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TOWN
EAST FREMANTLE

AGENDA

Town Planning Committee
Tuesday, 7 November 2023 at 6:30 PM

Disclaimer

The purpose of this Council meeting is to discuss and, where possible, make resolutions about items appearing on the agenda.

Whilst Council has the power to resolve such items and may in fact, appear to have done so at the meeting, no person should rely on or act on the
basis of such decision or on any advice or information provided by a member or officer, or on the content of any discussion occurring, during the
course of the meeting. Persons should be aware that the provisions of the Local Government Act 1995 (section 5.25 (e)) establish procedures for
revocation or rescission of a Council decision. No person should rely on the decisions made by Council until formal advice of the Council decision
is received by that person.

The Town of East Fremantle expressly disclaims liability for any loss or damage suffered by any person as a result of relying on or acting on the
basis of any resolution of Council, or any advice or information provided by a member or officer, or the content of any discussion occurring, during
the course of the Council meeting.

Copyright

The Town wishes to advise that any plans or documents contained within this Agenda may be subject to copyright law provisions (Copyright Act
1968, as amended) and that the express permission of the copyright owner(s) should be sought prior to their reproduction.
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Procedure for Deputations, Presentations and Public Question Time at Council Meetings

Council thanks you for your participation in Council Meetings and trusts that your input will be beneficial to all
parties. Council has a high regard for community input where possible, in its decision making processes.

Deputations
A formal process where members of the community
request permission to address Council or Committee
on an issue.

Procedures for Deputations

The Council allows for members of the public to make a deputation to Council on an issue related to Local
Government business.

Notice of deputations need to be received by 5pm on the day before the meeting and agreed to by the Presiding
Member. Please contact Executive Support Services via telephone on 9339 9339 or email
admin@eastfremantle.wa.gov.au to arrange your deputation.

Where a deputation has been agreed to, during the meeting the Presiding Member will call upon the relevant
person(s) to come forward and address Council.

A Deputation invited to attend a Council meeting:

(a) s not to exceed five (5) persons, only two (2) of whom may address the Council, although others may respond
to specific questions from Members;

(b)  is not to address the Council for a period exceeding ten (10) minutes without the agreement of the Council;
and

(c)  additional members of the deputation may be allowed to speak with the agreement of the Presiding Member.

Council is unlikely to take any action on the matter discussed during the deputation without first considering an
officer’s report on that subject in a later Council agenda.

Procedure for Presentations

Notice of presentations being accepted by Council on behalf of the community, or agencies presenting a proposal,
need to be received by 5pm on the day before the meeting and agreed to by the Presiding Member. Please contact
Executive Support Services via telephone on 9339 9339 or email admin@eastfremantle.wa.gov.au to arrange your
presentation.

Where the Council is making a presentation to a worthy recipient, the recipient will be advised in advance and asked
to attend the Council meeting to receive the award.

All presentations will be received/awarded by the Mayor or an appropriate Councillor.
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Procedure for Public Question Time

The Council extends a warm welcome to you in attending any meeting of the Council. Council is committed to
involving the public in its decision making processes whenever possible, and the ability to ask questions during
‘Public Question Time’ is of critical importance in pursuing this public participation objective.

Council (as required by the Local Government Act 1995) sets aside a period of ‘Public Question Time’ to enable a
member of the public to put up to three (3) questions to Council. Questions should only relate to the business of
Council and should not be a statement or personal opinion. Upon receipt of a question from a member of the pubilic,
the Mayor may either answer the question or direct it to a Councillor or an Officer to answer, or it will be taken on
notice.

Having regard for the requirements and principles of Council, the following procedures will be applied in accordance
with the Town of East Fremantle Local Government (Council Meetings) Local Law 2016:

1. Public Questions Time will be limited to ten (10) minutes.

2. Public Question Time will be conducted at an Ordinary Meeting of Council immediately following “Responses to
Previous Public Questions Taken on Notice”.

Each member of the public asking a question will be limited to two (2) minutes to ask their question(s).
Questions will be limited to three (3) per person.

Please state your name and address, and then ask your question.

ok w

Questions should be submitted to the Chief Executive Officer in writing by 5pm on the day before the meeting

and be signed by the author. This allows for an informed response to be given at the meeting.

7. Questions that have not been submitted in writing by 5pm on the day before the meeting will be responded to if
they are straightforward.

8. If any question requires further research prior to an answer being given, the Presiding Member will indicate that
the “question will be taken on notice” and a response will be forwarded to the member of the public following
the necessary research being undertaken.

9. Where a member of the public provided written questions then the Presiding Member may elect for the
questions to be responded to as normal business correspondence.

10. A summary of the question and the answer will be recorded in the minutes of the Council meeting at which the

guestion was asked.

During the meeting, no member of the public may interrupt the meetings proceedings or enter into
conversation.

Members of the public shall ensure that their mobile telephone and/or audible pager is not switched on
or used during any meeting of the Council.

Members of the public are hereby advised that use of any electronic, visual or audio recording device or
instrument to record proceedings of the Council is not permitted without the permission of the
Presiding Member.
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NOTICE OF MEETING

Elected Members

An Ordinary Meeting of the Town Planning Committee will be held on 7 November 2023 at 6:30 PM
in the Council Chamber, 135 Canning Highway, East Fremantle and your attendance is requested.

4

Jonathan Throssell
Chief Executive Officer

1 November 2023

AGENDA

1 DECLARATION OF OPENING OF MEETING/ANNOUNCEMENTS OF VISITORS

2 ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF COUNTRY

“On behalf of the Council | would like to acknowledge the Whadjuk Nyoongar people as the traditional custodians of
the land on which this meeting is taking place and pay my respects to Elders, past and present.”

3 ANNOUNCEMENT TO GALLERY

“Members of the gallery are advised that no Council decision from tonight’s meeting will be communicated or
implemented until 12 noon on the first clear working day after this meeting, unless Council, by resolution carried at
this meeting, requested the CEO to take immediate action to implement the decision.”

4 RECORD OF ATTENDANCE

4.1 ATTENDANCE

4.2 APOLOGIES

4.3 APPROVED LEAVE

Cr A White
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5 MEMORANDUM OF OUTSTANDING BUSINESS
Nil

6 DISCLOSURES OF INTEREST

6.1 FINANCIAL
Nil

6.2 PROXIMITY
Nil

6.3 IMPARTIALITY
Nil

7 7. PUBLIC QUESTION TIME

7.1 RESPONSES TO PREVIOUS QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC TAKEN ON NOTICE
Nil

7.2 PUBLIC QUESTION TIME
Nil

8 PRESENTATIONS/DEPUTATIONS

8.1 PRESENTATIONS
Nil

8.2 DEPUTATIONS
Nil

9 CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING

9.1 TOWN PLANNING COMMITTEE (5 SEPTEMBER 2023)

9.1 OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

That the minutes of the Town Planning Committee meeting held on 5 September 2023 be confirmed as
a true and correct record of proceedings.
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10 ANNOUNCEMENTS BY THE PRESIDING MEMBER

Nil

11 REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

Nil
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12 REPORTS OF OFFICERS (COMMITTEE DELEGATION)

12.1 14 SILAS STREET - MIXED USE DEVELOPMENT

Owner Luke Beumont Barrett
Applicant Luke Beumont Barrett
Report Reference Number TPR-1606
Planning Reference Code P027/23
Prepared by James Bannerman, Planning Officer
Supervised by Andrew Malone, Executive Manager Regulatory Services
Meeting date Tuesday, 7 November 2023
Voting requirements Simple majority
Documents tabled Nil
Attachments
1. Location and advertising plan
2. Photos
3. Amended plans and elevations submitted 21 August 2023
4. Streetscape perspectives submitted 21 August 2023
5. Submission details
6. Response to submissions
7. Written deputations by and on behalf of the northern adjoining owner presented at the

Council meeting on 15 August 2023

8. Response by applicant to amendments requested by the northern land owner submitted 17
October 2023

9. Community engagement checklist

PURPOSE

The purpose of this report is for the Council to consider a development application for a mixed use development
(office and apartment) at 14 (Lot 350) Silas Street, East Fremantle.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

It is proposed to develop a 3 storey mixed use (office and apartment) building with a basement at 14 (Lot 350) Silas
Street, East Fremantle. The proposed building comprises the following:

e Basement — car stacker and storage area.

e Ground floor — office tenancy and carport with additional residential parking bay.
e 2" and 3™ floor — residential apartment.

e Roof top - garden terrace and vergola (patio with adjustable louvre roof).

The bin enclosure is indicated at the eastern end of the lot and a bike rack is to be located outside the entrance to

the apartment on St Peters Road. The mature tree at the eastern end of the site is proposed to be retained and
access to the 3 car bays is via the existing crossover.
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The proposal was assessed against the provisions of Local Planning Scheme No. 3 (LPS 3), Local Planning Policy 3.1.3.
— Town Centre Redevelopment Guidelines (TCRG) and the Residential Design Codes - Volume 2 — Apartments (R-
Codes Vol 2).

With regard to LPS 3, the proposal does not meet the building height (cl. 5.8.2), plot ratio (cl. 5.8.3) and car parking
(cl 5.8.5) requirements of LPS 3, however discretion may be exercised under cl. 5.6 to vary these (variations to site
and development standards and requirements). The TCRG provides guidance to Council within the policy area where
discretion may be exercised in accordance with cl. 5.6. In doing so, Cl. 5.6.3 requires Council to have due regard to
the orderly and proper planning criteria listed in cl. 67 of the Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes)
Regulations 2015, to the extent that, in the Council’s opinion, those matters are relevant to the development
application.

In addition to the variations to the building height and plot ratio requirement of LPS 3, the applicant is seeking

approval for variations to elements of the TCRG and the R-Codes Vol 2 as outlined below:

(i) Element 6: Pedestrian Amenity — Local Planning Policy 3.1.3 - Town Centre Redevelopment Guidelines -
Minimum width of awning over footpath 2.4m required, 1.5m provided,

(ii) Element 8: Vehicle Parking — Local Planning Policy 3.1.3 - Town Centre Redevelopment Guidelines - 3 commercial
car bays required, 2 commercial car bays provided, and

(iii) Element 2.6: Building Depth — Residential Design Codes - Volume 2 - Apartments — 20m maximum, 20.425m
provided.

The proposal was advertised from 17 April to 15 May 2023 and 12 submissions objecting to the proposal were
received (refer to Attachment 5). The objections were based on several planning matters including overshadowing;
building form; height and scale; heritage and character; parking; plot ratio; setbacks; privacy; land use; dwelling
density; loss of vegetation; sustainability; waste management, pedestrian safety and impact of construction. Not all
matters raised are considered valid planning considerations, however all concerns raised are addressed in the report
and a detailed response is provided in the Response to Submissions (refer to Attachment 6).

The concerns relating to development on a small site are noted and it is acknowledged that a design solution
presents a considerable challenge on this constrained site, however, a mixed use development is considered an
appropriate outcome for the location. The commercial tenancy will activate the street, provide for more pedestrian
activity in the Town Centre and the addition of another dwelling adds to the Town Centre population. It is
considered this development will meet the objectives of the Town Centre zone and the Local Planning Strategy 2022.
It is also considered to achieve the urban design objectives of the Town Centre Redevelopment Guidelines in relation
to encouraging mixed uses, renewal of the Town Centre with a character that is sympathetic to, but not a
continuation of, the surrounding suburban neighbourhoods.

The proposal is not considered to be an over development of the lot given it comprises a small office and modest
apartment. In the Town’s assessment the proposed development does not exceed the permitted height and is not of
excessive scale. It is in keeping with the building form of recent developments in the Town Centre and is considered
positively contribute to the streetscape through high quality design and the proposed construction materials.

There are no heritage listed properties adjoining the site therefore the proposed development does not require a
formal heritage consideration. The Town is of the view that new development should consider both the existing and
intended future streetscape as is occurring in the Town Centre where there are examples of more modern and
contemporary designs along Silas Street and in the immediate vicinity.

In the main, this proposal meets the requirements of the TCRG and the R-Codes Vol 2 except for the minor variations

in relation to awning width, car parking and building depth. The proposal to develop this corner site with a building
comprising high quality construction materials, well-articulated street front facades, and the retention of a
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significant tree is not considered to impact the amenity of surrounding sites and is viewed as a positive outcome for
the Town Centre.

The applicant and owner have worked to produce a design that in the Town’s view responds to potential impacts on
surrounding properties. Some discretion is being sought with regard to some provisions of LPS 3 which are
supported and the proposal complies with the majority of the development standards of the TCRG and the R-Codes
Vol 2. It is therefore recommended that the Council supports the proposed mixed use development subject to the
conditions listed in the final recommendation.

Deferral of Determination — Council Meeting 15 August 2023

The development application was originally presented to the Ordinary Council Meeting of 15 August 2023 with a
recommendation for approval subject to conditions. Council deferred its determination to the next Town Planning
Committee meeting on 5 September 2023 to allow time for further discussion/consideration of the concerns of
submitters as outlined in the Officer’s report.

Following the meeting the adjoining owner and her representative submitted the written deputations presented at
the Council Meeting of 15 August 2023 (refer to Attachment 7). Also, the applicant has submitted amended plans for
the Town’s consideration. The Town has also been advised that the applicant has arranged a meeting with the
adjoining owner for 29 August 2023 to discuss the issues raised in the submissions and deputations. The outcome of
that meeting may result in further amended plans being submitted to the Town for Council’s consideration.

Due to the date of the meeting with the adjoining owner there is insufficient time to prepare an Officer’s report on
the outcome of the meeting, potential amended plans and subsequent amendments to meet the Agenda deadline
for the upcoming Town Planning Committee meeting. The applicant has agreed to the deferral of the item to the
September full Council meeting.

It is therefore recommended that the matter be deferred to the full Council meeting on 19 September 2023 to allow
for additional time for the applicant and adjoining owner to meet and for the meeting outcome and amended plans
to be considered by the Town.

Deferral of Determination — Town Planning Committee Meeting 5 September 2023

Consideration of the application was deferred until the Council meeting of 19 September 2023 to allow time for
further discussion/consideration of the concerns of submitters as outlined in the Officer’s report. Should amended
plans be submitted as a result of discussions between the applicant and the adjoining land owner, held on 30 August
2023, further assessment of the plans will be required by the Town and further advertising may be necessary. In this
regard the applicant has agreed to extend the time in which the Council can determine the application to 8
November 2023. It is therefore recommended that consideration of the application be deferred until the Town
Planning Committee meeting of 7 November 2023. It should be noted this does not preclude the application being
considered by the Town Planning Committee or Council prior to this date should that be considered appropriate.

Outcome of Council Meeting 19 September 2023

At the 19 September 2023 Council meeting it was determined to defer determination of the application until the
Town Planning Committee meeting of 7 November 2023 to allow the applicant and the northern adjoining
landowner time to meet and discuss potential amendments to the proposal and for the Town to consider any
amendments which may be proposed.

Consultation with Adjoining Owner and Amended Plans

Amended plans and perspectives (refer to Attachment 3 and 4) have been submitted as a final outcome of
discussions between the northern land owner and the applicant/owner at the meeting held on 30 August 2023. As
stated in correspondence between the two parties, in order for the northern land owner to withdraw objection to
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the proposal all the requested changes were required to be made. The applicant/owner, while willing to engage with
the northern land owner to see if a compromise could be reached, was not willing to make all the requested
changes. The two changes proposed are:

e removal of the 3.1m nib wall at the north-eastern portion of the development across all 3 levels; and
e identification of a portion of the northern boundary wall to incorporate an artwork.

While the Town was hopeful that further compromise might have been reached, the reasons for the
applicant/owner not pursuing these changes are acknowledged by the Town and further comment in response to
the applicant/owner’s justification for not proceeding are provided in the Comment section of the report. Despite
not all the requested amendments being made, the Town remains supportive of the proposal and believes the
changes proposed are of benefit to the adjoining northern property and land owner and are fully supported.
However, it is noted that the provision of an artwork is not a statutory requirement and therefore it is not
recommended as a condition of planning approval. Alternatively, it is recommended that if the owner chooses to
undertake an artwork installation, then a condition be imposed which requires the approval of the Chief Executive
Officer, on advice from the Town’s Public Art Panel, in relation to the design, colours and materials prior to
installation.

The matters raised by the northern land owner’s representative in a deputation to Council on 15 August 2023 (refer
to Attachment 7) have in the main been addressed in the Officer’s report. However, the Town wishes to emphasise
that comments made in regard to the R100 density code provisions being applicable to the assessment of the
application, in general and more specifically in relation to a lesser plot ratio being applied, are not relevant. The R100
density code is not a development control under Local Planning Policy 3.1.3 — Town Centre Redevelopment
Guidelines (as amended in 2023). Also, the Town holds the view that this development application proposes a mixed
use development (i.e., a commercial tenancy and multiple dwelling), not a commercial tenancy and single house.
Therefore, it has been assessed accordingly under the planning framework and a Scheme Amendment is not
required.

The Town considers that the proposed development is not incongruous with the scale and form of its surrounds in
respect to the development that has already occurred and which can be approved in the Town Centre. As a result,
the Town differs in opinion to the comments made in the deputation as to the degree to which the amenity of the
adjoining property and the area in general is impacted. In the Town’s view the potential amenity impacts are
acceptable and the conditions of development approval address the relevant planning concerns raised in the
submissions.

In light of the above comments, it is recommended that the Town Planning Committee exercise its discretion in
accordance with the provisions of LPS 3 and in relation to the development standards of Local Planning Policy 3.1.3 —
Town Centre Redevelopment Design Guidelines and support the proposal subject to the recommended conditions
and advice notes outlined in the Officer Recommendation.

BACKGROUND

Zoning Town Centre

Site Area 211m?

Heritage N/A

Fremantle Port Buffer Area 3 - The TCRG does not require referral to the Fremantle Port Authority for development where there
are less than 5 dwelling units. In this case there is one residential dwelling unit proposed and therefore
referral to Fremantle Ports is not required.

Previous Decision of Town N/A

and/or History of Issue

Onsite
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Historical aerial photography and other Town records indicate the lot was created in 1989 due to changes to the
local road network when Stirling Highway was extended from Canning Highway through to High Street, establishing
the St Peters Road link between Sewell Street and May Street. Lot 350 was the portion of land remaining at the
newly created intersection of St Peters Road and Silas Street.

This lot remained in the ownership of Main Roads WA (MRWA) who agreed to the land being used for car parking for
the adjacent medical centre for many years under a commercial licence agreement. There was no requirement
(under the planning approval) for the parking bays to be retained on this lot for use by the medical centre should the
lot be sold. The car park for the medical centre is located at the rear of 12 Silas Street with access via May and Silas
Streets.

The land was sold by MRWA on the open market to the current owner in 2019. The owner had several discussions
with the Town regarding development of the land, however, a formal proposal was not progressed through the
COVID-19 period.

CONSULTATION

Advertising

The proposal was advertised to adjoining and nearby property owners as shown on the location and advertising plan
(refer to Attachment 1) and the plans were made available on the Town’s website from the 17 April to 15 May 2023.

