energy; 

 Water wise gardens and landscaping that prevent polluted wastewater or 
fertilisers entering the Swan River and provide habitat for native animals. 

 
Recommendation:  

 The project is used to showcase world’s best practice sustainable design. 
 
10. The impacts of climate change on the proposed development 
 
The WA Department of Environment and Conservation has warned that, as a result 
of climate change, storm events could become much more severe. This will apply 
considerable stress to infrastructure in the form of structural damage and damage 
from flash flooding. 
 
The Minister claims this waterfront development has allowed for the 0.9 metre sea 
level rise and storm surges. But he has indicated that the public promenade may be 
subject to flooding in extreme storm events. 
 
It is vital that the State Government factors in the predicted impacts of climate 
change in its planning decisions to avoid expensive damage to infrastructure. 
 
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
Refer to part 7 of the Submissions Report. 
 
In relation to public consultation, an extensive program of awareness raising and 
consultation accompanied the 2008 masterplan (under the guidance of LandCorp). 
This process showed strong support for development of the foreshore, although there 
was concern about the scale and size of the project. Subsequently, the design has 
been modified and scaled back to reflect community feedback and be more 
sympathetic to the site conditions. This has resulted in the current design of the 
masterplan.  
 
Along with the MRS amendment public submission period, further public consultation 
will be a part of future statutory processes. It should also be noted that three Peer 
Review sessions have been undertaken by a panel of state and national design 
professionals to provide input into the design. The Government Architect has 
established a Design Advisory Panel to provide urban design and architectural 
advice as the development progresses. 
 
 
 
 



  

Directions 2031 and its sub regional strategies identify the need to strengthen 
existing activity centres outside of the Perth CBD, but also recognise its continuing 
role as the primary activity centre of the Metropolitan area. These documents identify 
the importance of the Perth Waterfront Project as a metropolitan attractor. 
 
Submission No.48 was supported by a Hearing. 
 
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     49 
 
Submission by:  Max Hipkins 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
OBJECTION AND COMMENTS 
 
Government Waterfront plan disadvantages: 

 High cost scheme; 
 Tall buildings to pay for inlet – overshadowing; 
 Dredging disturbs sediments – rive pollution; 
 Loss of parkland; 
 Riverside Drive cut; 
 No protection from prevailing south-west winds; 
 Impacts on heritage and ANZAC Day parades; 
 Siltation risk to inlet; 
 Salt water intrusion damages vegetation; 
 Commercial buildings add to traffic and parking problems; 
 No people/car separation. 

 
Submitter’s alternative plan advantages: 

 Low cost scheme; 
 Low buildings – no overshadowing; 
 No dredging – no river pollution; 
 No loss of parkland; 
 Riverside Drive retained; 
 Protection from prevailing winds; 
 No impact on heritage; 
 No siltation risk; 
 No salt water intrusion; 
 Residential emphasis – less traffic and parking issues; 
 People/car separation. 

 
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
Refer to part 7 of the Submissions Report. 
 
Previous plans for the Mounts Bay foreshore area were presented to the Hearings 
Committee. It is understood from the hearing that the City of Perth had previously 
given its support for the tabled concept plan. The City of Perth’s current position on 
the Perth Waterfront masterplan and the proposed MRS amendment is reflected in 
Submission No.18. 



  

Submission No.49 was supported by a Hearing. 
 
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     50 
 
Submission by:  Lise Summers 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
OBJECTION AND COMMENTS 
 
The proposed amendment does not include the heritage values of the Esplanade 
Reserve and surrounding sites. It is important to recognise that the heritage 
assessment of the Esplanade is critically dependant on the site’s development as a 
reclaimed area. To state that the heritage values of the Esplanade are compromised, 
or not significant, because of its construction as reclaimed land does not accord with 
internationally accepted heritage evaluation and assessment.   
 
The Esplanade Reserve is an ‘A’ class reserve, requiring consent of both Houses of 
Parliament for a change in its purpose. There seems to be no mechanism within the 
amendment scheme for this to occur. The proposed construction on the north side of 
the Esplanade is not keeping with the purpose of the reserve or the scale set by 
surrounding construction. The Florence Hummerston building provides an example of 
an appropriate scale. 
 
The proposed development is inconsistent with international best practice for 
heritage preservation and interpretation and with State policy as per the recently 
released Heritage Council policy. 
 
Recommendations 
This submission supports three principles put forwards by CityVision: 

 That Riverside Drive be a continuous road; 
 That the scale of the development be no more that three storeys, scaling 

gradually to St Georges Terrace; and, 
 That all heritage areas be preserved. 

 
Looking at the area consideration, and the proposed amendment, there appear to be 
three types of reservation – Public Recreation, Waterfront and Road Reserve. 
Consolidating the whole of the foreshore area, including John Oldham Reserve, 
Esplanade, Supreme Court Gardens, Stirling Gardens and Langley Park into one ‘A’ 
class reserve plus Herrison Island would allow for development to be considered 
across the whole of the foreshore area.   
 
The Parks and Reserves Act allows for the establishment of certain buildings and 
amenities, in which the proposed Aboriginal Cultural Centre, if constructed, would be 
entirely appropriate. The Cultural Centre could form the hub of a world class social 
history museum for Western Australia, and would go someway to meeting the 
demand for a new Perth based museum. A second museum for natural history would 
also be appropriate. Both museums could be based in the area at the base of William 
Street, reflecting where the entertainment precinct of White City was once located. 
 



  

The Parks and Reserves Act would also allow for the establishment of traffic calming. 
Rather than changing Riverside Drive so that it moves away from the river, a slower 
recreational drive at 40 km as per Kings Park, and similar rules, with associated and 
increased pedestrian and bicycle access, that more closely follows the river and links 
through to Mounts Bay Road at the Narrows Bridge, would allow greater access to 
the river. A flyover or elevated freeway entry point at the Convention Centre would 
frame the centre, and allow for improved access to the freeway. Pedestrian access 
via an underpass at this point would provide improved access to Barrack Square and 
to the proposed new museum. Alternatively, the bus entry route to Riverside Drive 
could be made to pass under Riverside Drive, with pedestrian walkway from the 
concourse level of the Perth Convention Centre across Riverside Drive to the new 
cultural centre. 
 
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
Refer to part 7 of the Submissions Report. 
 
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     51 
 
Submission by:  John Kenneth Wardey Ellis 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
CONDITIONAL SUPPORT 
 
I wish to express my agreement with all three of the recommendations accepted and 
passed by CityVision at their seminar on the proposed Perth Waterfront Development 
held this 19 May 2011. 
 
1.  Riverside Drive should be retained as a continuous through route  
 

The MRS Amendment is out of touch with the reality that the freeway exists 
and that Riverside Drive is a key feed route to it, bearing increasingly heavy 
volumes of traffic including at times when the Graham Farmer Freeway is 
completely jammed up. 

 
It is completely idiotic to conceive of adding a loop around an artificial bay 
with additional traffic light intersections on the Riverside Drive through route 
and feeder road to the freeway. 

 
It makes no sense at all to feed large volumes of traffic, that doesn’t need to 
go into the city CBD, and cause further congestion, delays, street pollution, 
noise, economic cost and frustration that can all be avoided by proper 
planning at this stage. 

 
Perth needs a free-flowing east-west through route on the CBD south side, to 
supplement the Graham Farmer Freeway on the north side, which as we all 
know, has performed an excellent function, but jams up at the evening rush 
hour.   

 



  

2. The height and scale of buildings should be no more than three storeys at the 
waterfront, graduating up to St George’s Terrace taking into account the need 
to allow maximum winter sunshine onto the waterfront. 

 
3. All important heritage places should be retained. 
 
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
Refer to part 7 of the Submissions Report. 
 