Twelve (12) submissions were received all opposing the development, however it is noted that two submissions
refer to the same property. The submissions are provided in detail in Attachment 5. The Town’s and applicant’s
response to each submission are noted in the ‘Response to Submissions’ in Attachment 6. The concerns raised in
submission are summarised below:

e Overshadowing — the proposed development will result in excessive overshadowing to the adjoining and
surrounding properties;

e |mpact on land value — the proposed development will depreciate land values;

e lLand use permissibility — the ‘Single Residential’ land use is an ‘X’ use within the Town Centre Zone and is,
therefore, not permitted at the site;

e Height, Building Form and scale —the proposed development exceeds the permitted height and is of
excessive height and scale;

e Plot ratio —the proposed development exceeds the permitted plot ratio;

e Setback — nil setbacks are not consistent with the character of the locality;

e Density —the proposal exceeds the permitted density;

e Privacy — concerns about overlooking;

e Character and heritage considerations — the proposed development does not respond to the character of
the adjoining development;

e Loss of vegetation — the proposed development will result in a loss of vegetation, specifically trees at the
site;

e Sustainability - concerns about matters of sustainability;

e Pedestrian safety — the proposed development will encroach into the pedestrian footpath impacting
pedestrian safety;

e |mpacts of construction works on neighbouring sites — the site is currently being used for parking by the
medical centre. The proposed development will impact the availability of parking for patients and doctors;
and

e Waste management - The bin store will be intrusive to amenity, will impede access and make collection
dangerous.
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Also, a petition has been received by the Town. The principal petitioner is an adjoining land owner who circulated
the petition, to the Town’s knowledge, from the start of the advertising period on 17 April until it was submitted to
the Town on 8 August 2023 (i.e., ~114 days). The petition states as follows and contains 453 signhatures:

Petition Summary and Background

The proposed building on this small block is too large, too high and has physical and amenity
impacts on both the heritage building of the medical centre and nearby properties together with
removal of native landscaping and mature trees.

Action petitioned for

We, the undersigned are concerned citizens who urge the Planning Committee and Council
Members of the Town of East Fremantle to maintain 14 Silas St as medical centre parking and a
landscaped amenity for the East Fremantle Community.

Petitions received in response to a development application being advertised are considered in the same manner as
a submission.

External Referral
The following referral advice relevant to the application was received from the Water Corporation.

Water Corporation
The proposed development does not appear to affect Water Corporation assets. If our assets are
affected, the developer may be required to fund new works, or the upgrading of existing works and
protection of all works associated with the Water Corporation. Water and wastewater services are
available in the area for the development to connect to. Any extensions required for connection are to
be done at the cost of the developer. This proposal will require approval by our Building Services section
prior to the commencement of works.

Internal Referral
Advice was received from the Town’s Operations Department and provided to the applicant. Conditions and advice
notes will be included that reflect this advice.

STATUTORY ENVIRONMENT

Planning and Development Act, 2005
Local Planning Scheme No. 3 (LPS 3)

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

State Planning Policy 7.3 — Residential Design Codes Volume 2 — Apartments (R-Codes Vol 2).
Local Planning Policy 3.1.3 — Town Centre Redevelopment Guidelines (TCRG)

Local Planning Policy 3.1.8 — Wood Encouragement — General

Local Planning Strategy 2022

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS
See risk implications below.

STRATEGIC IMPLICATIONS

The Town of East Fremantle Strategic Community Plan 2020-2030 states as follows:
Economic

Sustainable “locally” focused and easy to do business with.
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2.1 Actively support new business activity and existing local businesses.
2.1.1 Ensure a “local” focus through supporting and promoting opportunities for local business.
2.1.2 Facilitate opportunities/ forums where local business people can meet and share ideas.
2.2 Continue to develop and revitalise local business activity centres.
2.2.1 Facilitate local small business access through planning and activation to support community and
business growth.

Built Environment
Accessible, well planned built landscapes which are in balance with the Town’s unique heritage and open spaces.
3.1 Facilitates sustainable growth with housing options to meet future community needs.
3.1.1 Advocate for a desirable planning and community outcome for all major strategic development sites.
3.1.2 Plan for a mix of inclusive diversified housing options.
3.1.3 Plan for improved streetscapes.
3.2  Maintaining and enhancing the Town’s character.
3.2.1 Ensure appropriate planning policies to protect the Town’s existing built form.
3.3 Plan and maintain the Town’s assets to ensure they are accessible, inviting and well connected.
3.3.1 Continue to improve asset management within resource capabilities.
3.3.2 Plan and advocate for improved access and connectivity.

RISK IMPLICATIONS

A risk assessment was undertaken and the risk to the Town in determining this application was deemed to be
negligible. Should Council refuse the application, the owner/applicant has a right of Review (appeal) to the State
Administrative Tribunal (SAT). As the Town’s Officers have recommended approval, Council will be required to
obtain the services of a consultant to represent and defend the Council’s resolution at the SAT. This may have
financial implications for the Town.

SITE INSPECTION
A site inspection was undertaken.

COMMENT

Mixed Use Development Proposal

It is proposed to develop a 3 storey mixed use (office and apartment) building with a basement. The application
comprises an office tenancy on the ground floor, an apartment on the second and third levels with a roof top garden
terrace and vergola on the fourth level. The residential apartment has 2 bedrooms, 2 bathrooms, and a combined
kitchen, living, and dining area. There is a balcony on the western end of the building facing Silas Street.

The basement will comprise a storage area and a car stacker (for 2 commercial parking bays). There is also a carport
with an additional parking bay for the residential apartment. Another awning fronts the carport at the rear of the
building. Planter boxes are located above the awnings to add landscaping to the facade. The bin enclosure is located
at the eastern end of the lot and a bike rack is located outside the entrance to the apartment on St Peters Road. The
mature tree at the eastern end of the site is proposed to be retained and access to the car bays is via the existing
crossover. The building is proposed to be constructed of a mix of materials including glass, metal, timber, and
concrete.

Site Context

The subject lot is 211m? in area and located on the north eastern corner of Silas Street and St Peters Road. The
primary frontage is Silas Street, and the secondary frontage is St Peters Road. It has a slight upwards slope heading
east towards the top of St Peters Road with the elevation increasing by approximately 1.57m from west to east. The
site survey shows that the lot has a northern boundary that is approximately 44.4m long and a southern boundary
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facing St Peters Road that is 38.59m long. The lot is widest at the Silas Street (western) end having a width of 3.3m
facing Silas Street but a total width of 11.75m (including truncation) and tapers to a point at the eastern end of the
site. There is a small road verge which mostly abuts the roundabout.

There are 2 mature trees located at each end of the site. The tree at the eastern end is proposed to be retained.
There are currently 4 car parking bays located on site, as well as a footpath crossing from the neighbouring medical
centre to the north joining the Town’s footpath at the south eastern end of the lot.

Statutory Assessment
The proposal is required to be assessed under the following planning documents:
e Local Planning Scheme No. 3 (LPS 3);
e Local Planning Policy 3.1.3 — Town Centre Redevelopment Guidelines (TCRG - revised and adopted by Council
on 16 May 2023); and
e Residential Design Codes Volume 2 — Apartments (R-Codes Vol 2).

The TCRG provides guidance to designers and decision makers with regard to development in the Residential, Mixed
Use and Town Centre zones within the policy area where discretion may be exercised under cl. 5.3.4 (residential
development in non-residential zones) and cl. 5.3.5 (residential development in the Town Centre) of the LPS 3; and
where discretion may be exercised for development under cl. 5.6 (variation of site development standards and
requirements) for cl. 5.8 (Town Centre development standards).

LPS 3 specifies that the development of land for any residential purposes dealt with by the R-Codes is to conform to
those Codes. The TCRGs also refer to some requirements of State Planning Policy 7.3 — Residential Design Codes
Volume 2 — Apartments (R-Codes Vol. 2). Therefore, the TCRGs together with parts of the R-Codes (Vol. 2) have been
used for the assessment of this planning application. The R-Codes Vol 2 states that applications for development
approval for multiple dwellings in areas coded R40 and above are to have due regard to the policy objectives of the
R-Codes Vol 2; Element Objectives of Parts 2, 3 and 4; and objectives provided within the Town’s local planning
framework. This includes the dwelling components of mixed-use development.

So, while the provisions of LPS 3 provide the underlying planning controls for assessment and discretionary powers,
both the TCRG and the R-Codes Vol 2 apply the overlying planning framework and further quantitative assessment
provisions applicable to the application. Where there is conflict between the documents the TCRG becomes the
prevailing document over the R-Codes Vol 2.

The Town’s assessment is guided by the planning and urban design Objectives, Element Objectives and Acceptable
Outcomes for each element of the TCRG. As the lot is located within the Town Centre zone, the ‘Frame Precinct’
criteria specified in the TCRG are also pertinent when undertaking an assessment of the proposal.

While the proposal does not meet the building height (cl. 5.8.2), plot ratio (cl. 5.8.3) and car parking (cl 5.8.5)
requirements of LPS 3, discretion may be exercised under cl. 5.6 (variations to site and development standards and
requirements). The TCRG provides guidance to Council where discretion may be exercised within the policy area.

In applying discretion under cl. 5.6 and in accordance with cl. 5.6.3 of LPS 3 Council must have due regard to the
planning, criteria listed in cl. 67 of the Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015, to the
extent that, in the opinion of the local government, those matters are relevant to the development the subject of
the application. These criteria refer to orderly and proper planning matters such as compatibility of the development
within its setting, its relationship to other land and the likely effect of height, bulk, scale, orientation and
appearance, the amenity of the locality, landscaping, parking, access, traffic, history of the site and any submissions.

The relevant provisions for the assessment of the application are outlined in the tables below.
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Legend
A Acceptable
D Discretionary
N/A Not applicable
Local Planning Scheme No. 3
Clause | Scheme Requirement Variation/Comment Status
5.8.1 Setbacks: Commercial Zones - Nil setback to front and side boundaries A
Aligned with the front property boundary built up to any side
boundary, other than a boundary which abuts the
Residential Zone.
5.8.2 Building Height — Overall 10.5m 12.6m to top of stairwell enclosure — can be varied, D
refer to TCRGs for guidance when exercising discretion
(Note 10.457m to top of main roof)
5.8.3 Plot ratio — 0.5:1 1.59:1 - can be varied, refer to TCRGs for guidance D
when exercising discretion
5.8.4 Design and Landscaping: Commercial Zones — Landscaping plan provided A
Landscape plan required.
5.8.6 Location of Car Parking: On-site bays provided A
Parking to be provided on site, or off-site in the immediate
vicinity of the development.
Local Planning Policy 3.1.3 — Town Centre Redevelopment Guidelines
Element Acceptable Outcome Variation/Comment Status
Element 1: Urban Complies None A
Structure
Element 2: Land Use Fremantle Port Buffer Requirements (Area 3) No requirements A
Element 3: Building Maximum plot ratio: 2.0 1.59 A
Form, Scale & Height Height limit of 3 storeys / up to 15m (R-Codes 3 storeys (10.457m) A
Vol 2 indicative heights)
Element 4: Occupant Address R-Codes Vol 2 — Apartments See separate table below on R Codes Vol 2 - A
Amenity Address State Planning Policy 5.4 Apartments
Condition
Element 5: Street Complies None A
Interface
Element 6: Pedestrian | Minimum width of awning over footpath 2.4m 1.5m wide awning D
Amenity
Element 7: Vehicle Complies None A
Movement & Access
Element 8: Vehicle 3 commercial car bays required (as per 3 car bays required (1 car bay per 30m? for D
Parking Schedule 10 of LPS 3) 68.87m2 commercial space)
1 residential car bay required (as per R-Codes 2 commercial car bays provided and 1 residential
Vol 2) provided.
Bike parking in suitable location Deficit of 1 car bay for the commercial unit
Bicycle parking provided
Element 9: Landscape | Complies None A
& Public Spaces
Element 10: Resource Energy, water, and water management Condition A
Conservation requirements in accordance with R-Codes
Element 11: Signage & | Signage Condition A
Services Solar panels and air conditioning to be shown on | Condition A
plans Condition A
Waste management plan
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Residential Design Codes Volume 2 - Apartments

Element Variation/Comment Status
Element 2.3 - Street Setbacks None A
Element 2.6 — Building Depth 8.2m wide A
20.425m deep - excluding 3m of parapet wall D
Element 2.7 — Building Separation Refer to LPS 3 requirement A
Element 3.2 — Orientation 10.65m?2/287.46m2 x 100 = 3.7% <25% for R20 for 16 Silas Street A
(overshadowing)
Element 3.3 — Tree Canopy & Deep Soil None A
Areas
Element 3.5 — Visual Privacy Due to 1.6m setback of roof terrace direct overlooking to the northern site is limited A
to area above the building
Element 3.6 — Public Domain Interface None A
Element 3.7 — Pedestrian Access & None A
Entries
Element 3.8 — Vehicle Access None A
Element 3.9 — Car & Bicycle Parking None A
Element 4.1 — Solar & Daylight Access None A
(dwelling)
Element 4.2 — Natural Ventilation None A
Element 4.3 — Size and Layout of This development >78m? A
Dwellings Total living area 292.69m?
Element 4.4 — Private Open Space & Roof top terrace 44.52m?2 & 4.2m deep A
Balconies Balcony 8.42m?2 and 1.8m depth
Total private open space >10m? & >2.4m deep
Element 4.6 — Storage 138.03m? provided in basement storage area A
>1.5m deep
3.2m high
Element 4.7 — Managing the Impact of Condition A
Noise
Element 4.10 — Fagade Design None A
Element 4.11 — Roof Design None A
Element 4.12 — Landscape Design None A
Element 4.14 — Mixed Use None A
Element 4.15 — Energy Efficiency Sustainability report provided A
Element 4.16 — Water Management and A
Conservation Condition
NCC requirements
Element 4.17 — Waste Management Condition A
Element 4.18 — Utilities None A

Wood
Encouragement

The building is proposed to be constructed of glass, metal, and concrete with timber cladding shown as a fagade
design detail. The timber product is described as burnt ash cladding.

Variations to Local Planning Scheme No. 3

There are two aspects of the development that are variations to LPS 3. These are building height and plot ratio. Cl.
5.6 of LPS 3 allows Council to consider variations to these standards. To assist Council in exercising discretion under
this clause for development within the Town Centre Redevelopment Area, Council adopted LPP 3.1.3 — Town Centre
Redevelopment Guidelines. The TCRG promotes the use of Council discretion to allow for greater building height and
plot ratio in order to encourage redevelopment that is more suited to a town centre environment. Therefore, in
regard to building height and plot ratio, this proposal is also assessed under the TCRG.

Variations to Local Planning Policy 3.1.3 — TCRG and the R-Codes Vol 2

There are two aspects of the development that are considered variations to the acceptable outcomes of the TCRG.
These are pedestrian amenity and car parking. There is one element of the R-Codes Vol 2 that does not achieve an
acceptable outcome and requires assessment under the design guidance criteria and this variation is in relation to
building depth. The following discussion addresses the variations to the statutory provisions.
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Pedestrian Amenity

The TCRG Element 6 requires that awnings with a minimum width of 2.4m are provided at the front of proposed
development. In this case the awnings are no more than 1.5m in width from the building. It is recommended that the
proposed reduced awning width be supported on the basis that it is in proportion to the scale of the building and the
width of the lot frontage and provides further articulation to the facade of the building. It also provides a level of
amenity, in that it will offer some shelter for pedestrians and visitors to the building. It is therefore recommended
the reduced depth of the awnings be supported. Nonetheless, this is a policy provision and while the inclusion of an
awning in the proposal is considered a positive outcome an awning is not a mandatory requirement.

Car Parking
Element 8 of the TCRG requires parking be assessed under the requirements of LPS 3 which sets out the minimum

car parking requirement for commercial uses (i.e., offices) and the R-Codes Vol 2 for residential apartments. In this
case 2 commercial car bays are provided (with a car stacker) and 1 residential car bay is provided. The minimum
required amount of parking for a 2-bedroom residential apartment is 1 car bay and this is supplied in accordance
with the acceptable outcomes of the R-Codes Vol 2.

Cl. 5.8.5 and Schedule 10 of LPS 3 states that an office requires 3 car bays based on the floor space of the tenancy.
The area of the tenancy is 68.87m? and as such 3 car bays are required for the office (i.e., 1 car bay per 30m?). It is
considered the parking shortfall for the office can be supported as the proposed development is within proximity to
public transport options, that is within 210m of a high frequency bus stop with services to Fremantle and 250m to
the stop for bus services to Canning Bridge train station or further to the Perth CBD. In addition, there are short term
car bays available in Silas Street and the Richmond Quarter. While not specifically allocated to any one business the
Richmond Quarter car park is fully allocated to the businesses (with a 20% reduction at time of approval), or
residential premises and as such are available to the public. A bicycle rack is provided for bike parking adjacent to the
proposed entry to the residential apartment.

While the car parking arrangement is supported because a car stacker is proposed it is recommended a Parking
Management Plan is to be submitted with the building permit application which outlines management measures for
the operation of the car stacker to ensure ongoing maintenance of the car stacker and that it is operational, readily
available to use and safe at all times to the satisfaction of the Town.

Draft Interim Guidance for Non-Residential Car Parking Requirements

The Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage (DPLH) recently concluded consultation on the Draft Interim
Guidance — Non-residential car Parking Requirements document. This document aims to provide consistent car
parking requirements for non-residential land uses in Perth and Peel and to support local governments in an
immediate review of car parking rates under their local planning frameworks. It is expected that the DPLH will direct
local government to adopt the guidance document in the form of a local planning policy which will apply new car
parking rates to replace those in existing planning schemes.

The guidance document provides minimum and maximum car parking rates that are to be applied within activity
centres which includes development in mixed use zones, such as the Town Centre. While the draft document is not
directly relevant to the assessment of this application it is worthwhile noting that if the WAPC require local
governments to adopt the new car parking requirements under the new method of calculating parking it is likely the
revised standards would require only 1 bay to be provided for an office of this size.

Building Depth
Acceptable Outcome A2.6.1 of Element 2.6 of the R-Codes Vol 2 requires that a building is no deeper than 20m. In

this case the proposed building is 8.2m wide in a north-south direction which is acceptable, but 20.425m deep along
the east-west axis, not including an additional 3m of a parapet wall (315mm width) that is proposed to be built along
the northern boundary between the subject lot and the neighbouring medical centre. The additional length is only
marginally longer than required and it should be noted that this requirement is related more to the amenity of the
occupant than the aesthetics of the building. In which case, the development is considered to comply with Planning
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Guidance 2.6.4 of the R-Codes as the major openings along the western, southern, and eastern edges to the
bedrooms, living rooms and bathrooms allow for high quality ventilation of the building as well as access to sunlight.
The slight increase in building depth is not considered to be detrimental to the amenity of the occupants and is
recommended to be supported.

Submissions
A detailed response to the submissions is provided in Attachment 6. The following provides further comments
regarding the submissions.

Overshadowing

Element 3.2 of the R-Codes Vol 2 requires an overshadowing calculation to be completed for nearby properties to
the south of the development. In this case overshadowing at midday on June 21 from the proposed development
has been calculated as 3.7% of the site located across the road to the south at 16 Silas Street. This site is zoned
residential R20 and is most affected by the proposed development. It has a maximum permissible overshadowing
level of 25% in accordance with the R-Codes Vol 1. In this case it is well below this level. It is also noted that the
overshadowing occurs on the driveway of the dwelling so does not impact directly on the dwelling itself or the
outdoor living areas of the residence. As a result, there are negligible impacts from overshadowing on this property.

Therefore, in summary the proposal complies with solar and daylight access requirements and while it would result
in some overshadowing to the south, these properties are separated from the subject site by a 20m road reserve so
they are not impacted. The recommendation is that the objections raised in the submissions based on
overshadowing and loss of light are not supported as the proposal complies with solar and daylight access
requirements.