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     52 
 
Submission by:  Noel Pye 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
OBJECTION AND COMMENTS 
 
‘Bring the city to the river’ is the call of the developers, politicians and other travelling 
‘self appointed’ experts from all corners of the world. Well, if we want to lose our 
fantastic river views forever, this is exactly what we should do. Donate those views to 
wealthy sociopaths. The Esplanade is land reclaimed from the river, but it will not be 
reclaimed twice. If the suggested foreshore development proceeds, I believe it will be 
the beginning of the end for the foreshore as we know it, and a precedent for further 
riverside development will have been set. I find it difficult to comprehend that 
professional people in the architectural and planning fields could in anyway support, 
let alone promote, this current obscenity. I believe that this proposal will effectively 
obliterate and isolate a section of the river from the city forever through the sheer 
scale and density and extent of the development. 
 
So what have our state and local government planners achieved to date? 
 
The foreshore was reclaimed and opened up as an amenity for visitors and residents 
alike – possibly a good solution at the time. But what of Mounts Bay Road and The 
Esplanade from the freeway to Barrack Street, this stretch of road is currently the 
major corridor into the city from the freeway south and much of West Perth and 
beyond. Land overlooking a river or reserve parkland in a city would normally be 
considered as prime real estate worth millions of dollars and yet the streetscape from 
the freeway to Barrack Street consists mainly of ground and maybe first floor car 
parks, a bus port, a railway station and other miscellaneous plant rooms, creating a 
desolate, tree lined windswept corridor. Furthermore, the redevelopment of the 
former Mounts Bay Road car park into a convention centre and car park, looking 
inward onto a windswept terrace with massive concrete walls and service entry 
points facing the river, adds to the hostile environment. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

What can be done about this tragic mess? 
 
I don’t believe that further building development on the waterfront is the answer, be it 
high or low. I do believe that the river should be returned to the city. Currently, 
anyone bold enough to travel by ferry in mid summer or winter has an exposed walk 
to the city without any shelter from the weather, an inlet, similar to that in East Perth 
would allow ferry passengers to board and light on the Esplanade at Barrack Street, 
or maybe adjacent to the Esplanade Station. Moorings for pleasure craft could also 
revitalise the Esplanade. I believe a service road could be provided for access to the 
car parks currently facing the Esplanade. The Esplanade could be re-aligned and a 
small one, two and three storey mixed use residential and retail mews style 
development could be constructed between the service road and the Esplanade, 
facing the inlet, similar in scale to the northern side of the East Perth inlet. All existing 
Morton Bay Fig trees, historic buildings and monuments should be integrated into the 
development. 
 
A section of Riverside Drive would have to be tunnelled, providing uninterrupted 
pedestrian access to the river, and Barrack Street from The Esplanade to the Bell 
Tower could be just an access laneway. 
 
What is the view of the average West Australian to this current proposal? 
 
In mid March 2011, Channel 9 ‘A Current Affair’ programme outlines the proposal 
and conducted a ‘for or against’ phone in poll. Two thirds of participants (67 per cent) 
were against the proposal – quite a damming response. The vote taken at the end of 
the CityVision presentation last week re-emphasised the same concerns, this time 
from ‘learned’ people, with approximately 85 per cent of voters expressing objection 
to the existing state government proposal. 
 
Where do we go form here? 
 
I believe it is time now for the state government to step back, consult openly with the 
people of Western Australia and seriously consider the feedback. The current 
proposal appears to be generating very significant major concerns and objections.  
The people of Western Australia certainly know what they do not want, but due to the 
sad lack of community consultation they have been given little opportunity to express 
their views. I further believe that opposition to the current proposal is so great, that 
the people of Perth or Western Australia would overwhelmingly support no 
development to the foreshore, whatsoever, than live with what is being proposed. 
 
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
Refer to part 7 of the Submissions Report. 
 
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     53 
 
Submission by:  Bruce Callow 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
CONDITIONAL SUPPORT 



  

I make this submission as a private person and an architect. Whilst I am also Chair of 
the Architects Board of WA, I write in my private capacity and my views are not those 
of the board. However, I would stress on behalf of the profession that all matters 
raised and especially those of CityVision are given due consideration. WA only has 
one chance to get this right for future generations. 
 

 I strongly support the retention of Riverside Drive as a more direct link rather 
than routing it around the development. If nothing else, for future generations 
and flexibility, provision must be left in the set out of buildings and open space 
to allow consideration for reconnecting Riverside Drive across (or under) the 
inlet even if it is not included in the initial development. To cut it off an option 
forever into the future would not be responsible or proper planning. 

 The height of the buildings must be graduated and limited on the north side to 
prevent shadowing of the development and the foreshore in winter.   

 Aspects of shelter from prevailing winds must also be considered in the layout 
of the site, size and scale of buildings. 

 The size of the inlet/water body should be reduced to a more intimate size 
more in keeping with Melbourne’s Yarra and South Bank development rather 
than on the scale of Sydney’s Circular Key which is currently in the proposal. 

 A small body of water would also facilitate resolution of other concerns related 
to preservation of heritage issues of the old tearooms and retaining Morton 
Bay Fig trees. It would also allow for provision of a public open space for 
assembly and events to enliven the foreshore as this has happened more 
frequently in recent years and allowed the city, people and river to connect.  
This should remain as an intense part of the new waterfront development. 

 Whilst not supporting all aspects of CityVision, I support the general thrust of 
their concerns and the need for full consideration and debate of the issues 
they raised before final design are made and MRS amended. 

 
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
Refer to part 7 of the Submissions Report. 
 
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     54 
 
Submission by:  Robin Chinnery 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
OBJECTION AND COMMENTS 
 
The proposed amendment should not be approved because it would destroy The 
Esplanade if the so called Waterfront project was implemented. The Esplanade is an 
‘A’ class Reserve that has been used continuously as a recreation reserve by the 
people of Perth and Western Australia since 1880. It is entered on the Register of 
Heritage Places and should be preserved for this and future generations, continuing 
to serve the recreational uses that are part of its rich history and heritage. 
 
Good planning can, and should ensure that The Esplanade continues to be an 
integral part of the life of our capital city and at the heart of any future development. 
 



  

Planning for future development to link the city and the river can preserve our sense 
of place and develop for our future in ways that are ‘people friendly’ and enable 
future generations to enjoy the beauty and amenity of our city and its waterfront. 
 
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
Refer to part 7 of the Submissions Report. 
 
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     55 
 
Submission by:  Accommodation Association of Australia 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
SUPPORT AND COMMENT 
 

 The Accommodation Association welcomes the opportunity to provide input 
into the development of the Perth Waterfront, through this submission to be 
considered as part of the consultation process on the Perth Waterfront 
Metropolitan Scheme Amendment. 

 
Accommodation in the Perth CBD (and immediate surrounds) 
 

 The accommodation industry in Perth’s CBD has experienced strong demand 
and growth in the past decade; 

 This has seen major hotels and serviced apartments in Perth’s CBD record 
high occupancy levels and similarly strong RevPAR (revenue per available 
room); 

 Occupancies in major hotels and serviced apartments in the Perth CBD are 
regularly in excess of 90 per cent on Monday-Thursday nights inclusive and 
this is up 2 per cent on the same time (May) last year; 

 This illustrates that it is becoming increasingly difficult to secure 
accommodation in Perth during the working week; 

 These strong results have, by and large, been a direct result of higher levels 
of travel within the corporate market; 

 Many different factors have contributed to the growth in the corporate traveller 
market, notably the upsurge in business in the mining/ resources industry in 
Perth and wider WA; 

 Therefore, there is a necessary requirement for new accommodation 
infrastructure in Perth, including within the Perth Waterfront – the area where 
the proposed amendment of the Metropolitan Region Scheme (MRS) is 
designated; 

 Any new accommodation infrastructure in Perth must lift the standard of WA’s 
diverse tourism accommodation sector, but it must be introduced in a manner 
that does not negatively impact on existing major accommodation businesses 
in the city; 

 The strong returns that existing major accommodation businesses in Perth 
have been providing owners have served as a disincentive for these owners 
to undertake significant investment in their accommodation product 
(renovation and refurbishment); 



  

 This lack of new investment has seen the existing accommodation product in 
the Perth CBD and its immediate surrounds fall behind other parts of Australia 
and the world. 