Impact on Land Value
Impact on land value is not relevant a planning consideration and as such does not form part of the assessment of
the application.

Land Use Permissibility

Submissions claiming that the proposed residential part of the mixed-use development should be defined as a ‘Single
Dwelling’ are not supported. The Town is confident that the residential component of the proposal is classified as a
‘Multiple Dwelling’ based on the following details.

Multiple Dwelling

A multiple dwelling is defined as:
a dwelling in a group of more than one dwelling on a lot where any part of the plot ratio area of a dwelling is
vertically above any part of the plot ratio area of any other but: - does not include a grouped dwelling and —
includes any dwellings above the ground floor in a mixed use development.

Note: ‘any’ is defined as ‘referring to one or some of a thing or number of things, no matter how much or
how many’.

Mixed Use Development
The proposed development is classified as a mixed use development for the following reasons.

The R-Codes Vol 2 - Apartments defines mixed use developments as:
buildings that contain commercial and other non-residential uses in conjunction with residential dwellings in
a multiple dwelling configuration.

The multiple dwelling definition provides for a mixed use development to have a dwelling unit above a ground floor
office tenancy, as is the case with this development application.
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An apartment (multiple dwelling) is classified as an ‘A’ use (i.e., local government to exercise discretion in granting
approval after advertising) and an office is classified as a ‘P’ use (permitted by LPS 3) in the Town Centre zone.

LPS 3 states that the R-Codes will apply to the residential component of development and in this case, reference
must be made to Vol 2 — Apartments, as the proposal is for a mixed use development with a commercial area on the
ground floor and a residential dwelling on the floors above.

Single House
The proposal is not assessed under Vol 1 of the R-Codes as the design criteria applies to single houses and grouped

dwellings. This proposal is not classified as either of these dwelling types under the definitions of the R-Codes. A
single house defined as:
a dwelling standing wholly on its own green title or survey strata lot, together with any easement over
adjoining land for support of a wall or for access or services and excludes dwellings on titles with areas held
in common property.

The Town’s assessment of the proposal according to the relevant planning framework is therefore as a mixed use
development and not as a single house. Therefore, the recommendation is that the objection raised in the
submissions based on land use is not supported.

Height, Building Form and Scale

The submissions state that the proposed development exceeds the permitted height and is of excessive height and
scale.

Height

LPS 3 specifies that, except as otherwise permitted by the local government, the maximum height of a building wall
is 8.0m and the overall height is 10.5m (this may be varied under cl. 5.6). Element 3 of the TCRG specifies a
maximum height limit of 3 storeys within the ‘Frame Precinct’ of the Town Centre redevelopment Area.

As the TCRG do not provide a definition for a storey, the Town considers it appropriate to refer to the R-Codes Vol 2
for a definition, which is as follows:

...the portion of a building which is situated between the top of any floor and the top of the floor next above it and if
there is no floor above, that portion between the top of the floor and the ceiling above it but does not include a:

e basement;

e space that contains only a lift shaft, stairway, or meter room;

e mezzanine; and

o Joft.

In accordance with this definition the proposed building is classified as 3 storeys because the stair enclosure, vergola
and basement are excluded. (It is noted however, that development within the ‘Town Centre Core’ and ‘Canning

Highway Precincts’ of the Town Centre Redevelopment Area considers a storey slightly differently and in those areas
the stair enclosure and the vergola would be considered as a storey if they occupy in excess of 20% of the roof area).

While the TCRG specifies building height in respect to 3 storeys it does not express this height in metres. It is
considered reasonable to use the R-Codes Vol. 2 indicative storey/heights in metres for residential developments as
a guide for the consideration of appropriate height limits in the Town Centre. The R-Codes Vol 2 provides indicative
heights of 12-15m for a 3 storey development and 15-20m for a 4 storey development.

Based on these figures, the proposed development at a 3 storey height of 10.457m is under the indicative height for
a 3 storey residential development as determined by the R-Codes. As the maximum height requirement for
development in the Frame Precinct under the TCRG is 3 storeys, the proposal complies with the height requirements
of the TCRG.
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In the event that the proposed development was assessed as a 4 storey building at 12.6m, it would still be well
within the indicative overall building height of 15m permitted under the R-Codes Vol 2.

To assist, the height assessment discussed above is summarised in the following table:

LPP 3.1.3 - TCRG R-Codes Vol 2
Maximum height for
Frame Precinct

14 Silas Street
Proposed

Definition of Storey | Silent on definition so look | Storey - the portion of a building which is situated The vergola and stair

to R-Codes. between the top of any floor and the top of the floor enclosure are not defined

next above it and if there is no floor above it, that as part of a storey under
portion between the top of the floor and the ceiling the R-Codes definition.
above it but does not include: —a basement — a space
that contains only a lift shaft, stairway or meter room
—a mezzanine —a loft. Double height floors greater
than 5m floor to ceiling are counted as two floors.

Storeys 3 storeys 3 storeys 4 storeys 3 storeys

Height in metres

Silent on measurement so
look to R-Codes.

Indicative overall
building height 12m.
May be up to 15m if
supported by LG
planning framework.

Indicative overall
building height 15m
May be up to 20m if
supported by LG

planning framework.

10.457m to top of
main wall.

12.247m to top of
vergola (not defined
as a storey).

— 12.6m to top of stair
enclosure (not
defined as a storey).

The TCRG also states that development should not exceed 3 storeys if it is within 12 metres of existing adjacent
residences. The proposed development achieves this as the proposed building is 12.2m at the closest point from 16
Silas Street (boundary to boundary across St Peters Road) and 20m from 9 Silas Street, the two nearest residential
properties.

Notwithstanding the above comments, given that the vergola is ~2.4m in height, well set back from the edge of the
building (4.9m from Silas Street and 3.6m from St Peters Road) and is a simple lightweight structure it is considered it
will have limited visibility from the street and from surrounding residences. It is not considered to add excessive
visible height to the overall building envelope and may therefore be supported. In addition, the roof top terrace is an
acceptable design solution to the provision of open space within a development of this type. The vergola adds to the
useability, and amenity of the roof top terrace as an outdoor space for the residents of the building.

Building Form
In addition to the above and taking all factors relevant to the site into consideration, the Town considers the building

form and envelope proposed responds to the constraints of the site.

If the building envelope was lower in height and the permitted floor space (i.e., plot ratio of 2:1) was ‘spread’ across
the extent of the site then both trees would be removed and in theory a 2 to 3 storey building could potentially
occupy the full frontage of Silas Street and St Peters Road with nil setbacks. In the Town’s opinion this would have a
greater impact on the amenity of the medical centre and the dwelling directly opposite on Silas Street and result in a
building with a nil setback for the length of the boundary with the medical centre. The amenity benefits of retaining
the existing tree, in softening the fagade and height of the medical centre and the proposed development would be
lost. To retain the tree and maintain as much open space on the site while still achieving the remaining R-Code
development standards, the applicant is proposing to build on 65% of the site leaving 35% as open space. By
reducing the height of the development, the site coverage would increase and consequently the open space would
be significantly reduced. Given the amount of open space on-site is a discretionary provision and the site is heavily
constrained, the alternate building envelope could potentially be approved. The applicant has proposed to position
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the building as much as possible towards the Silas Street end of the site (occupying ~46% of the length of the lot),
thereby retaining the mature tree and only encroaching ~1.5m across the frontage of the medical centre. While it is
acknowledged that the Silas Street frontage of the medical centre will sit between two taller buildings this is not
uncommon in commercial and mixed use zones, where overtime, the original buildings are replaced by newer
development which is greater in height. In many situations the original dwelling sits aside a higher parapet wall as is
the case with 12 Silas Street where the building to the north of the medical centre has a parapet wall ~¥19.5m long
and ~7.8m high. Often, as is the case with 12 Silas Street there are existing side boundary setbacks which retain a
degree of open space between buildings. In this case a ~¥3m setback to the north and 0.5m — 1.8m setbacks to the
south will be maintained. Allowing for physical separation and access between the existing and proposed building.
Furthermore, the height of surrounding buildings is not dissimilar. The adjacent medical centre is a helpful reference
point in considering and comparing building heights in the Town Centre and potential effects on the amenity of the
area. The newer part of the medical centre is 2 storeys in height but has a high-pitched skillion roof (~16°) with
clerestory windows resulting in a total height of nearly 8m (i.e., equivalent to at least 2.5 storeys). Also, there are
other 2 and 2.5 storey buildings in Silas Street and adjoining the Richmond Quarter car park. Just beyond the medical
centre is the 4 storey May Street apartment building. The Richmond Quarter complex is 4 to 8 storeys in height and
there is also a 2-storey residential dwelling on the opposite side of St Peters Road.

Scale

Also, of relevance to the consideration of building scale in the Town Centre is the transition to increased building
heights in the Town Centre over the past decade. As mentioned, the Richmond Quarter building is 8 storeys, the May
Street apartments are 4 storeys and the nearby medical centre and mixed use developments are between 2 and 2.5
storeys (the latter ranging in height from 6.5m to 9.43m). In 2005 the Council granted approval for the two storey
medical centre consulting rooms addition (i.e., 7.78m in height) and although not constructed approval was also
granted for an additional four residential dwellings, in a 3 level building, to the rear of the medical centre at 12 Silas
Street. The height of the proposed building at 3 storeys (i.e., 10.457m) is considered appropriate as part of the
transitional height progression and in keeping with surrounding development.

The proposal is not considered to be of excessive scale given it comprises a small office and modest apartment. It is a
development that in the main meets the requirements of the TCRG apart from the minor variations (discussed in
detail above). It is reasonable to assume that if any other site was proposed for redevelopment in the Town Centre
that heights of 3 or more storeys would be considered acceptable. The rooftop terrace and structures have been
sensitively positioned to minimise impacts on the surrounding residents being positioned as far back from the edge
of the building as possible.

In conclusion, the Town is of the view that the proposed development does not exceed the permitted height and is
not of excessive height, scale or bulk. It is considered the building will contribute positively to the streetscape
through high quality design and the proposed construction materials. The retention of the existing tree is considered
important to maintain the existing streetscape and reduce the scale of the building and the same can be said for the
large existing street tree on Silas Street. The proposal to develop this corner site with a well-articulated building of
high quality construction materials is viewed as a positive outcome for the Town Centre. It is considered the day to
day operations of the premises at 12 Silas Street and amenity for staff and visitors to that premises will not be
impacted by the development of the proposed building.

Therefore, the concerns raised in the submissions based on height, scale and building form are not supported as the
proposal is considered to be a three-storey building and compliant with the Acceptable Outcomes of Element 3:
Building Form, Scale and Height of the TCRGs in this regard.

Plot Ratio

LPS 3 states that, except as otherwise permitted by the local government, the maximum plot ratio for all commercial
zones, is 0.5:1. However, the TCRG specifies a maximum plot ratio of 2:1. The development has a plot ratio of 1.59
which is less than the maximum permitted by the TCRG. It is noted that by proposing a design with 3 storeys
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positioned toward the western end of the site the building footprint over the site is decreased and the eastern end
of the site remains open allowing for the retention of the mature tree. The bulk of the building being concentrated
at the western end of the site is supported by the Town as a taller, more slender building in this situation is
considered a better design response to the constraints of the site. The applicant has tried to design the building so
that the parapet wall is not constructed across the front of the medical centre building. Therefore, the
recommendation is that the objection raised in the submissions based on plot ratio is not supported.

Setbacks

The LPS 3 provisions and the TCRG specify nil setbacks and therefore the proposal complies with the requirements of
the TCRGs. Notwithstanding, the vergola is well set back from the edge of the building on Silas Street by 4.9m and
from St Peters Road by 3.6m, and it is a simple lightweight patio structure and screened from the public realm. It is
not considered to add bulk and scale to the overall building envelope.

Also, the medical centre immediately adjacent is set back from the northern boundary at various distances (the
closest being ~0.5m to its furthest being ~1.8m. This enables separation between the parapet wall proposed for the
northern boundary and the medical centre so access, ventilation and light is still possible along this boundary of the
property. Therefore, the recommendation is that the objection raised in the submissions based on setbacks is not
supported.

Density
The dwelling density of the proposed development is in accord with R40 development. The land area of the subject
site is 211m? which is greater than the minimum site area per dwelling for R40 which is 180m?.

There is no minimum site area for apartments and LPS 3 allows for a residential density in excess of R40 in the Town
Centre Zone where Council is satisfied that the design and mix of development will be consistent with the planning
proposals contained in the Local Planning Strategy and accord with any approved development plan for the centre.
The TCRGs comprises of an approved development plan for the centre and this supports multiple dwellings and
grouped dwellings in the Frame Precinct and small-scale commercial uses incorporated as a mixed-use development.
The TCRGs do not place an upper limit on density in the Town Centre Zone.

One of the submissions states that the proposal has an effective density of R50 relevant to the R-Codes Vol 1. It is
noted that the R-Codes Vol 1 does not apply to this proposal however, notwithstanding this argument density has no
relevance to this proposal.

Residential density does not apply to mixed-use development under the R-Codes. In any event, the proposal
comprises of a small mixed-use development of one multiple dwelling above a commercial use. This could not be
described as excessive.

Another submission states that the proposal is inconsistent with the density of existing buildings in the street. This is
not supported as there are numerous mixed-use developments and stand-alone higher density residential
developments within the Town Centre Zone.

Given the above comments the objections raised in the submissions are not supported as density is not a
consideration for mixed use developments within the Town Centre Zone.

Privacy

Element 3.5 — Visual Privacy of the R-Codes Vol 2 is considered to meet the acceptable outcomes A3.5.4. There is a
distance of at least 7.5m from all rooms facing both Silas Street and St Peters Road. Design solutions such as an
increased setback are an acceptable means to satisfy this Element Objective of the R-Codes Vol 2.

While the roof top terrace does not achieve 7.5m visual privacy setback from the medical centre, it has been
designed to limit the ability to overlook the neighbouring northern property as it is set back from the edge of the
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building by approximately 1.7m. There is no overlooking from any part of the building to any residential properties
to the west, south or east of the proposed building as stated above and due to the setback of the roof terrace direct
overlooking to the northern property which is a medical centre (and as such does not have any habitable rooms or
outdoor living areas) is limited to the area above the building. There will be no direct viewing from the roof terrace
into rooms at the northern property as a result of the limited angle of viewing.

The objections raised in the submissions based on overlooking and privacy are not supported as the proposal
complies with the visual privacy requirements of the R-Codes Vol 2.

Character and Heritage Considerations

At the outset it should be noted that the Council adopted the TCRG as a local planning policy in order to encourage
the evolution of the Town Centre into a robust, vibrant, mixed-use urban ‘village’ with enough residents, jobs and
services to sustain and meet the needs of the existing community and future generations to come.

In response to the comment that the proposed development does not respond to the character of the adjoining
development at 12 Silas Street the following comments are made.

Heritage

The Medical Centre at 12 Silas Street is not listed in the Town’s Heritage List or Local Heritage Survey (LHS). The
property was removed from the LHS as part of a previous review completed by Council in 2014-2015 due to intrusive
alterations. The neighbouring property is not heritage listed and there are examples of more modern and
contemporary designs along Silas and May Street. It is considered that new development should consider both the
existing and intended future streetscape. The TCRG aim to encourage and stimulate renewal of the Town Centre and
transform it into a desirable urban village that is the focal point for the local community.

That the concerns raised in the submissions be not upheld as the adjoining property at 12 Silas Street is not listed in
the Town'’s Heritage List or LHS and there is no other heritage listed buildings adjoining the site.

Character

Since establishment of the medical centre the owner has sought renovations and additions to the original building,
including a significant 2.5 storey building to the rear, all of which were centred on modernization, improvements,
and expansion of the medical centre. This involved substantial changes to the original building on the site. The
heritage impact assessment prepared at the time of the planning approval for the extensions noted that it would be
unlikely for changes to the building fabric to be returned to the original form.

The proposal will not obstruct the outlook of the medical centre building. There is no impact on any heritage listed
properties and there is a wide mix of architectural styles within the Town Centre. The proposed design is
contemporary in style and is considered to be complementary to other developments in the Town Centre. The
proposed construction materials are also considered to be of high quality and appropriate to the Town Centre.
Therefore, the recommendation is that the objection raised in the submissions based on character and heritage is
not supported.

Notwithstanding the above, it is considered new development should consider both the existing and intended future
streetscape. Conditions of approval are recommended to ensure the construction materials proposed are used in the
development should it be approved and that the landscaping indicated in the streetscape perspectives and the
landscaping plan are realised. These matters are all covered by recommended conditions of approval.
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Loss of Vegetation

One tree is proposed to be retained and the landscaping provided is in accordance with the R-Codes Vol 2. The
development meets Element 4.12 of the R Codes Vol 2 in that 7% of the site is dedicated to a deep planting zone
where a mature tree is preserved. It is also noted that there is significant landscaping on the site with 71m? or 33.8%
of the site dedicated to some form of landscaping whether it be retention of the existing tree and associated deep
planting zone, garden beds around the front of the ground floor of the building (owner to landscape road verge), or
garden beds around the edges of the upper storeys of the development. A variety of plants have been selected that
suit the environment and are designed to utilise drip irrigation. Planting across the site is considered to complement
the design and is aimed at softening the facade of the building. The landscape plan has been amended following
advice from the Town’s Operations department and a condition of planning approval is recommended which would
require the submission of a detailed landscaping plan for approval by the Town prior to the submission of a building
permit.

The retention of the existing tree at the western end of the site is not possible given the proposed development and
the retention of the tree to the east. The Town does not have any formal controls over tree preservation on private
land. Therefore, the recommendation is that the objection raised in the submissions based on loss of vegetation is
not supported.

Sustainability

The proposed development achieves the requirements of Element 4.15 Energy Efficiency and Element 4.16 Water
Management and Conservation. An energy and water efficiency report has been presented as part of the
development application which stated that the building aimed to achieve a 20% reduction in operational energy use
compared to a residential building compliant with the National Construction Code’s (NCC) requirements. Likewise,
the commercial office unit is aimed at getting a 10% reduction in energy used compared to NCC requirements. In
terms of water consumption, a 20% reduction in water consumption for the residential unit and a 30% reduction in
water consumption for the commercial unit was targeted.

A range of measures are to be implemented to achieve these targets including the use of electricity only within the
building, provision of a 5kW solar array, use of a heat pump hot water system, digital metering and monitoring, the
use of an electric induction cooktop, the provision of water efficient appliances and equipment, the planting of
Waterwise Plants and the installation of drip irrigation.

The proposed development will exceed the energy and water sustainability requirements in the National
Construction Code according to information prepared by the applicant. The objections raised in the submissions on
this matter are therefore not supported.

Pedestrian Safety

No change is proposed to the current footpath access adjacent to the subject development. A footpath will still be in
place after development and sufficient sightlines are already in place in the area around the roundabout and
intersection of Silas Street and St Peters Road.

A condition of approval in relation to construction management is recommended so pedestrian safety and access is a
consideration during the construction period should the development be approved. This matter will be addressed in
the construction management plan. Further comments in this regard are provided below.

The vegetation in planter boxes of the proposed building will not restrict driver sightlines.

Considering the above comments, it is recommended that the objections raised in the submissions concerning

pedestrian safety are not supported.
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Impact During Construction

The issue of disruption to surrounding businesses and the potential impact of construction on surrounding
properties is considered the subject of dilapidation reports and construction management plans. It is common
practice with development applications of this type that dilapidation reports (usually prepared at the expense of the
applicant) are not undertaken until a development approval is granted and construction methods determined.

Also, it is commonplace for the Council to request a condition be imposed on a development approval which
requires dilapidation reports to be prepared prior to the submission of a Building Permit application. The applicant
would then be required to arrange for the dilapidation reports to be prepared before the issue of a Building Permit.
Any damage done to adjoining/ nearby structures because of construction of the development is the responsibility
and liability of the nominated builder. Individual owners are not precluded from engaging a professional to
undertake a dilapidation report of their property at any time.

There have been a few development sites within the Town over past years and some disruption and inconvenience
will occur as with any new development. A construction management plan (including construction parking
management) will be required to be submitted for the Town’s approval prior to the submission of a building permit.

A condition of development approval which requires the applicant to undertake a dilapidation report, at their cost,
for properties that are considered to be potentially impacted by construction is recommended. The properties
concerned are listed in the conditions of approval. A condition requiring a comprehensive construction management
plan is also recommended.

Therefore, it is recommended the submissions regarding impact during construction be noted but not supported.

Impact on Medical Centre Parking

The following points are noted in response to the submission comments where relevant to the assessment of the

development application.

e |tis noted that the medical centre owner previously leased the subject lot for car parking from Main Roads WA
and that owner was unsuccessful in negotiating to purchase the subject land. Irrespective of land ownership the
proposed development application is required to be assessed and considered by the Town and determined by
Council.

o The proposal will result in the one less car bay than currently exists on the site (3 instead of 4) therefore slightly
reducing the number of vehicle movements to and from the site. No changes are proposed in the number of
crossovers, parking, or footpath locations therefore impact on vehicular traffic for Silas Street or St Peters Road
is not likely to be significant.

e The proposed development will not impact on the sightlines of vehicles along Silas Street or St Peters Road.

e The proposal shows that rubbish bins will be stored in a location screened from the street in accordance with
TCRG requirements. Maintenance of the bin enclosure area is addressed through a condition of development
approval and a waste management plan will be required for this development.

e There is public parking available along May Street, Silas Street and in the car park to the rear of Richmond
Quarter.

In the Town’s view there is no impact on medical centre parking. As previously stated, the retention of this parking
was not specified as a condition of planning approval and parking on this land was considered as only one option of
meeting the required parking when Council granted approval for extension of the medical centre. In fact, there is a
condition of planning approval which stipulates that only six consulting rooms (to treat patients) can be in operation
at any one time. This was to ensure that the parking provided on-site met the requirements for the number of
consulting rooms. The conditions related to parking did not stipulate that parking on the subject site was to remain
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in perpetuity and neither could it, as the land was not in the same ownership as the medical centre and MRWA had
not agreed to that arrangement.

The extension of the licence agreement for parking was at the discretion of MRWA and was terminated when the
land was sold. It was a commercial arrangement between MRWA and the owner of the medical centre. This
arrangement came to an end when MRWA resolved to sell the land. Parking for the medical centre is available at the
rear of 12 Silas Street accessible from both Silas Street and May Street and signs are in place which direct patients to
these bays. The bays on the subject lot were an additional parking benefit afforded by MRWA through the licence
agreement to use the land.

Furthermore, the Town’s records indicate that over the time the medical centre has been in operation the owner of
the land has requested a reduction in the parking requirements, so that additional consulting rooms, other facilities
and amenities could be developed on the site. The Town’s records indicate that the medical centre owner/operator
was to be responsible for addressing any future shortfall in on-site parking. The Minutes of the Meeting of 8
November 2011 state that:

In the event this area was ever lost for parking purposes, this would effectively constitute a breach of the planning
approval and the owner would need to make satisfactory equivalent parking arrangements.

The Town considers that there is sufficient parking on the medical centre site provided the medical centre operates
in accordance with the development (planning) approval. Therefore, the recommendation is that the objection
raised in the submissions based on medical centre parking is not supported.

Waste Management

Comments have been made that suggest the bin store will be intrusive to amenity, will impede access and make
collection dangerous. The Town does not consider this to be the case. In accordance with Element 4.17 Waste
Management the requirements of the R-Codes Vol 2 will be met.

A waste management plan was submitted and following internal advice, conditions and advice notes have been
added to the final recommendation and conditions. An amended waste management plan will be required to be
submitted that addresses these conditions and advice notes prior to the submission of a building permit application
to ensure that a water and sewer connection is added to the bin storage area to allow bins to be cleaned. In
addition, the users of the building will be required to have their bins located adjacent to the bin storage area on
collection days, but not on the footpath to alleviate any issues with access for pedestrians. Users of the building will
be encouraged to utilise the FOGO bin as well as requesting that a 3-bin system is incorporated into the kitchen
areas of the building for both the residential and commercial components. The occupants will be subject to the same
FOGO collection dates as other residents. These matters will be addressed under the relevant condition.

Therefore, the recommendation is that the objection raised in the submissions based on waste management are
only supported in part. The aesthetic appearance of the bin enclosure will be covered under recommended
conditions which address the design of the building and the construction materials being in accordance with the
plans submitted and to the satisfaction of the Town.

Petition

To the Town’s knowledge the petition was circulated in the community for ~114 days. It is noted that of the 453
signatories 160 have East Fremantle addresses. The remainder of the signatories are from other suburbs, some quite
remote from East Fremantle. Nine (9) signatories did not provide an address. Further, the Town is not certain if the
signatories had access to the plans and/or the specific details of the development proposal on which they were
providing comment.
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Furthermore, the action petitioned for, that Council maintains 14 Silas Street as medical centre parking and a
landscaped amenity for the East Fremantle community is an outcome that is not within the power of the Council to
bring into effect. The subject land is not owned by the principal petitioner nor the Town of East Fremantle therefore
the Council cannot determine the land be used for the purposes proposed in the petition.

Other matters

A number of other comments made in the submissions are matters the subject of a building permit application or
would be matters addressed through a construction management plan or other standard conditions of development
approval should Council determine to approve the application.

CONCLUSION

The proposed development seeks approval for variations to the TCRG and the R-Codes Vol 2 and as noted previously
the Council has the discretionary power to vary the provisions under cl. 5.6.1 of LPS 3. In accordance with cl. 5.6.3
the Town considers the variation to awning width, car parking and building depth are not considered to have a
significant impact on the surrounding businesses and residents of the area and the future development of the
locality. A response to the planning issues and concerns raised in the submissions has been provided in detail in the
Response to Submissions (refer to Attachment 5). The Town considers the concerns raised have been sufficiently
addressed by the applicant.

The concerns expressed in the submissions in relation to development on a small site in this location are noted.
However, this lot was formally created by the WAPC (and then sold to the current owner by the State government)
and the new owner has the right to seek approval for the development of the land under the planning requirements
that apply to the Town Centre and which can be approved by Council. It is acknowledged that a design solution
presents a considerable challenge on this constrained site, however, a mixed use development is considered an
appropriate outcome for the location and is similar in nature and scale to existing developments in the Town Centre.

The objectives of the TCRG are to establish a more sustainable Town Centre by ensuring that there is a variety of
housing types that appeal to a broad range of future residents and to develop building stock that can adapt to
changes of use over time in response to the needs of the existing community and future generations. This Policy also
responds to State government higher order planning policy which encourages commercial centres to provide
dwellings. The ‘frame’ area is identified as providing a medium-density residential transition between the Town
Centre and the surrounding suburban residential areas. It is envisaged that this transitional area would consist of
more urban forms of development such as multiple dwellings. This type of development has already occurred in the
Town Centre.

The commercial tenancy will activate the street and provide for more pedestrian activity in the Town Centre and the
addition of another dwelling in the Town Centre not only adds to the Town’s dwelling target and resident population
but also activates the Town Centre. It is considered this development will meet the objectives of the Town Centre
zone under LPS 3 and the Local Planning Strategy 2022 and achieve the aims of the Town Centre Redevelopment
Guidelines.

The proposal to develop this corner site with a well-articulated and designed building using high quality construction
materials that retains a significant tree and minimises the impact of the development on surrounding sites is viewed
as a positive outcome for the Town Centre. The applicant and owner have worked to produce a design that in the
Town'’s view considers the potential impacts on surrounding properties.

It is recommended that the Council supports the proposed mixed use development (office tenancy and apartment)

subject to the conditions listed in the final recommendation. In the main, this proposal meets the requirements of
the TCRG and the R-Codes Vol 2 apart from car parking, awning width and building depth. The variations proposed
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are considered relatively minor and on balance the proposed development is considered to be a positive design
outcome for a constrained site and within the development parameters outlined for the Town Centre.

Deferral of Determination — Council Meeting 15 August 2023

The development application was originally presented to the Ordinary Council Meeting of 15 August 2023 with a
recommendation for approval subject to conditions. Council deferred its determination to the next Town Planning
Committee meeting on 5 September 2023 to allow time for further discussion/consideration of the concerns of
submitters as outlined in the Officer’s report.

Following the meeting the adjoining owner and her representative submitted the written deputations presented at
the Council Meeting of 15 August 2023 (refer to Attachment 7). Also, the applicant has submitted amended plans for
the Town'’s consideration. The Town has also been advised that the applicant has arranged a meeting with the
adjoining owner for 29 August 2023 to discuss the issues raised in the submissions and deputations. The outcome of
that meeting may result in further amended plans being submitted to the Town for Council’s consideration.

Due to the date of the meeting with the adjoining owner there is insufficient time to prepare an Officer’s report on
the outcome of the meeting, potential amended plans and subsequent amendments to meet the Agenda deadline
for the upcoming Town Planning Committee meeting. The applicant has agreed to the deferral of the item to the
September full Council meeting.

It is therefore recommended that the matter be deferred to the full Council meeting on 19 September 2023 to allow
for additional time for the applicant and adjoining owner to meet and for the meeting outcome and amended plans
to be considered by the Town.

Deferral of Determination — Town Planning Committee Meeting 5 September 2023

Consideration of the application was deferred until the Council meeting of 19 September 2023 to allow time for
further discussion/consideration of the concerns of submitters as outlined in the Officer’s report. Should amended
plans be submitted as a result of discussions between the applicant and the adjoining land owner, held on 29 August
2023, further assessment of the plans will be required by the Town and further advertising may be necessary. In this
regard the applicant has agreed to extend the time in which the Council can determine the application to 8
November 2023. It is therefore recommended that consideration of the application be deferred until the Town
Planning Committee meeting of 7 November 2023. It should be noted this does not preclude the application being
considered by the Town Planning Committee or Council prior to this date should that be considered appropriate.

Outcome of Council Meeting 19 September 2023

At the 19 September 2023 Council meeting it was determined to defer determination of the application until the
Town Planning Committee meeting of 7 November 2023 to allow the applicant and the northern adjoining land
owner time to meet and discuss potential amendments to the proposal and for the Town to consider any
amendments which may be proposed.

The applicant and the adjoining owner met on 30 August 2023, the main outcome being the adjoining owner’s
request for a number of amendments to the proposal to address the concerns raised. The requested amendments
were given due consideration by the owner/applicant and the applicant has proposed two changes. The changes
requested by the adjoining owner and the applicant’s reasons for not agreeing to the changes have been provided to
the Town in support of the amended plans and can be read in full in Attachment 8.

Consultation with Adjoining Owner and Amended Plans

The applicant has provided details of the discussion with the northern neighbour. The discussion centred on the
design changes considered necessary by the adjoining owner for her objection to the proposal to be withdrawn.
These changes are outlined below:
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e minimum 2.5m setback to Silas Street;

e minimum 1.5m setback to the 3™ storey of the northern boundary, to be provided with cascading
landscaping;

e ~0.3m setback to the common northern boundary at the ground level; and

e redesign of the concrete awning to the 3™ level.

After consideration of the factors involved and the impact of the requested changes on the overall development of
the site, the applicant/owner submitted amended plans and perspectives (refer to Attachment 3 and 4) indicating
the following:

e removal of the 3.1m nib wall at the north-eastern portion of the development across all 3 levels; and
e identification of a portion of the northern boundary wall to incorporate public art.

The applicant’s architect and consultant team have advised the Town, that in their view, the northern neighbour’s
requests have been thoroughly investigated, particularly with respect to the impact of:

e the overall development in respect to the Town Centre;

e the development in respect of LPS 3 and LPP 3.1.3 - Town Centre Redevelopment Guidelines, which apply to
the site and the northern neighbouring site;

e the internal amenity of the residential apartment; and

e construction methodology and cost of construction.

The applicant/owner concluded that the amendments required by the northern neighbour, in their opinion,
‘undermine’ the Town Centre, significantly impact the development of an already constrained lot and do not facilitate
desirable development outcomes. Therefore, the applicant has advised there will be no further changes for the
reasons outlined below in italics. The Town’s comments in response are provided below the italic text.

Amended Setbacks to Silas Street and Northern Boundary

Noting the irregular lot shape and constrained lot area, incorporating 2.5m setback to Silas Street and approximately
0.3m at ground level and 1.5m to the 3™ storey from the northern boundary significantly impacts the usable area of
the development. Attachment 8 (refer to appendix) demonstrates the impact of the changes as shown on the floor
plans.

The impact of the additional setbacks which are not contemplated or encouraged by the planning framework is
especially pronounced on the ground floor office. Increased setbacks significantly impact on the size, useability, and
attractiveness of the commercial tenancy to a tenant.

In this regard, the consequences of the requested amendments are summarised below:

e 10.81m? or 22% reduction to the commercial tenancy at ground floor; and
e 48.61m? or 16.5% reduction to the floor area of the residential apartment, including significant impacts on
the internal layout, circulation spaces and floor plans.

The impacts to the commercial tenancy significantly affect the net leasable area, compromising the commercial
viability and overarching intent of the mixed use nature of the development and zoning of the site. Similarly, the
resultant impact to the residential apartment notably disrupts the configuration of the kitchen and dining spaces.

The proposed setbacks are consistent with the development standards within the Town’s LPS 3 and TCRG (i.e., the nil

setbacks) and facilitate the development outcomes encouraged by the Town’s planning framework and are
fundamental to delivering the overall design intent established within the TCRG.
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Town’s response

The Town agrees with the above comments. Furthermore, if the applicant conceded a front setback of 2.5m but did
not wish to reduce the floorspace (i.e., permissible plot ratio) brought about by an increased setback from Silas
Street, it is considered the alternative design option would be to extend the building in an easterly direction on the
lot. This would result in the proposed building being positioned directly in front of the two storey medical centre.
The outlook and major openings from the medical centre to the south, where there are balconies and windows,
would then face a parapet wall. The Town does not believe this would be an appropriate outcome for the amenity of
the medical centre or the streetscape. The proposal to remove the 3m nib wall will result in the two storey section of
the medical centre having an unobstructed frontage and outlook to St Peters Road.

Additionally, the Town does not see the benefit in setting the building back 2.5m from the street, as outlined in the
submission on behalf of the medical centre owners which discussed the loss of visibility of the medical centre. It is
considered a 2.5m setback would not achieve any greater visibility of the medical centre. A past extension of the
medical centre resulted in a portion of the building being constructed to the front boundary, another portion being
setback ~2.5m and another at 6m, so it is considered it will remain visible from a southern perspective and the
visibility from a northern perspective does not change.

Impacts on Construction Methodology

The proposed development has been architecturally designed, having been informed by civil and structural engineers
early in the design phase. The northern boundary wall is proposed to be constructed using pre-cast concrete, being an
efficient, clean and non-disruptive method of construction.

Reducing the setbacks to the upper floors creates construction complexities for pre-cast concrete, including increased
slab depths, transom slabs and reduced ceiling cavities, which, in turn, affects the ability to install HVAC services (i.e.,
heating, ventilation, and air conditioning). The alternative is traditional brickwork or Architectural Framing Systems
(‘AFS’), both of which will increase construction time and disruption to neighbours.

Town’s response
The Town notes the above comments. However, construction methodology and timeframes are not matters
required to be assessed in regard to a development application.

Stormwater Management

The proposed northern setback is consistent with the standard approach for walls located on a boundary and is
sufficient for managing run-off within the site. Prior to finalising the development plans, structural and hydraulic
advice was provided which confirmed that the location of the boundary wall suitably managed stormwater
generation. Notwithstanding, the applicant is willing to accept a condition of planning approval which requires a
stormwater management plan being submitted to and approved by the Town prior to a building permit being issued.

Town’s response
The Town generally applies a standard condition of development approval as outlined below in italics and this is
included in the Officer Recommendation.

All stormwater is to be disposed of on site, an interceptor channel installed if required and a drainage plan
submitted to the satisfaction of the Town prior to the issue of a Building Permit.

The Town does not object to the construction of the northern parapet wall in this manner given that the building
permit application will require compliance with the National Construction Code in regard to storm water
management and this aspect of the proposal will be assessed under the building permit application by a suitably
qualified professional who will be required to certify the building permit application.
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It is also noted that this is not an atypical situation in respect to buildings with nil setbacks. The building to the north
of the medical centre has a two storey parapet wall constructed to the boundary. The medical centre lot has a paved
driveway to the boundary with the parapet wall and part of the medical centre is constructed directly abutting the
building to the north.

Reduced Bulk of Awning

The concrete awning is a well-considered and integrated component of the development, playing a crucial role in the
overall architectural concept and aesthetic of the project. The solid structure of the awning wrapping around the Silas
Street frontage contributes to ‘bookending’ the Town Centre with a high-quality architectural feature. The
development outcome proposed for the site is consistent with the objectives of the TCRG in establishing an attractive
street experience. Altering the awning to a lightweight structure compromises the intended architectural integrity of
the development and reduces the design quality demonstrated in the current concept. Not only does the awning
serve a critical purpose in architectural design, but the awning also serves practical purposes (i.e., shade and
protection from the elements) for residents and visitors. A lightweight structure would compromise the functionality
of the awning, further impacting the well-being of occupants and the usability of the balcony.

Town’s response

The Town supports the awning as proposed and agrees that should the design be altered it will negatively impact on
the architectural design and reduce amenity for pedestrians. Awnings provide shelter from the elements and this is
considered to be a positive component of a building in the Town Centre. Therefore, it is preferred this feature
remains as one of the building’s design elements.

The removal of the nib wall reduces the length of the boundary wall from 24m to 20.9m, representing a 13%
reduction in the total wall length. It is considered that this reduces the physical bulk and scale of the building in
relation to the northern property and is of benefit in that it will result in an unobstructed outlook for the two storey
section of the medical centre.

The Town does not have any objection to the owner incorporating an artwork on the northern wall of the building in
the area indicated on the amended plans. However, it should be noted that this is not a statutory requirement and
the site is not subject to the Town’s Local Planning Policy 3.1.9 — Percent for Public Art. It is therefore not considered
appropriate to make the owner install an artwork as per a condition. It has been proposed in response to a request
from the adjoining owner. Given the adjoining owner could develop the site at 12 Silas Street in a similar manner
with an immediately adjacent parapet wall which would completely obscure any artwork installation on the parapet
wall it is not considered reasonable to impose that the artwork be compulsorily undertaken. However, as the
applicant is willing to provide this artwork and it is considered to somewhat address the adjoining owner’s amenity
concerns in relation to the northern elevation, the Town encourages the installation of the artwork. A condition
which requires the approval of the Chief Executive Officer on advice from the Public Art Panel in relation to design,
colours and materials would be recommended as a condition of development approval in this regard.