 
Tourist Accommodation within the Perth Waterfront 
 

 The location of the waterfront precinct within the Perth CBD on the Swan 
River is one the most desirable in the whole of Australia; 

 If what is proposed in the masterplan becomes reality, the Perth Waterfront 
will be a focus for tourism in WA’s capital city; 

 Therefore, it is imperative that land sites within the Perth Waterfront are 
specifically set aside for international standard tourism accommodation 
businesses to be established; 

 
Investment in Tourism Accommodation  

 In the past decade, there has been little growth in investment in high-end 
tourism accommodation in Australia’s major cities; 

 This is largely due to the rate of return for investors in such hotels, serviced 
apartments and other forms of tourism accommodation infrastructure; 

 By comparison, buildings in Australia’s major cities that are being used for 
other purposes – office space in particular – have provided stronger and more 
consistent returns for investors; 

 Returns are significantly based on construction costs with the Gross Floor 
Area (GFA) rate for a medium level finish of a hotel at $3100 as compared to 
a Commercial tower at $2060 and industrial building at $970; 

 The lower returns for investors in hotel and accommodation infrastructure has 
come about due to several factors. These include: 

o The slowdown in growth of visitor arrivals to Australia from overseas; 
o The slowdown in growth of domestic tourism; and, 
o The high value of the Australian dollar (which has served as a 

disincentive for people to travel to Australia from overseas countries). 
 This demonstrates why tourism accommodation infrastructure deserves 

special treatment within the Perth Waterfront precinct, i.e. land sites should 
be specifically set aside for it. 

 
2020 Tourism Industry Potential 

 In November 2010, Tourism Australia launched it’s ‘2020 Tourism Industry 
Potential’; 

 This is a blueprint of goals that Tourism Australia has set for the tourism 
industry in this country; 

 The 2020 Tourism Industry Potential is designed to focus industry and 
governments on boosting returns from the tourism industry; 

 Specifically. The main goals are: 
o Doubling overnight expenditure from $70 billion in 2009 to $140 billion 

by 2020; 
o Increasing tourism’s contribution to GDP to 3 per cent by 2020; 
o Increasing tax revenues from tourism to $14.5 billion by 2020; and, 
o Increasing net exports of up to $6.7 billion. 

  For the accommodation sector, the 2020 Tourism Industry Potential 
estimates between 40,000-70,000 new tourism accommodation rooms will be 
needed (at occupancy rates of 75 per cent); 

 Further, the document states: ‘New rooms will be needed in our capital cities, 
with improvements on quality rather than quantity the focus for regional 
Australia’; 



  

 It is the submission of the Accommodation Association that the Perth 
Waterfront precinct provides the first genuine opportunity for one of 
Australia’s major cities to signal a firm commitment to increasing the number 
of rooms as part of reaching the target outlined in the 2020 Tourism Industry 
Potential; 

 This is another compelling reason why land for tourism accommodation 
infrastructure should be specifically set aside within the Perth Waterfront 
development; 

 
Conclusion 

 Vibrant, resilient and viable tourism accommodation businesses should be an 
integral part of the Perth waterfront development; 

 The Accommodation Association urges the WA Planning Commission – and 
by extension, the WA State Government – to take this into account when the 
Perth Waterfront MRS Amendment is being considered; 

 The Association looks forward to further engagement with the committee 
appointed to consider and report on submissions. 