Concluding comments

Notwithstanding the outcome of discussions between the adjoining land owner and the applicant, the Town remains
supportive of the proposal. It was hoped further changes could have been considered by the applicant in response to
the adjoining owner’s requests, however the Town is satisfied the applicant has given serious consideration to the
applicant’s request and made reasonable endeavours to change and improve the development. The Town
acknowledges the reasons for the applicant not proceeding with the full suite of changes requested.

Many of the comments raised by the adjoining owner and her representative at the deputation made at the Council
meeting of 15 August 2023 (refer to Attachment 7) have either previously been addressed in the Officer’s report or

discussed at the meeting between the two parties. However, a number of further comments are provided below in

relation to the deputation statements.
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In the Town’s view the ongoing amenity of the neighbouring northern property is considered not to be impacted to
the degree the adjoining owner is expressing. As with any new development there are amenity impacts during the
construction phase. However, as previously pointed out, the outlook from the two storey section of the medical
centre will not change. The view to the street from the consulting rooms and the balconies will remain. In support of
this design outcome the adjoining owner’s view is that “an alternative design approach extending a lower building
back in front of the EFMC rear portion would only exacerbate significant adverse impacts. The present plot ratio
effectively precludes such approach in any combination with a three-storey structure to the front portion of the
subject lot, which can be supported subject to design amendment.”

The adjoining owner’s standpoint is that development of the site will only be acceptable if it is of a similar scale to
the medical centre. However, this and the above statement are contradictory in that if this was to occur a
development would be constructed across the entire site and obstruct the street presence and outlook to and from
the two storey section of the medical centre.

As the applicant has explained, reducing the front and side setbacks compromises the floorspace of the tenancy and
the apartment and therefore the functionality of each space, as well it will impact on the commercial benefit of both
spaces. If the northern neighbour objects to the development being positioned on the eastern end of the lot (which
as explained would completely obstruct the medical centre outlook) and requires a setback from the front and side
boundary then it is not feasible to reduce the height of the building if the applicant seeks to maintain the floor area
proposed. If the floor area was to be reduced it would seem likely that a redesign would require a parapet wall to at
least two storeys in height along the full length of the northern boundary.

The Town is of the view that a parapet wall constructed adjacent to the single storey section of the medical centre is
unlikely to impact the occupants of the medical centre to the degree expressed in the submission. There are no
outdoor active habitable spaces on this side of the building and patients/staff do not appear to have access to the
building from this side. Window openings are normally screened by blinds for privacy from the street and the former
car parking area. The presence of the wall in respect to the amenity impact on those within the building would
seemingly be minimal if any impact.

The Town’s view is that the amenity impact under consideration is that of the proposed building on the streetscape
and while this includes the amenity of the northern neighbour that is not the only property under consideration. As
previously outlined in this report, the Town considers the design elements of the proposal to be acceptable in
respect to the streetscape and in line with the general scale of the built form of existing buildings in the Town
Centre. It is acknowledged the building is greater in height than the existing original medical centre, however, the
medical centre building has been substantially altered from the original dwelling and the medical centre additions to
the rear are two and a half storeys in height.

The matters raised by the northern land owner’s representative in a deputation to Council on 15 August 2023 (refer
to Attachment 7) have in the main been addressed in the Officer’s report. However, the Town wishes to emphasise
that comments made in regard to the R100 density code provisions being applicable to the assessment of the
application, in general and more specifically in relation to a lesser plot ratio being applied, are not relevant. The R100
density code is not a development control under Local Planning Policy 3.1.3 — Town Centre Redevelopment
Guidelines (as amended in 2023). Also, the Town holds the view that this development application proposes a mixed
use development (i.e., a commercial tenancy and multiple dwelling), not a commercial tenancy and single house.
Therefore, it has been assessed accordingly under the planning framework and a Scheme Amendment is not
required.

The Town considers that the proposed development is not incongruous with the scale and form of its surrounds in

respect to the development that has already occurred and can be approved in the Town Centre and as a result,
differs in opinion from the comments made in the deputation as to the degree to which the amenity of the adjoining
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property and the area in general is impacted. In the Town’s view, the potential amenity impacts are acceptable and
the conditions of development approval address the potential concerns raised in the submissions.

The Town Planning Committee is required to exercise discretion in regard to building height, plot ratio and car
parking requirements of LPS 3, and the LPP 3.1.3 - TCRG provides guidance to Council where discretion may be
exercised within the policy area. In applying discretion, the Committee must have due regard to the planning, criteria
listed in cl. 67 of the Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015, to the extent that, in the
opinion of the local government, those matters are relevant to the development the subject of the application.
These criteria refer to orderly and proper planning matters such as compatibility of the development within its
setting, its relationship to other land and the likely effect of height, bulk, scale, orientation and appearance, the
amenity of the locality, landscaping, parking, access, traffic, history of the site and any submissions.

The above matters have been addressed in the body of the report and in light of those comments it is recommended
that the Town Planning Committee exercise discretion and support the proposal subject to the conditions and advice
notes as outlined in the Officer Recommendation.

13.1 OFFICER RECOMMENDATION / COUNCIL RESOLUTION

Council Resolution Choose an item.Click or tap to enter a date.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

A. That Council in accordance with the provisions of Local Planning Scheme No. 3 grants development approval,
and exercises its discretion in regard to the following:

(i) Element 6: Pedestrian Amenity - Town Centre Redevelopment Guidelines - Minimum width of awning
over footpath 2.4m required, 1.5m wide awning provided;
(ii) Element 8: Vehicle Parking — Town Centre Redevelopment Guidelines - 3 commercial car bays required,

2 commercial car bays provide; and
(iii) Element 2.6: Building Depth — Residential Design Codes - Volume 2 - Apartments — 20m maximum,
20.425m provided,

for a mixed use development (office and apartment) at No. 14 (Lot 350) Silas Street, East Fremantle, in
accordance with the plans submitted on 21 August 2023, subject to the following conditions:

(1) If the owner undertakes an artwork installation on the northern facing wall then approval of the Chief
Executive Officer, on advice from the Town’s Public Art Panel, is required prior to finalisation of the
design, colours and materials and installation of the artwork. The approval is to be obtained prior to the
submission of a building permit application.

(2) The existing mature tree on the eastern end of the lot is to be retained and not removed or pruned
without approval of the Town of East Fremantle (the Town).
(3) During construction the existing tree on the eastern end of the lot is to be protected with a cage around

the trunk to ensure that it is not damaged by surrounding works, vehicles, or materials to the
satisfaction of the Town.

(4) The development being constructed with high quality and durable materials and finishes and to a level
of detailing that is consistent with the elevations and perspectives submitted on 21 August 2023, and to
the satisfaction of the Town of East Fremantle (the Town) which includes the use of timber, glass, steel,
and concrete, in the external facade of the mixed use development.

(5) Prior to the submission of a building permit application, the applicant is to submit final details of the
materials, colours and finishes of the exterior of the building, including a sample board, to the
satisfaction of the Town.

(6) Prior to the issue of a Building Permit, a dilapidation report prepared by a suitably qualified
professional shall be submitted to the in consultation with the Town for approval, and the owners of
the adjoining properties listed below detailing the current condition and status of all buildings (both
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internal and external together with surrounding paved areas), including ancillary structures located on
these properties and external paved areas at:
e 12 Silas Street, East Fremantle

e 16 Silas Street, East Fremantle

In the event that access for undertaking the dilapidation survey is denied by a surrounding owner, the

applicant must demonstrate in writing to the satisfaction of the Town, that all reasonable steps have

been taken to obtain access and advise the affected property owner of the reason for the survey and
that these steps have failed.

(7) Prior to the issue of a building permit, a Construction Management Plan shall be prepared to the
satisfaction of the Town. This plan is to address the following matters during the
construction/development period:

a) Noise, vibration, air and dust management;

b) Contact details of essential site personnel, construction periods and construction operating hours;

c¢) Traffic management, including footpath closures and proposed signage;

d) Parking management for all trades, contractors and visitors to site;

e) Public safety and amenity (traffic control and pedestrian management);

f) Site access/egress management;

g) Scaffolding management plan;

h) Management plan for the loading and unloading of vehicles;

i) Heavy construction machinery and deliveries;

j) Bulk earthwork operations;

k) Stormwater and sand/sediment control;

I) Street tree management and protection;

m) Protection of footpath and pedestrian underpass;

n) Details of all concrete pours and requirements relating to piling methods or associated works;

o) Temporary fencing;

p) Temporary toilets;

q) Dilapidation of Town infrastructure and nearby properties;

r) hoardings and gantries; and

s) any other relevant matters.

The requirements of this plan are to be observed at all times during the construction process.
(8) A Parking Management Plan is to be submitted with the building permit application which outlines:

a) management measures for the operation of the car stacker to ensure ongoing maintenance of the
car stacker and that it is operational, readily available to use and safe at all times to the
satisfaction of the Town; and

b) signage indicating the commercial parking bays.

(9) The development is to comply with WAPC State Planning Policy 5.4 Road and Rail Noise and implement
Noise Insulation "Deemed to Comply" packages for the residential component of the development.
Confirmation of achievement of the requirements of this condition is to be included with the building
permit application. If compliance with WAPC SPP 5.4 is achieved to the satisfaction of the Town the
applicant will not be required to satisfy condition 9.

(10) Prior to the notice of completion, notification pursuant to Section 70A of the Transfer of Land Act 1893
is to be placed on the Certificate(s) of Title of the proposed development. The notification is to state:
“This lot is in the vicinity of a transport corridor and is affected, or may in the future be affected, by
road and rail transport noise. Road and rail transport levels may rise or fall over time depending on the
type and volume of traffic.”;

(11) Prior to the notice of completion, notification pursuant to Section 70A of the Transfer of Land Act 1893
is to be placed on the Certificate(s) of Title of the proposed development. The notification is to state:
“The lot is situated within the Town Centre and a commercial zone which may be currently affected or
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(12)

(13)

(14)

(15)

(16)
(17)
(18)

(19)

(20)

(21)

(22)

(23)

(24)

(25)

(26)

(27)

may in the future be affected by noise, odour, traffic, light spill, disturbance and disruption due to
construction works and other factors that may arise from living within a Town Centre zone.”

A detailed landscaping plan including details of the irrigation of all garden beds and planter boxes is to
be submitted for approval by the Town prior to the submission of a Building Permit application and the
landscaping is to be maintained to the satisfaction of the Town for a period of two years.

An updated waste management plan is required to be submitted for approval by the Town prior to the
submission of a building permit application.

A water connection, sewer connection, and drain connected to the sewer are required to be
incorporated into the design and construction of the waste bin storage area and incorporated into the
plans prior to the submission of the building permit application.

The existing stormwater drainage system that is on-site and connected to the street stormwater drains
are to be disconnected, sealed, and removed prior to the commencement of building works at the
owner’s expense.

Any proposed signage for the commercial tenancy (office) will require the submission of a development
application for the consideration of the Council.

Existing trees located within the verge are a Town asset and must be retained and not pruned, shaped,
or modified except where otherwise approved for removal or modification by the Town.

During construction the verge trees are to be protected with cages around the trunks to ensure that
they are not damaged by surrounding works, vehicles, or materials.

The crossover width is not to exceed the width of the crossover indicated on the plans submitted on 21
August 2023 and to be in accordance with the Town of East Fremantle’s (the Town) crossover policy, the
Residential Design Guidelines and the Urban Streetscape and Public Realm Style Guide.

The works are to be constructed in conformity with the drawings and written information
accompanying the application for development approval other than where varied in compliance with
the conditions of this development approval or with the Town’s further approval.

The proposed works are not to be commenced until the Town has received an application for a Building
Permit and the Building Permit issued in compliance with the conditions of this development approval
unless otherwise amended by the Town.

With regards to the plans submitted with respect to the Building Permit application, changes are not to
be made in respect of the plans which have received development approval, without those changes
being specifically marked for the Town’s attention.

All stormwater is to be disposed of on site, an interceptor channel installed if required and a drainage
plan submitted to the satisfaction of the Town prior to the issue of a Building Permit.

If requested by the Town within the first two years following installation, the roofing to be treated to
reduce reflectivity. The treatment to be to the satisfaction of the Chief Executive Officer in consultation
with relevant officers and all associated costs to be borne by the owner.

All introduced filling of earth to the lot or excavated cutting into the existing ground level of the lot,
either temporary or permanent, shall be adequately controlled to prevent damage to structures on
adjoining lots or in the case of fill, not be allowed to encroach beyond the lot boundaries. This shall be
in the form of structurally adequate retaining walls and/or sloping of fill at the natural angle of repose
and/or another method as approved by the Town.

Where this development requires that any facility or service within a street verge (street trees,
footpath, crossover, light pole, drainage point or similar) is to be removed, modified, or relocated then
such works must be approved by the Town and if approved, the total cost to be borne by the applicant.
The Town must act reasonably and not refuse any reasonable proposal for the removal, modification or
relocation of such facilities or services (including, without limitation any works associated with the
proposal) which are required by another statutory or public authority.

This development approval is to remain valid for a period of 24 months from the date of this approval;
and;
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(a)

(b)
(c)
(d)

(e)

(f)

(9)

(h)
(i)

(i)
(k)

B. authorise the Chief Executive Officer and the Mayor to sign and affix the Common Seal in relation to the
Notifications under Section 70A of the Transfer of Land Act 1893 (as amended) relating to any relevant
documents pertaining to Section 70 Notifications.

Footnote:
The following are not conditions but notes of advice to the applicant/owner:

The applicant is advised that the Town would prefer the remainder of the site not to be fenced. Should
any fencing be contemplated the Town requests this is discussed with the Town to determine if a
development approval and/or building permit is required for any fencing of the site.

This decision does not include acknowledgement or approval of any unauthorised development which
may be on site.

A copy of the approved plans as stamped by the Town are attached and the application for a Building
Permit is to conform with the approved plans unless otherwise approved by the Town.

An application for verge planting is to be made to the Operations Department of the Town and plans
are to be included with the application that meets the requirements of the Urban Streetscape and Public
Realm Style Guide and in accordance with the landscape plan submitted on 21 August 2023.

An application for a new crossover is to be submitted to the Operations Department of the Town and
plans are to be included with the application that meets the requirements of the Town’s crossover policy
and the Urban Streetscape and Public Realm Style Guide. This application and relevant information are
available at the following links;

Crossover Specifications
https://www.eastfremantle.wa.qgov.au/Profiles/eastfremantle/Assets/ClientData/Documents/worksre
serves/Crossover Specification 2017.pdf

Urban Streetscape and Public Realm Style Guide
https://www.eastfremantle.wa.qov.au/documents/914/urban-streetscape-and-public-realm-styleguide

Application to Conduct Crossover Works
https://www.eastfremantle.wa.gov.au/Profiles/eastfremantle/Assets/ClientData/Documents/worksre
serves/Application_to_conduct_crossover_works.pdf

It is recommended that the applicant provides a structural engineer’s dilapidation report, at the
applicant/owner expense, specifying which structures on adjoining sites may be adversely affected by
the works and providing a record of the existing condition of the structures. Two copies of each
dilapidation report should be lodged with the Town and one copy should be given to the owner of any
dffected property.

All noise levels produced by the construction of the development are to comply with the provisions of
the Environmental Protection (Noise) Regulations 1997 (as amended).
Matters relating to dividing fences are subject to the Dividing Fences Act 1961.

Trees on verges are the property of the Town. They are not to be damaged, pruned or removed. Any
actions which harm verge trees will result in the Town acting against the owners/builders/contractors
responsible. If there are concerns regarding trees owners/builders/contractors are asked to contact the
Town to seek further advice.

Any damage to other Town assets including but not limited to the kerb, drainage, footpaths, roads, and
signage will have to be repaired by the applicant/owners/contractors at their cost.
Anyone proposing to carry out construction or excavation works must contact ‘Before You Dig Australia’

(www.byda.com.au) to determine the location of buried gas infrastructure. Refer to ATCO document
AGA-O&M-PR24- Additional Information for Working Around Gas Infrastructure
https://www.atco.com/en-au/for-home/natural-gas/wa-gas-network/working-around-gas.html
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(1)
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(n)

Proposed construction and excavation works need to be managed in accordance with the ATCO
document Additional Information for Working Around Gas Infrastructure - AGA-O&M-PR24
https://www.atco.com/en-au/for-home/natural-gas/wa-gas-network/working-around-gas.html.

This proposal will require approval by the Water Corporation Building Services section prior to the
commencement of works. Infrastructure Contributions and fees may be required to be paid prior to
approval being issued. For further information about building applications, please follow this link:
https://www.watercorporation.com.au/Developing-and-building/Building/Lodging-a-
buildingapplication. The information provided above is subject to review and may change. If the
proposal has not proceeded within six months, it is recommended that the developer contacts the Water
Corporation to confirm whether or not the above information is still valid.

Any proposed air conditioning shall comply with the provisions of the Environmental Protection (Noise)
Regulations 1997 (as amended).

REPORT ATTACHMENTS
Attachments start on the next page.
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14 Silas Street — Location and Advertising Plan
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14 Silas Street — Photos
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Amended plans and elevations submitted 21 August 2023
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Amended plans and elevations submitted 21 August 2023
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Amended plans and elevations submitted 21 August 2023

INITIALS:
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SILAS STREET

APPROX.
OVERSHADOWING INTO
NEIGHBOUR S PROPERTY.

18.08.02 STORMNATER

PROVISICN FOR 1800MM HIGH
FENCE
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16.09.02 SEWERAGE LINE 1
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GONCRETE CAST wsWU WALL
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SITE AREAS :
TOTALLOT AREA 211.00m*
BUILDING AREA (SITE COVER) 136.36m7 | 64.83%
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SUB-DMSION GUIDELINES TOWN CENTRE RECEVELOPMENT GUIDELINES

ASSUMED AREA: 2B7.46m?

REFER TO LANDSCAPE

ARGHITEGT DRAWINGS.

REMOVED IN PREPARATION
FOR NEW CROSSOVER

20.01.01 DRIVEWSY CROSSOVER
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MHOT12
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LANDSCAPING.
TEWANCY 1
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NOTES

2 SITE PREPARATION

2.02,01 DEMOLITIOM WORKS AS SHOWIN
PROVIDE ADEQUATE PROPPING,
SUPPORT AND PROTEGTION OF
ADJAGENT SURFACES. MAKE GOCD ALL
DAMAGED FINISHES AND SURFACES AS

QUIRED,

2.03.01 PROTECT TREES TO BE RETAINED ON

THE SITE.

PROVIDE MARKING AND PROTECTION
DURING WORKS. INCLUDING
EXCAVATION. CONTRAGTOR SUBJECT TO
PUMISHMENTS AS FOR DAMAGES TO
TREES WHICH ARE REQUIRED TO
REMAIN

2.04.01 ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
PROVIDE EROSION, CONTAMINATION,
AND SEDIMENTATION PROTECTION OF
THE SITE, SURROUNDING AREAS, AND:
DRAINAGE S'YSTEMS. KEEP THE SITE
FREE OF WATER AND PREVENT WATER
FLOWQVER NEW WORK.

4 TIMBER & STEEL CONSTRUCTION

4.01.05 STEEL ROOF TRUSSES
TO BE DESIGNED. CONSTRUGTED AND
CERTIFIED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE
MANUFACTURER'S SPECIFICATIONS.
SETQUT OF TRUSSES TO BE CONFIRMER
BY THE MANUFACTURER PRIOR TO
COMMENCING ANY 'WORKS,

4.02.01 TEMM STEEL WALL FRANES
FIXED AS DETAILED WITH 1MA
PLASTERBOARD FLUSHED AND PAINT
FINISHED

STORMMATER CALCLLATIONS
ROCF AL DRIVEWEY AR 6
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VNI COWER] UNLESS NOTED
'OTHERWISE ON PLAN.
COLLECTOR PIFE SIZES MAY
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MOTE:
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DIAGRAMMATIC REPRESENTATION ONLY,

- REFER TO CIVIL ENGINEER'S DOCUNENTATION AT ALL TINES
IF APPLICABLE.
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16.08.02 STORNMIRTER
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©D1  CHANNEL DRAIN
1500 WITH GALVANISED GRATE
SUITABLE FOR LIGHT TRAFFIC
S SOAKWELL
1204DIA X 1200 DEEP

20 PAVING

2001.01 DRIVEWAY CROSSOVER
CONSTRUCTED TO LOGAL COUNCIL
REGUIREMENTS

2 FINISHES
ExA  EXPOSED AGGREGATE FINISH
BEOSTONE IVORY COAST
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oP DOWNFIPE
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ME METERBOX
50 SERVICES DUCT
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Amended plans and elevations submitted 21 August 2023
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CLIENT INITIALS:
INITIALS:
16.08.02 STORMWATER
44.4m
B21m
e R
PROPOSED ( 2X CAR STACKER
PROPQSED . | 21w — - - — o %

CARPORT
k
e
2
2

LIGHT POLE

REFER TO LANDSCAPE
ARCHITECT DRAWINGS.
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REMOVED IN PREPARATION
FOR NEW CROSSOVER
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BASEMENT FLOOR AREAS
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NOTES
2 SITE PREPARATION
202,01 DEMOLITION VIORKS AS SHOWN
PRCVIDE ADEGQUATE PROPPING.

REGUIRED.
20301 PROTECT TREES TO BE RETAINED ON

REI
20401 ENVI
PR

SUPPORT AND PROTECTION OF
ADJAGENT SURFACES. MAKE GOCD ALL
DAMAGED FINISHES AND SURFACES AS

THE SITE.

PROWIDE MARKING AND PROTECTION
DURING WORKS, INCLUDING
EXCAVATION. CONTRAGTOR SUBJECT TO
PUNISHMENTS AS FOR DAMAGES TO
TREES WHICH ARE REQUIRED TO
MAIN

IRONMENTAL PROTECTION

CVIDE EROSION, GONTAMINATION,
AND SEQIMENTATION PROTECTION OF
THE SITE, SURROUNDING AREAS, AND
DRAINAGE SYSTEMS. KEEP THE SITE
FREE OF WATER AND PREVENT WATER
FLOWOVER NEW WORK,

4
4.01.05 STEELROOF TRUSSES

402,01 T6MM STEEL WALL FRAMES

TIMBER & STEEL CONSTRUCTION

TO BE DESIGNED, CONSTRUCTED AND
CERTIFIED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE
MANUFACTURER'S SPECIFICATIONS.
SETOUT OF TRUSSES TO BE CONFIRMED
BY THE MANUFACTURER PRIOR TO
COMMENCING ANY WORKS,

FIXED AS DETAILED WITH 1OMA
PLASTERBOARD FLUSHED AND PAINT
FIMISHED

16
16,

161
<D

E SOAKWELL

20 PAVING
20.01.01 DRIVEWAY CROSSOVER

PLUMBING & DRAINAGE
08.02 STORMWATER
STORMWATER TO BE CONTAINED
ONSITE IN SOAKAGE UNITS TO
COUMCILS REQUIREMENTS
08.02 SEWERAGE LINE
LOCATION TO BE CONFIRMED ON SITE
1 CHANNEL DRAIN
1500 MTH GALVANISED GRATE
SUITABLE FOR LIGHT TRAFFIC

1200014 X 1200 DEEP

CONSTRUCTED TO LOCAL COUNCIL
REGUIREMENTS

22

FINISHES
EXA  EXPOSED AGGREGATE FINISH

GEQSTONE IVORY COAST

23 LEGEND
BF BIKE PARKING
VERTICAL BICYCLE PARKING
oP DOWNPIPE
COLORBOND ORPVC
MB METERBOX
8D SERVICES DUCT
PROPOSED MOVEMENT PLAN
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Amended plans and elevations submitted 21 August 2023

INITIALS:

CLIENT INITIALS:

NOTES
3 GONCRETE GONSTRUETION
G CONTIGUOUSPILES

‘350MIM AT 400MM CENTRES +- 50MM
TOLERANCE RING BEAMFOUNDATION
WITH CAPPING BEAM AND 1250
INTERNAL GONGRETE WALL. GONFIRM
WITH ENGINEER.

16 PLUMBING & DRAINAGE
K1 SINK 1
SINGLE BOWL
21 FINISHES
CONG2 BURNISHED CONCRETE
23 LEGE.ND
BR BROOM CUPBOARD
=] CAR STACKER
PROVISION FOR HERCULES HCP-
TPT-2-2300D-2800W SINGLE WIDTH,
DOUBLE HEIGHT STACKER SYSTEM.
CONFIRMATION OF SYSTEM DETAILS
WITH CLIENT AND SUPPLIER PRIOR TO
GONSTRUCTION,
CSU  GAR STACKER UNIT
HYDRAULIC CONTROL BOX AND PUMP
UNIT, 75MM DIAMETER CORE HOLE BY
BUILDER REQUIRED THROUGH
ADJACENT WALL. CONFIRMATION OF
SYSTEM DETAILS WITH CLIENT AND
SUPPLIER PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION
SCD  SECRETDOOR
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sz SKYLIGHT
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Amended plans and elevations submitted 21 August 2023

CLIENT INITIALS: NOTES
16 PLUMBING & DRAINAGE
INITIALS: HB1 HAND BASIN 1
HB2 HAND BASIN 2
TO COMPLY WITH A51428 1
8K1 SINK 1
SINGLE BOWL
Wel WATER CLOSET
Wo2  WATER CLOSET 2
TOCOMPLY WITH AS1428 1
2 FINISHES
CONG2 BURNISHED CONCRETE
23 LEGEND
Cs CAR STACKER
PROVISION FOR HERCULES HCP-
TPT-2-2300D-2800W SINGLE WIDTH,
DOUBLE HEIGHT STACKER SYSTEM.
CONFIRMATION OF SYSTEM DETAILS
WITH CLIENT AND SUPPLIER PRIOR TO
CONSTRUCTION,
oP DOWNPIPE
COLORBOND ORPVC
e LOCKER
END OF TRIF LOCKERS
MB METERBOX
PFS1  PROVISION FOR SERVICES
WATER
PFs2 PROVIBION FOR SERVICES
GAS
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Amended plans and elevations submitted 21 August 2023

CLIENT INITIALS:
INTIALS:

NOTES

16 PLUMBING & DRAINAGE
HB1 HAND BASIN 1

HCK  HOSECOCK

W1 WATER CLOSET 1

2 FINISHES
CONC2 BURNISHED CONCRETE

GONG3 XBON
TBC WITH CLIENT,

2 LEGEND

EPB ELMICH PLANTER B

VERSI-DRAIN SOMM VITH 2500
LIGHTWEIGHT TOP SOIL, TO
MANUFACTURES DETAIL. PROVISION
FOR 300K GM2 + LANDSCAPING
SELECTIONS BY LANDSCAPE
ARCHITECT.
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AS SELECTED BY CLIENT

LN LINEN CUPBOARD

P PANEL JOINT
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Amended plans and elevations submitted 21 August 2023

CLIENT INITIALS:
INTIALS:

8,200
OVERALL

JEACONE
OF VISION

BALCONY
130480

NOTES

8 DOORS & WINDOWS

MD MAGIC DOOR
SUPPLIER: |DEAL BARN DOCR. MAGIC 2
INVISIELE SLIDING DOOR 5YSTEM

18 PLUMBING & DRAINAGE
HE1  HAND B4SIN 1
HCK HOSECOCK
SK1 SINK 1
SINGLE BOWL
SINK 2
SINGLE BOWL
TROUGH
We1  WATERCLOSET 1

2 FINISHES
GONC2 BURNISHED CONCRETE
CONC3 XBI

Ot
TBG WITH CLIENT.

23 LEGEND
BIN
PULL CUT

BF BAR FRIDGE
REGE: 13

33 ONL)
Col COLUMN AS SCHEDULED
‘SEE ENGINEERS DETAILS
COOKTOP

INDUCTION
OR DRYER 3PACE
DW  DISHWASHER RECESS
PROVIDE HOLE OM SIDE OF CABINETRY
FOR GPO & TAP PROVISION
EPB ELMICH PLANTER BC
VERSI-DRAIN SOMM WITH 2500
LIGHTWEIGHT TOP SOIL, TO
MANUFACTURES DETAIL. PROVISION
FOR 300KGM2 + LANDSCAPING
SELECTIONS BY LANDSCAPE
ARCHITEC’

T

FR FRIDGE SPACE
INTEGRATED

LN LINEN CUPBOARD

oV OWEN
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1972x4000 DH

| 2540 | 5165 12,720
£
: SECOND FLOOR
E ] Scale 1:100
g Project: Address: FD-F | 29/08/23 RE-ISSUED FOR D& CLIENT Drawn: Date: Drawing Number: Job Mo
g C B D CBD ARCHITECTS A PROPOSED FOUR STOREY Lot 595 (4} SILAS, N 202 ACP-12122
£ MIXED USE STREET
% p PTY LTD . gnuesq-:rl;?ig , Clent: FO-E | 2908723 RE-ISSUED FOR DA CONCL oo oo |AO7 OFAT3 S
¢ e loiTEelF 1/338 Middleton Loop, ALBANY W, 6330 & Suite &, /310 Lard St, HIGHGATE WA, 6003 pustralian | | KE BEUMONT o A o
g T T: (08) 9842 1157 | E: admin@cbdarchitects.com.au | Registration #3378 - Architects BARRETT K Sosern " SHOWN —

Page 48 of 101



Attachment — 3

Amended plans and elevations submitted 21 August 2023
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SIZING TO BE CONFIRMED WITH
HYDRALLIC GONSULTANT
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16
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PLUMBING & DRAINAGE
CHANNEL DRAIN

1COW WITH GALVANISED GRATE
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Amended plans and elevations submitted 21 August 2023

CLIENT INITIALS: L1850 . NOTES
O 12800 SekLsn 7 ROOFING
INITIALS: [ I g 707,02 COLORBOND FLASHINGS
RL10.1 PROVIDE PRESSED STEEL FLASHINGS -
S MONUMENT FINISH
RL1&5ET
o GLASSBALUSTRAONG \CEmMALHEIGHT P 8 DOCRS & WINDOWS
T EXTERNALFINISH3-CASTINSITU . T A BNe
FINISH — H
F
RL 16,867 i t D BLasS
o ROCFTOPTERRACEQES?  _ __ S Sl e £ o e mpas  awes S0 SUDINGDOOR
- S EE SR TH TGP HUNG
¢ SECONDFLRCLOS1 ED B0 5 T
RECESSED STRIP LIGHT I 90103 ECO-TIMBER
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o APPROVED,
TOWRL 14938
RL13.528 = " 12 JOINERY 8 FIXTURES
o SEGOND FL 0514 | wimss 12.12.09 GLASS BALUSTRADING
S s e — e I FIXED AS DETAILED. DESIGNED AND
= g FRSTFRCLEZT : INSTALLED TO B4 RECHIREMENTS
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EXTERNAL FINISH 4 - MONUMENT 1
PAINT FINISH |
8 1
= : SCHEDULE OF FINISHES
RL3.753 a
o DASEMENTFL-3257 _ _ S S T S S M ETL S
EO01 ELEVATION - SOUTH
Scale 1:100
A tasie W RL 96 MONUVENT FINISH
g S0 CTOWANOD, .o o oo VS S S S0 P SO S W
EXTERNAL FINISH 4 - MCNUMENT
PAINT FINISH
2
N EXTERNALFINISH 3 - CAST INSITU
FINISH = 10.5m MAX HEIGHT
R ABEET
. ROOFTOPTERRACEGSST  _ _ _ .
g SECONDFLRCLSI e
ALUMINIUM FRAMES INSITU FINISH
EXTERNAL FINISH 2 - NATURAL
8  CONCRETEFINISH
o
TOWRL 14268
B L a6z o
=3 SEGOND o .
-y oo e e
~W =" FIRSTFLRCL4%7
z 8
COLORBOND FLASHINGS
g BLASS
@ EXTERNALFINISH 1 - DULUX GB - = :
MONUMENT sl & ~ fowr jem
025
. FIRSTFL327 RL 10567 :
|a— I 3
& 5 TIMBER GLACDING -
- BURNT ASH FINISH
L7000 . 5
cROUNDFLO el ol U weL
?hﬁﬂﬁm’bﬁ’iiiii*i77777777777777777777777’
=
2
RLITAS
CONCRETE - NATURAL
. BASEMENTFL-3257 .
k- | E02] ELEVATION - WEST
L Scale 1:100
kS
& Project: Address: FD-F | 29/08/23 RE-ISSUED FOR D& CLIENT Drawn: Date: Drawing Number: Job Mo
g . {21
g C B D CBD ARCHITECTS PROPOSED FOUR STO! Lot 595 (14} SILAS, N 20812023 ACP-121:22
z PTY LTD A MIXED USE STREET
3 gnuesrtr:rl;?ig  Clent FD-E | 29/06/23 RE-ISSUED FOR DA CoMCL o scae AQ9 of A13 S
5 . i s ;
5 _/1 vohiTeotE 1/338 Middleton Loop, ALBANY W, 6330 & Suite 6, 310 Lord St, HIGHGATE tit, 5003 T  LUKE BEUMONT XX 4S5 FoF
2 T T: (08) 9842 1157 | E: admin@cbdarchitects.com.au | Registration #3378 - Architect SHOWN
el rchitects  BARRETT Rev. | Dafe Description seued To PAGE SIZE: A2

Page 50 of 101



Attachment —3

Amended plans and elevations submitted 21 August 2023

CLIENT INITIALS: AL 19810 o NOTES
el R TgeRLga [ DOORS & WINDOWS
INTIALS: . F FIXEDBLASS
EXTERNAL FINISH 4 - MONUMENT S0 SLIDINGDOOR
PAINT FINISH 1 TH _ TOPHUNG
= e — 12 JOINERY & FIXTURES
N T —— 12.12.0 GLASE BALUSTRADING
NATURAL CONCRETE FINISH T FDED AS DETAILED. DESIGNED AND
" QUELI AL 105m MAX HENSHT INSTALLED TO BCA REQUIREMENTS
RL 16,857 ) AND MANUFACTURER'S
o ROOFTORTERRACESSS7  _ __ _ __ _ __ _[SSSCSE| S s oo SPECIFICATIONS. PROVIDE HANDRAIL
D [ o e e A5 SELECTED.
g SECoNDFIRCIGE
15 PLUMBING & DRAINAGE
HOK  HOSECOSK
- 2 FINSHES
g AF ALUMNUMFRAMES
= PONDERGOAT - MONUMENT
FROVACN EOR EUBLIC RRT Conc  NATURAL COMCRETE FINISH
RL 13524 HOWN SHADED AND DASHED B EXTERNAL FINISH 1- BURNT ASH FINISH
o2 SECONDFLESY _ _ _ _ _ o e g B D R e P |G . EF4  EXTERNAL FINISH 4- MONUMENT PAINT
82 1T— T 7 = == : e = == FIHISH
4o FRSTARCLG2T o : : i : RS ROOF SHEETING
3% : : : GOLORBOND - MONUMNET
= N z & z 23 LEGEND
g PJ PANELJOINT
3
TONRL 10781 NOTE: GLAZING TO HAVE & LIGHT
RL 10.267 P i TRANSMTTANGE VALUE OF 0.85 OR HIGHER
G FIRST FL 3257
1 GRowkoolmm T T Faetace [P am s gaae e e e (e el o L e n U i [t Rk 0
E NaL
s
RL7O10 I
! GROUND FLO |
g'_'BAGEm'IC_L-ﬁ___"____________________________________________NGL____'
|
l
I
g |
=} | SCHEDULE OF FINISHES
RL 3753 !
_4 BASEMENTEL-8257 _ _ 1 _ _ I e R N [ S | S Ry
E03 | ELEVATION - NORTH
Scale 1:100
ROOF SHEETING MONUMENT FINISH
RL1E510 - o
. TOM1Z0 TGRLIE
EXTERNAL FINISH 4 - MONUVENT
PAINT FINISH
. GLASSBALUSTRADING
S NATURALCONCRETE FINISH A0S MO HEIGHT
RL16.867
» ROOF TOP TERRAGE 8857
g BECONDRRCIEHMT - - CONCRETE - CAST
INSITU FINISH
ALUMINIUM FRAMES
s
=1
=] SEconnrLast
g2 ¢
g FReTRROLEST
EXTERNAL FINISH 1 - BURNT ASH
K FINISH GLASS
o
RL10.267
i FIRSTFL 3257
%
T GROUNDOLIWGE SR
= TIMBER, GLADDING-
8 BURNT ASH FINISH
RL7010 E frs s e
. GROMNDFLO R e
E"B@Emﬂ—ﬁiifiiififi7777777777777777
e =
g .
H RL3TS3 CONCRETE - NATURAL
i o BASHMENTRL®W = em s e e FINGH
F E04 | ELEVATION - EAST
L Scale 1:100
g
& Project: Address: FD-F | 29/08/23 RE-ISSUED FOR D& CLIENT Drawn: Date: Drawing Number: Job Mo
: ( : B D CBD ARCHITECTS PROPOSED FOUR STOREY Lot 595 (#14) SILAS, n 28023 ACP-121:22
# PTY LTD A MIXED USE STREET :
3 gp\lirtr:r];%g  Gien FO-E | 24/06/23 RE-ISSUED FOR DA COUNCL e [oeaer [P 10OFATY Fo o reison
E 2 - 1/338 Middleton Loop, ALBANY Wi, 6330 & Suite 6, 1/310 Lord 8t, HIGHGATE WA, 6003 LUKE BEUMONT
g Leet ] ‘ ) i ; XX AS FOF
3 74 r 9’4” eely T: {08) 9842 1157 | E: admin@cbdarchilecls.com.au | Registration #3378 - g“wf't'lt;Of SHOWN
el rchitects  BARRETT Rev. | Dafe Description seued To PAGE SIZE: A2

Page 51 of 101



Attachment — 3

Amended plans and elevations submitted 21 August 2023

CLIENT INITIALS:

INTIALS:
RL 18610
= Towiee
2
~
o
RL 16667
ROOF TOP TERRACE 985
o
2
rf).
SECOND FLR CL0514
o
2
=1
o3
RL 13524
SECONDFLESM _
= FRSTFLRCLA2S7
&

TG0 AL BRI
-

| VA . i

AN |

007 RLT8ST
-

TN R LT 487

ROOF TOP TERRACE

TOWR | 1757
L 4

CORRL103

RL3.753
BASEMENT FL 3267

PIT HEIGHT TBC WITH GAR STACKER MANUFACTURER
¥

4
e | INFORMAL LIVING
et
gt __7-11 | I (- O RL11 78
RLA0257 E A K
FRSTFLAZS _
3 GROUND CL 5000 T = = 7]
= TENANCY 1 CARPORT 2 &
=)
RL7.010
& GROUND FLO = b
o SECURE STORAGE ] BASEMENT CAR STACKER
g