 
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
It is acknowledged that there is a significant shortfall of short stay accommodation 
within Perth. Perth Waterfront is an ideal location for tourism accommodation which 
has been recognised through the provision of a minimum of 220 short stay rooms. It 
is expected that continued liaison with Tourism WA will occur to generate and 
harness hotel operator interest. 
 
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     56 
 
Submission by:  Ian Molyneux 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
CONDITIONAL SUPPORT 
 
Scheme Amendment 
 

1. The intensions and broad directions of the Scheme Amendment are 
commended. 

2. Details of the Masterplan warrant substantial review and reconsideration. 
3. The Government should feel encourage to be more expansive in town 

planning vision terms. 
4. The proposal area as shown in Figure 1 should be extended to encompass: 

 The area contained by Riverside Drive, Mounts Bay, The Esplanade, 
portion of Barrack Street and Terrace Road to the north; 

 Between the Swan Brewery to the west and the causeway to the east; 
and, 

 As far offshore to the south as will permit design considerations as 
outlines below under ‘Masterplan’. 

 
 
 



  

 
Perth Waterfront Masterplan 
 
1. I submit that the plan should provide the following: 
2. Future relocation of Parliament House chambers into an island structure in 

Perth Water on the axis of the proposed inlet. (Adaption of the old Parliament 
House to a new vice-regal residence and State Guest House, plus museum of 
the constitution of WA), accessed via and connected to point No. 4. 

3. Adapt old Government House and gardens as a parkland events 
management secretariat and museum open to the public. 

4. Future development of a parliamentary secretariat forming part of a waterfront 
bridge cum wind break structure incorporation an elevated Riverside Drive 
scenic bridge bypass across the south boundary of the inlet. 

5. Expansion of the Supreme Court building, with Waterfront at Terrace Drive 
alignment, formed as in point No. 9, as part of the new parliamentary and 
constitutional precinct to be established in the area. 

6. Thereby encourage the integration into the precinct of lesser courts, legal and 
other professions and corporations interfacing with governments and the 
courts, providing also integration of offices and ministries. 

7. Extend Mounts Bay Road eastwards and on the alignment of Terrace Drive 
as far as the Causeway. 

8. Add a duplicate carriageway and tree avenue south of the existing Riverside 
Drive avenue from Barrack Street to the Causeway. 

9. Excavate all possible lands between roads in this foreshore precinct for water 
gardens etc. incorporating the proposed inlet, thus forming a continuous wind-
sheltered canal from the Brewery to the Causeway and around to East Perth 
where feasible, thus also giving a waterfront all city river fringes. 

10. Set the above secretariat and Riverside Drive structure, on the alignment of 
the above new Riverside Drive duplicate avenue. 

11. Consider housing the secretariat and Riverside Drive in a structure similar to 
the Narrows Bridge, with the ‘pilotis’ (supporting column arrays) enclosed with 
glass and extending from William Street in an arc following the curve of Perth 
Water shoreline to connect to the Narrows Bridge. 

 
PLANNING COMMENT 
 
Submission noted. 
 
The submitter’s ideas have been taken into consideration and where appropriate, will 
be considered for the Perth Waterfront project. 
 
Submission No.56 was supported by a Hearing. 
 
DETERMINATION 
 
Submission noted. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Schedule 3 
 
 

The amendment figure as advertised 
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Schedule 4 
 
 

The amendment figure as modified 
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Schedule 5 
 
 

Perth Waterfront masterplan 
(as advertised with Amendment Report)  





 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix 1 
 
 

List of detail plans as advertised 



Perth Waterfront 
 

Proposed Major Amendment 
 

Amendment 1203/41 
 

As advertised 
 

3.2379 
 
 
 
Detail Plan 
 
3.2398  - Perth  Public Purposes (Special Uses) 
 
 
Land Requirement Plans 
 
1.1797/1 - Riverside Drive - Barrack Square to Plain Street 
 
1.1951/1 - Mitchell Freeway - Narrows Bridge to Murray St 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix 2 
 
 

List of detail plans as modified 
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Amendment 1203/41 
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Detail Plan 
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