£
g

A-A SECTION A-A
Scale 1:50
Project: Address: FD-F | 29/08/23 RE-ISSUED FOR D& CLIENT Drawn: Date: Drawing Number: Job Mo
5 C B D CBD ARCHITECTS A PROPOSED FOUR STOREY Lot 595 (4} SILAS, n 202 AGP-12122
z MIXED USE STREET
%g PTYLTD i } gnuesq-:rl;%g . Clen: FD-E | 29/08/23 RE-ISSUED FOR DA CoMCL o scae A1l of A3 S
£ P 1/338 Middleton Loop, ALBANY W, 6330 & Suite &, /310 Lard St, HIGHGATE WA, 6003 t
2 Arfiteots P ‘ : , Institute of LUKE BEUMONT 3 ’5 FOF
2 T (08) 9842 1157 | E: admin@cbdarchilscts Registration #3378 ; "
g 108) | E: admin@cbdarchitects.com.au | Registration - Architects BARRETT R - e — SHOWN PAGE SIZE. A2

Page 52 of 101



Attachment -4

Streetscape perspectives submitted 21 August 2023

CLIENT INITIALS:
INTIALS:

NOTE: RENDERS FOR ILLUSTRATION PURPOSES ONLY. NOT TO

i CBDO Architoats Ply Lid 20212028 | e chdarchitosts cemau

INFORM CONSTRUCTION.
Project: Address: FD-F | 29/08/23| RE-ISSUED FOR DA CLIENT Drawn: Date: Drawing Number: Job Mo »
C B D CBD ARCHITECTS PROPOSED FOUR STOREY Lot 595 (#14) SILAS, M 2182023 ACP-12122
PTYLTD ; } A Memb?T M.EHSED oE SIREEL FD-E | 20106123 RE-ISSUED FOR DA CONCL  |epore |somer |12 OFATS o o revison
: p Australian . i
= = 1/338 Middleton Loop, ALBANY WA, 6330 & Suite 6, 1/310 Lord St, HIGHGATE WA, 6003 b LUKE BEUMONT XX AS FD-F
repilbecsls g ; : Institute of
A A T:{08) 9842 1157 | E: admin@cbdarchitects.com.au | Registration #3378 - Architects |BARRETT e e TR SHOWN PAGE SIZE A2

Page 53 of 101



Attachment -4

Streetscape perspectives submitted 21 August 2023

INITIALS:

CLIENT INITIALS:

NOTE: RENDERS FOR ILLUSTRATION PURPOSES ONLY. NOT TO

i CBDO Architoats Ply Lid 20212028 | e chdarchitosts cemau

INFORM CONSTRUCTION.
Project: Address: FD-F | 29/08/23| RE-ISSUED FOR DA CLIENT Drawn: Date: Drawing Number: Job Mo »
C B D CBD ARCHITECTS PROPOSED FOUR STOREY Lot 595 (#14) SILAS, M 2182023 ACP-12122
PTYLTD ; } A Memb?T M.EHSED oE SIREEL FD-E | 20106123 RE-ISSUED FOR DA CONCL  |epere |somer  |ATBOFATS o o revision
: p Australian . i
= = 1/338 Middleton Loop, ALBANY WA, 6330 & Suite 6, 1/310 Lord St, HIGHGATE WA, 6003 b LUKE BEUMONT XX AS FD-F
repilbecsls g ; : Institute of
A A T:{08) 9842 1157 | E: admin@cbdarchitects.com.au | Registration #3378 - Architects |BARRETT e e TR SHOWN PAGE SIZE A2

Page 54 of 101



Attachment -5

Submission Details

14 (Lot 350) Silas Street — Proposed Mixed Use Development

Submissions Details

No.

Submission (verbatim)

=

I have some concerns | wish to address.

We live in XX Silas St this building will not only block our light we will have no privacy as our outside living area
will be totally overlooked.

All our windows will be overlooked.

IN

| object to the proposal.

I don’t understand why this development is being proposed where the medical centre is. The building is adequate
asitis.

This appears to be a way to make money instead of looking at what is best for the community.

Iw

We're strongly against the proposed development of 14 Silas Street for the following reasons:

e [t will block sunlight in our unit, possibly depreciate the value of our unit and also affect our lifestyle.

e The tenants above the main floor will have a full view into our lofted unit, bedroom and also patio. We've
purchased our unit for its personal/intimate space we currently have.

e  This building would not fit with the current sad set-up of Silas Street, with few empty businesses. A luxury
apartment building like this wouldn't fit and clearly has been designed to provide some specific owner to
have a view towards Fremantle and provide the biggest surface for the land purchased.

e  This will not facilitate an adequate footpath by the looks of it, next to a medical clinic.

e  The Town of East Fremantle should at least consider a main grocery store and further residents parking
areas, which is highly deficient around Silas Street. This should at least be completed before thinking of
building new infrastructure, such as this one.

&

| object to the proposal.

I would like to express my objection to the proposed development at 14 Silas Street, East Fremantle.

| feel the proposed four storey development is excessive in both height and scale in comparison to the
surrounding commercial and residential properties. | feel this development will have a major detrimental effect
on the health and wellbeing of the local residents as well as the staff, medical patients, pathology users (in
particular of the adjoining East Fremantle Medical Centre but also the surrounding medical related businesses)
and of patrons of the other local businesses.

| am disappointed that the renders for illustration purposes do not show the true impact the development will
have on the East Fremantle Medical Centre immediately next door (they only show visuals from the roundabout).
I am very concerned that the development is right on the northern boundary and there are absolutely no
setbacks on that boundary. When the lot was sold by Yard Property in 2019 it was advertised with a building
envelope of 143m?2 (with a setback on the northern boundary). Why has the building envelope changed and why
is there no setback? | am extremely concerned regarding the height of the development and the loss of natural
light to the East Fremantle Medical Centre.

Another concern is the excavation required for the proposed development's basement and potential structural
damage to adjacent buildings.

Loss of vegetation and green canopy (existing large trees will be removed) which Council normally prides itself on
is also a concern. The development shows very little space for landscaping.

St Peters Road and the roundabout are busy traffic thoroughfares, and | am concerned for the impact the
development (and in particular the new crossover) will have on existing vehicular traffic as well as to the safety of
pedestrian traffic along the footpath (many elderly residents, families with young children, dog owners going to
the park etc.).

I strongly ask that Council please consider my concerns and work with the developer to achieve a more sensible
and sympathetic development for the size of the lot and for the local residents and surrounding businesses.
Thank you.

5}

| am writing in concern regarding the above proposal for 14 Silas St. | have always regarded Fremantle and East
Fremantle in High Esteem as for so many of its Beautiful preserved Historic Buildings and is always the talk of so
many visitors from overseas. It is not like Applecross, Ardross with High rises shooting up every six months so was
surprised to view the plan for 14 Silas St. Myself and my Family have attended Fremantle Medical Centre for 30
years and always loved this Historic Cottage that is over 100 years old, so why would this application be even
considered on such a very small block of land that would overshadow all the natural light from the Medical
practise next door ? Plus, the removal of the beautiful trees. It would look extremely out of place for this area of
Fremantle.

I would like to think this plan could be reconsidered for a much more suitable building that would blend with this
heritage area of Fremantle, plus the Major disruption for the Medical Centre would be enormous !! and for a lot
of their elderly patients.

o

Thank you for the opportunity to provide public comment on the above development application. | write on
behalf of XXXX, long-term owner of the East Fremantle Medical Centre located adjacent to the subject site at
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No.12 (Lot 111) Silas Street, East_Fremantle and within the subject Town Centre Redevelopment Area. | also write
on my own behalf, where | have been professionally involved with the development of the Medical Centre and
adjacent sites (including the site the subject of this development application) over more than 20 years, and as a
former long-term resident and Elected Member of the Town.
Generally
It is acknowledged at the outset that the subject site is presently a privately owned free-hold lot and therefore
nominally open to development subject to all relevant statutory planning controls. The site is nevertheless highly
unusual given its small size, irregular plan form and location in close proximity to both the street corner and
neighbouring Medical Centre development. This results from it comprising a former remnant land portion
following the insertion of St. Peter’s Road, set out in a diagonal relationship to former constituent and
surrounding rectilinear sites.
This land has for long existed as a visually effective and de-facto part of the street verge, owned by the State
Government and leased to the neighbouring Medical Centre for minor parking and landscaping purposes, wholly
open to the street corner at the primary entry into the Town Centre. It has also served to allow a full appreciation
of the adapted heritage dwelling and significant additions comprising the East Fremantle Medical Centre, which
strongly address the surrounding streetscapes. This particular conservation approach and streetscape
presentation has formed a significant and requisite part of previous development approvals for that site.
Any development of the subject corner site must inevitably have a very significant visual and amenity impact on
this otherwise ‘complete’ urban setting, both in terms of bulk and scale in proximity to the corner and
surrounding residential precincts, and in terms of the streetscape presentation of the Medical Centre.
Existing development and streetscape contexts are ordinarily and appropriately of considerable importance in
any development application assessment, with various development controls generally provided to achieve
consistency and protection of neighbour / precinct amenity. In this particular case, where these impacts are so
inevitable and significant, it is expected that those considerations and protections be fully considered and applied
by Council in relation to any development of this this remnant lot portion.
The particular impacts of the subject development application are clearly at the extreme end, with the site is
being sought to be developed to its maximum potential (and beyond) and having little apparent regard for its
location within an existing and well-developed urban context. Conversely, it seeks to maximise its bulk, scale,
floor area and consequent visual impact on the corner, taking as a basis the generic provisions of Council’s Town
Center Design Guidelines LPP3.1.1 (hereafter TCDGs), however without regard to the context of those Guidelines
in relation to the Town’s Local Planning Scheme No.3 (hereafter LPS3) or applicable RD Codes, in particular their
specific provisions regarding any exercise of discretion required for development approval.
The unusual setting, form, history and notional ‘value’ of the subject site should not justify a somehow ‘lesser’
approach to exercise of applicable, responsive and protective development controls. Neither can the generic
guidance contained in the TCDGs override or simply ignore the highly developed existing urban fabric in this
location.
The following comments are provided in response to the clearly significant adverse impacts of the proposal and
its actual or potential non-compliance with relevant statutory controls. While set out under separate headings, all
the following matters are interrelated and cumulative in terms of the physical and statutory impacts of the design
proposal.
Land Use
The proposed development is presented as ‘Office with Residential Dwelling Above’. Use is controlled under Pt.4
of LPS3, with permitted uses listed in the Zoning Table. While “Office” is a permitted (P) use in the Town Center
Zone, a “Single Residence” is an ‘X’ use that is not permitted by the Scheme, further to Cl.4.3.2. Itis critical to
note that the proposed dwelling is a ‘single dwelling’ and not a ‘multiple dwelling’, notwithstanding its setting
above the proposed office. The RD Code definition of Multiple Dwelling pertains where it states;
“A dwelling in a group of more than one dwelling on a lot...(and)...includes any dwellings above the ground
floor in a mixed-use development.”
Clearly as a single dwelling, the proposed dwelling is not part of a group of more than one dwelling. Neither is
the proposed development a “Mixed Use Development” further to the applicable definition of mixed-use
development under the RD Codes, which states;
“Buildings that contain commercial and other non-residential uses in conjunction with residential dwellings
in a multiple dwelling configuration”
Again, the proposed development does not include residential dwellings (plural), nor an arrangement in multiple
dwelling configuration where there is no ‘multiple dwelling’ to start with.
Single residential use is simply not permitted in the Town Center zone under the Scheme and precludes the
exercise of discretion to otherwise allow this (where the use would be otherwise listed as an ‘A’ or ‘D’ use). Itis
acknowledged that Council may consider supporting ‘single residence’ as an ‘Additional Use’ under CI.4.5,
however this would require a Scheme Amendment to enter the subject site (with any relevant conditions) onto
Schedule 2 of LPS3, as a prior process to any further consideration of a single dwelling on the subject site.
In light of the above and further to CI.5.1.1 which requires that... “any development of land is to comply with the
provisions of the Scheme”, the present application cannot be approved on the basis of its non-compliant use.
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Relevant Development Standards

The subject site falls within the Town Center Zone and specifically within the Frame Precinct within that zone per

the TCDGs. Consequently, the specific provisions of Pt.5.8 “Commercial Zones (Town Center, Special Business

and Mixed Use)” of LPS3 pertain, along with Pt.5.6 “Variations to Site and Development Standards and

Requirements” where exercise of discretion by Council to vary any base standards is required.

The TCDGs are also directly relevant, however as a policy are subservient to specific requirements of the Scheme,

which provisions apply in the event if discrepancy between the Scheme and Policy. Whilst framed up in a

format of “Acceptable Development” and “Performance Criteria” provisions, they presently can only act as

guidance for Council in the assessment of development applications where exercise of discretion further to
specific Scheme provisions is required. The currently underway review of the Policy notes that it can only act in
this way, as an interim measure until a more wholistic statutory approach can be established under the LPS.

Most importantly, TCDGs provisions contained under the “Acceptable Development” headings are not a default

approval standard, as for the similarly formatted RD Code development standards (where the RD Codes are

specifically adopted as the development standards of the Scheme unless otherwise varied).

In this context, the proposed development must be assessed in the first instance against any specific

development control provisions contained in the Scheme, with any exercise of discretion further to the generic

guidance of the TCDG applied having regard to Pt.5.6 of LPS3. Most specifically, while CI.5.6.1 provides for the
exercise of discretion, Cl.5.6.3 requires that;
“the powers conferred by this clause may only be exercised if the local government is satisfied that-...;
(a) approval of the proposed development would be appropriate having regard to the criteria set out in clause
10.2, and...
(b) Non-compliance will not have an adverse effect upon the occupiers or users of the development, the
inhabitants of the locality or the likely future development of the locality.

The particular parts of Cl.10.2 most relevant to considering the impacts of the subject development application

are as follows;

(i)  The conservation of any place that...is included in the Heritage List under clause 7.1 and the effect of the
proposal on the character or appearance of a heritage area;

(j) the compatibility of a use or development with its setting;

(o) the preservation of the amenity of the locality;

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

(u)  whether adequate provision has been made for the landscaping of the land to which the application relates
and whether any trees or other vegetation on the land should be preserved; and

(y) the potential loss of any community service or benefit resulting from the planning approval.

Further to the applicable single residential Land Use already discussed and particularly regarding the fact that the

proposal is neither a Mixed Use nor Multiple Housing (Apartment) development, the relevant Residential Design

Code provisions for this application are those contained under the RD Codes Vol.1 and not the provisions of the

RD Codes Vol.2. This is particularly important where the provisions of Vol.1 are generally more restrictive than

Vol.2 and where the underlying precepts for many of the generic provisions of the TCDGs have been otherwise

based on Vol.2. This is not surprising, where single residential development is not permitted in the Town Center

zone and where a higher density of multiple housing on sites otherwise able to accommodate such development
generally prevail across the Town Center. The subject site is a significant anomaly in this context and the generic
provisions of the TCDGs clearly problematic in relation to it as a result.

Differences between some of the provisions of the TCDGs and the RD Codes Vol.2 might also be noted,

particularly where these remove some of the amenity protections otherwise built-in to the RD Codes having

regard to general building envelopes and bulk and scale impacts.

Specific Issues

Further to the multi-layered statutory framework applicable to the subject development, comments regarding

specific statutory compliance issues is provided as follows. It is reiterated that all these elements are

interrelated in terms of their cumulative bulk and scale impacts, particularly having regard to the extant and well-
developed urban form in which the proposed development is located.

Plot Ratio

Cl.5.8.3 of LPS3 provides for a base plot ratio for the Town Center zone of 0.5: 1. Any increase beyond this

requires the exercise of discretion subject to the provisions of Cl.5.6.3 of LPS3. It is acknowledged that the base

plot ratio contained in the Scheme is reflective of a form of desired Town Centre development predating at least
in part the present TCDGs vision, however it remains the statutorily applicable base standard from which
variation must be determined and provides a measure of control to Council in appropriately considering unusual
or particular development arrangements not reflective of the predominant actual or desired Town Center built
form or lot pattern (as clearly in this case).

Element 3: “Building Form, Scale and Height” of the TCDGs provides guidance for consideration of plot ratio for

the Frame Precinct up to a maximum of 2.0 : 1. The subject development application has a floor area for plot
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ratio purposes per the definition contained in the RD Codes Vol.1 (applicable to single dwellings) of 402m2 over a
site area of 211m2, providing a plot ratio of 1.9 :1. Note that this includes the stairwell and bin store(where
these serve only a single dwelling) but not the carparking area to the ground level, basement or verandahs and
roof deck.

The proposed development is therefore right at the higher limit of maximum possible development, with its bulk
and scale maximized relative to the small, irregular and narrow site on which it is located. It particularly
necessitates a third / fourth level and the use of nil setbacks to boundaries carried up to the full building height.
While excluded from floor area for plot ratio purposes, the various verandah and overhang awning elements at
each level, including a significant, partially enclosed awning at the third level facing the street further increase the
perceived building mass and envelope.

In the context of the small, irregular site with its visual and physical relationships to the adjacent Medical Center
and well established surrounding streetscapes, it is argued that discretionary variation to the plot ratio standards
to the extent sought is wholly inappropriate and unable to satisfy the requirements of CI.5.6 of LPS3 to avoid
significant adverse impacts. To the contrary, the design proposal clearly maximises these significant impacts to
effect its desired scale of development, with possible assumption that such maximized scale of development
exists ‘as a right’ under the “Acceptable Development Standards” format of the TCDGs.

It might also be noted that while the TCDGs provide a plot ratio of up to 2.0: 1 in the Frame Precinct, the
provisions of the RD Code Vol.2 at Table 2.1 allow for a plot ratio of only 1.3 : 1 for areas coded R100. The
subject Frame Precinct is Coded up to R100 under the Acceptable Development Standards of Element 2: “Land
Use” of the TCDGs. Where plot ratio is a major control element for bulk and scale under the RD Codes Vol.2, this
more restricted scale of development might be seen as appropriate, particularly where the general building form
of the East Fremantle Town Center, comprising contiguous multi-level buildings generally constructed up to
boundaries is not relevant in this particular site context.

Building Height

Cl.5.8.2 of LPS3 provides for a maximum building height of 10.5m and maximum wall height of 8.0m in the Town
Centre zone. Again, while these limits predate the TCDGs they remain the applicable base development
standards beyond which any exercise of discretion must be considered and consequently in light of the obligatory
amenity protections of Cl.5.6.3 of LPS3.

The TCDGs at Element 3: “Building Form, Scale and Height”, Acceptable Development Standards provides
guidance for building height up to a maximum of 3 storeys in the Frame Precinct. Neither the TCDGs nor RD
Codes Vol.2 specify exact dimension heights corresponding to “storeys”, however where this is single residential
development the provisions of Table 3 of the RD Codes Vol.1 apply. In strict terms, the area remains (by default)
Category B, with height limits the same as those contained in LPS3, however applying some relevance to the
TCDGs could see this more realistically reflecting Category C, providing for maximum wall heights of 9.0m and
10.0m for flat roofed buildings.

The proposed development has a maximum building height for its predominant three storey form of 10.5m and
12.0-12.5m for its fourth level. The proposal is therefore non-compliant with regard to the applicable RD Code
provision (re Category C) and should be refused on this substantive basis.

Notwithstanding the above, the proposed development also has four storeys as defined by the TCDGs, where the
structures on the roof deck, including a stairwell and substantial ‘vergola” structure form more than 20% of the
roof deck area, and where the Acceptable Development Standards of Element 3 provides that...;

“Height maximum is inclusive of plant and external structures that occupy in excess of 20% of the roof area”.

As a four storey development, it is non-compliant even with the potentially greater height provisions of the
TCDGs and cannot be supported.

In this context, any variation to permissible building / wall heights cannot meet the amenity protection provisions
of CI.5.6.3 of LPS3, having regard to both the neighbouring Medical Center premises and the street / townscape
generally. The proposed building is extremely tall relative to its width as seen from the street and inherently
disproportionate as a result. The design seeks to mitigate this visual effect through the addition of awnings and
planter decks to the sides of the building facing the streets, projecting beyond the site boundaries into the road
reserve and making the building even bigger and more visually intrusive within the established urban setting as a
result. There is no justification in terms of public amenity or traditional streetscape form for the projection of
private building elements contiguous with the main dwelling beyond its lot boundaries.

Achieving a consistent scale of urban development across the Town Center generally and, more specifically,
within and between precincts is a principal aim of the TCDGs. Where the existing built form to this portion of
Silas Street, along St. Peter’s Road within the Frame Precinct and in the adjacent residential area to the south is
already fully established at single and two storey levels, it is very difficult to see how the intent of the TCDGs
could be met with the insertion of a three to four storey building on this threshold corner site.

Building Setbacks

The proposed development is consistent with the base setback requirements of Cl.5.8.1 of LPS3 in regard to
development in Commercial zones of the Town. This provides for nil setbacks to front and side boundaries,
reflecting an intent to achieve consistent and continuous building forms to streetscapes within the Town Center
zone. While generally applicable and understandable in achieving this, the subject site is located adjacent to a
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former (now adapted) heritage dwelling with traditional setbacks. This building has been highly developed as an
integral part of the Medical Centre, fully in compliance with the heritage and streetscape requirements of the
Council stemming from its inclusion on the Town’s Heritage List across its various planning approvals. As a
completed and well considered building, it is neither intended nor likely that this building will be demolished and
replaced with a boundary to boundary multi-level structure.

In this context, the unity of urban form sought by the generically based TCDGs will not be achieved through nil
boundary setbacks for the proposed development. Conversely, the proposed development would sit as a highly
anomalous and isolated building form within the immediate locality, in the context of surrounding single and two
storey development to St. Peter’s Road and with the clear and appropriate setting of the Medical Center similarly
‘deteriorated’ though ‘enclosure by surrounding development. A resultant large, blank multi-level northern
boundary wall would be highly visible and incongruous as seen looking down Silas Street from within the Town
Center precinct.

Similarly, a nil front setback to the proposed development would sit incongruously with the existing small setback
to the Medical Center, stepping back towards the corner and open landscaping as it does from the appropriate nil
setback to its northern neighbour.

The inappropriateness of nil side boundary setbacks should also be considered in the context of the maximum
wall heights proposed, which necessarily exacerbate overbearing impacts. It is appropriate to note that the
setback requirements for multi-level development in R100 zones otherwise provided under the RD Codes Vol.2 at
Table 2.1 limits the extent of side boundary walls in terms both length and height, particularly limiting them to 2
storeys as means to protect the amenity of neighbouring premises and particularly where different scales of
development are involved.

Where the intent of the TCDGs will clearly not be met by the present development application, careful
consideration of more appropriate setbacks in relation to the adjacent site should be encouraged and supported
(see also comment under “Heritage Considerations” heading below).

Density

Notwithstanding its non-permitted use as a single dwelling, the proposal has an effective density equating with
an R50 coding per the RD Codes Vol.1 Table 1. Cl.5.3.4 of LPS3 allows for a density of up to R40 for residential
development in non-residential zones within the Town, however CI.5.3.4 provides for Council to exercise
discretion in allowing density greater than R40 in the Town Center zone. This is again subject to the amenity
provisions of Cl.5.6.3 of LPS3, however an increase to R50 may be seen as reasonable in principle.

Conversely, facilitating alternative development of multiple housing on the subject site (requiring two dwellings)
would require an increased density approaching or possibly exceeding R100, the maximum possible density
referred to under the Acceptable Development Standards of Element 2: “Land Use” of the TCDGs. Such an
increase in density would necessarily exacerbate significant adverse impacts on the neighbouring premises and
locality and be inherently inconsistent with the amenity protection requirements of CI.5.6.3 of LPS3. In this
context, it is hard to see how such alternative multiple housing or mixed-use development could be practically or
statutorily embraced on the subject site.

Heritage Considerations

The existing urban form of the Medical Center adjacent to the subject site has been developed wholly cognizant
of and in requisite response to the heritage significance of the site. This reflects the requirement to retain and
respect the heritage significance of the place where No.12 Silas Street was contained on the Town’s Heritage List
through its various stages of adaptive development, established under Pt.7 of LPS3. This development approach
was challenging and relatively costly, however wholly appropriate and effective in providing necessary facilities to
the front portion of the Medical Centre.

It is of considerable concern to find, in responding to the present development application, that No.12 Silas
Street appears to have been at some stage removed from the Town’s Heritage List. Neither the owner of the
premises, nor myself with whom the owner liaises on all planning matters regarding the Medical Center are
aware of any previous process to effect such removal. A full examination of all correspondence received from
the Town has been undertaken and while all other relevant correspondence and documentation is held (including
notification of the elevation of the premises to the Heritage List in 2012), no received notification of any de-listing
process has been sourced.

Needless to say, any move to effect de-listing would not have been supported by the owner, particularly where
the premises had already been carefully developed cognizant of its heritage significance and listing and where
there is clearly no intention to further redevelop the site contrary to this work. Conversely, the heritage listing
positively supports the protection of the presentation and amenity of the site and would be clearly be desired to
be maintained by the owner.

The premises may have been removed from the list further to consideration by the Town’s consultants (with
regard to both the Heritage List and TCDGs), where the smaller-scaled heritage form of the building might
contradict the desired contiguous multi-level built form generically embraced by the TCDGs. Such basis for
removal would be wholly inappropriate in any heritage assessment terms. Moreover, the adaptive development
of the front of the premises was undertaken with the input and consent of Council’s planning and heritage staff
as an approach acceptable and appropriate to the protection of heritage significance. The building retains its
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very clear and distinct heritage form and substantive fabric and its adaption therefore no basis for removal from
the List.
Cl.7.1.3 & 6 of LPS3 contain very specific requirements for the removal of any place from the heritage list,
including to;
(a) Notify the in writing the owner and occupier of the place and provide them with a copy of the description
proposed (removal)...
(b) Invite submissions on the proposal from the owner and occupier of the place...
(c) Carry out such other consultations as it thinks fit; and
(d) Consider any submissions made and resolve to (remove) the place (from) the Heritage List...or reject the
proposal after consideration of the submissions.
To the best of recollection, the owner has no record of receiving such notification and therefore believes this de-
listing process may well have not been undertaken in the manner statutorily required. We believe the place
should be properly retained and contained on the Heritage List, with all the attendant considerations and
protections flowing from this listing having regard to the impact of the present development application.
Specifically, this must relate to the massively overbearing impact of the proposed development on the heritage
premises in its prominent threshold streetscape setting, having regard to setbacks, height, building bulk and
form. Specifically, CI.5.8.1 of LPS3 “Building Setbacks” in the Town Center zone specifically requires that;
“In the case of a site included on the Heritage List referred to in Pt.7 of the Scheme, the local government
may require the in any particular case additional setbacks in order to protect the heritage value of the site.”
Similarly, Element 3 “Building Form, Scale and Height” of the TCDGs provides for the protection of the scale and
setting of heritage sites further to the generic provisions of the Policy. The present amendments to that Policy
increase that consideration and protection.
Conclusions
The proposed development is clearly far from statutorily compliant with the raft of development standards and
guidelines pertinent to the site and its locality. This includes both elements not open to variation and those able
to be varied, however requiring mandatory regard to the amenity protections of the Scheme in the exercise of
discretion in any approval. In this context, it is difficult to see how this development application can be supported
in its present form. Similarly, it is difficult to see how an increase in density to otherwise facilitate an alternative
multiple housing / mixed use development could be justified, where this would necessarily exacerbate the
significant adverse impacts on neighbouring premises and the locality already arising from the application as
presently submitted.
The difficulties in developing this site in a compliant, respectful and viable manner are essentially inherent due to
its unique size, form and location within an already substantially complete urban setting. These practical and
statutory difficulties cannot be simply overlooked in considering proposed development of the site, nor
significant adverse impacts be expected to be borne by adjacent premises or the locality generally as a
consequence. The generic nature of the TCDGs must be viewed in the greater statutory planning context of the
Local Planning Scheme and RD Codes, and with due regard to the specific urban context of the subject site and its
surrounds.
I trust this information will assist your further consideration of the proposed development application. These
comments are provided in good faith and intended to assist the enhancement and reasonable future
development of the Town Centre. We recognize the desirability and requirement for consolidated and
coordinated future development of the area, however within a context of continuing to protect the amenity of
existing occupants and premises and acknowledging the reality of an extant urban form developed over time in
compliance with Council planning controls.

IN

Thank you for giving me the opportunity to respond to the above application. Please note that this letter has
been written in consultation with XXXX who, like yourselves, has expert knowledge of this site and the range of
requirements under the Town Planning schemes and relevant associated policies.

XXXX will be providing a more technical assessment on my behalf.

It also sits together with a letter written to you on December 16th, 2020, which detailed concerns about the sale
of what was previously Pt. lot 595 and its potential for any development other than landscaping and parking for
the Medical Centre located on the adjoining lot which | own. (Appendix 1). Some items are specifically referenced
below.

| provide a summary of the areas covered in this response as follows.

1.The scale of the building in relation to overall plot ratio

2.The scale of the building in relation to height, setbacks and number of storeys

3.The building, an office with residential dwelling above in relation to the Residential Design Codes Volume 1

4. The physical impact on the adjacent heritage property, 12 Silas Street

5. The amenity impact on the adjacent heritage property for patients and both clinical and administration staff.
6. The amenity impact for adjacent neighbours who surround the Frame Zone Precinct

of Town Centre Development proposed

7.Resource conservation in relation to past and future development of the Town

Centre.
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8. Green Policy issues in protecting the canopy provided by existing trees and Native Garden planting to
encourage a healthy ecosystem
9. Disability Access to the Town Centre Amenities
10. Excavating and Earthworks as they impact on integrity of adjacent heritage building
I now provide a detailed expansion on the items above having had access to the
following documents
e Town Planning Scheme 3 (TPS3)
* Town Centre Development Guidelines (currently draft ,TCDG)
¢ Residential Design Codes Volume 1 and 2 (RDC Vol 1 and 2)
| also draw your attention to the response to the draft Town Development Guidelines (Appendix 2) provided to
Council on 24th April 2023.
1.The scale of the building in relation to overall plot ratio LPS3 at Pt.5.8 provides the specific statutory
requirements for development in Commercial Zones, including the Town Centre. Most particularly, Cl.5.8.3
provides a maximum plot ratio in the Town Centre of 0.5:1. Where the subject site has an area of some 211m2
this provides for a building of no more than 105.5m2 as a right under the Scheme within the definition of building
area for plot ratio purposes.
This proposal has an overall building area of 608.87m2 and even with discretionary allowance, give a building
scale which is totally out of proportion to the size and odd shape of the site.
The actual building area to be considered is complicated and somewhat dependent on which document it is
referenced to as there are different requirements. Please refer to the accompanying submission prepared by
XXXX in this regard. In addition, inclusions in the building area such as stairwells and roof gardens as living areas
need assessment for their actual impacts, beyond formal inclusion in plot ratio calculations.
Cl.5.8.3 does allow for a plot ratio “as otherwise permitted by the local government”, effecting a variation to site
and development standards provided under Pt.5.6 of the Scheme, however CI.5.6.3 specifically limits any exercise
of discretion in this way where it states;
“the power conferred by this clause may only be exercised if the local government is satisfied that-

a) Approval of the proposed development would be appropriate having regard to the criteria set out in

clause 10.2; and
b) The non-compliance will not have an adverse effect upon the occupiers or users of the development,
the inhabitants of the locality, or the likely future development of the locality.”

Use of the terms “may only” and “will not” within the clause set an objectively high bar for Council in considering
adverse impacts and consequently “appropriate” proposed development.
With regard to (b), it is hard to see how any increased plot ratio could not have an adverse effect on the locality
and particularly the neighbouring premises in this very particular and unusual site arrangement.
The corner will become congested with sight lines undoubtedly compromising road safety. This will be due to
reduced visibility at this road junction entrance to what is hoped to be a vibrant Town Centre in the future.
In addition, this particular corner, due to its gradient, is prone to flooding in heavy rains.
The proposed building can exacerbate drainage issues. In heavy rains, there is the added concern that run off
from a 12metre concrete wall will dump a huge amount of water in the space between the proposed building and
the heritage property leading to potential major water damage issues there and excess onto the street itself.
Whilst the architectural design may have merit elsewhere, particularly where landscaping and road verge exists
alongside, on this block it is fundamentally flawed in its scale and visual impact.
2.The scale of the building in relation to height and number of storeys
The overall height of this building is 12.5 metres and annotated as four storeys.
Height and Storeys are referred to in detail in the previous submission responding to Town Centre Development
Guidelines draft (Appendix 2 Pages 3,4,5) with interrogation into the variation in method itself of assessing
building height. However, | note that this building, as a single residential dwelling with a home office should
anyway be assessed under RD code Vol 1 and not Vol. 2 in relation to building height.
In addition, this building has a proposed basement and a roof garden.
The intention of the Frame Zone Precinct, on which this land sits, was to have a mediating relationship with
surrounding lower scaled residential areas. In particular it is envisaged that a gradual reduction of scale of
building would be achieved from the centre of the town out to the residential areas, which makes clear sense.
Clearly, a four-storey building up to the footpath next to a heritage cottage frontage nestled beside it does not
achieve this. It then asks the question whether approval of poorly considered development proposals puts
pressure on neighbouring properties to develop upwards and forwards. This may not only be unaffordable but
also compromise heritage preservation within the town centre, as is the case with my premises.
If there is a loss of exposure afforded to the Medical Centre by its currently sensitively designed corner position,
its commercial value is also of very real concern.
| support the that currently the Frame Zone Precinct has considerable level of well-considered development
already contained within it at a generally medium / smaller scale.
| emphasise that this proposed building completely defies a desired outcome for a transition in scale. The
intention of the Town Centre Design Guidelines, as | understand it, is the greater scale of development in the
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Town Centre Core Zone to lesser scale in the Frame Zone Precinct and then harmoniously to transition
surrounding residential zones.

3. The building, a home office with residential dwelling above in relation to Design Codes Volume 1.

The development proposal is described as four storey mixed use. This is in fact not a multiple dwelling or more
importantly, mixed-use development under the statutory requirements, but rather a single dwelling with a home
office. The site is anomalous and at 211m2 far smaller than anything else in the Town Centre and therefore
precludes a multiple dwelling, which must have at least two dwellings on the lot set, over each other.

This building therefore needs to be assessed where the RD Codes Vol.1 apply and not Vol.2.

Advice was previously given verbally by a planning officer at the council which was then translated into the
written valuation report provided by Main Roads WA for sale of their land comprising lot 595 and was as follows;
“A ‘single’ house is not permitted in the Town Centre but a home office is. A development on the site as a two-
storey development may be able to have an office space below and an “additional use” of a residential above as
long as the residential use is related to the business operations on the ground floor”

The advice suggesting a “home office” approach as means to achieving a ‘de-facto’ single residence connected to
and above a commercial use seems illogical. The definition of “home office” necessarily appends it to a dwelling,
and not the other way round as a dwelling appended to an office, as the advice purports

As the adjacent landowner who was the obvious candidate for purchase of this land, | spent considerable time
and cost in negotiations with Main Roads WA. They provided me with what was an unrealistic inflated valuation
(in comparison to my independently obtained sworn valuation). Their valuation was based on verbal information
that the block could be developed on the scale of a building footprint of approximately 140m2 over two
levels(current proposal is conservatively 608.7 m2) where for my purpose and my valuation it could only be used
as landscaping and 4 car parking bays.

In fact, the only approved use for the site at the time of sale was parking for the Medical Centre, which does
question the advice provided by Council’s officers to Main Roads WA in relation to this sale. We responded with a
detailed submission regarding what could be properly considered as allowable development at that time,
however this appears to have been disregarded. Those concerns are now relevant to the permissibility or
otherwise of the present development application.

4. The physical impact on the adjacent heritage property, 12 Silas Street

| sensitively renovated and restored the building at 12 Silas Street in 1997 to protect its heritage. It was originally
a Workers Homes Board Residence constructed shortly after the First World War in 1922 for the War Service
Homes Commission.

On Sept 12th, 2012, the CEO of Town of East Fremantle wrote to me to say that the Town wanted to better reflect
the cultural heritage status of my property with inclusion not just on the Municipal Heritage Inventory but also
the Town’s Heritage List. A copy of that letter is attached (Appendix 3).

The proposed new building fails to provide a sensitive transition to the close proximity of this heritage property.
The worry for this particular impact is of the greatest concern. The fagade and parts of this proposed building will
be highly visible from the streetscape, dwarfing sites like mine on which the existing building is of smaller scale
and greater setback as discussed above. On the first page of the plans submitted the artist impression from the
street corner emphasizes that No. 12 Silas St will be invisible.

A community celebration of 101 years of the building and 30 years of the East Fremantle medical Centre is
planned for July 2023.

5. The amenity impact on the adjacent heritage property for patients and both clinical and administration staff.
The proposed building has a solid concrete wall up to 12.5m high with no setbacks immediately to the south of 12
Silas Street, shown dramatically in the south elevation in the drawings provided in the submission. No
consideration has been given to the impact of this proposed building on this lovely neighbouring property. This
concrete wall will block out all light to the front and side of the Silas St fagade of the medical centre building and
effectively “imprison” that building, dungeon style and the occupants within. There are windows on the medical
centre building which will be unable to access any light whatsoever.

In addition, as mentioned above, the heavy winter rains run off from a 12-metre wall into a small separation
between the two buildings will likely lead to water damage to the heritage property and associated
consequences to the Medical Centre’s daily operations with potential loss of power and services.

Whilst the rear of the medical centre will still have its light amenity intact, it is clear that there was no option to
build to the rear of this irregular triangle shape lot of 1.85metres width, particularly where the plot ratio has been
fully used up in the four-storey portion.

A sample of an ongoing petition from people in the neighbourhood and patients who attend the Medical Centre,
supporting these concerns is attached to this submission (Appendix 4), with the full completed petition provided
to Council prior to its consideration at its Planning Committee / Full Council meetings.

6. The amenity impact for adjacent neighbours who surround the Frame Zone Precinct of Town Centre
Development proposed

The proposed building does not conform to the principle to provide a sensitive transition to heritage properties
and residential properties of lesser density capacity. This is also discussed in detail above.
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The proposed building will impact greatly on the outlook and amenity of residents opposite, across Silas Street
and St. Peter’s Road.

The location of the bin store will also be intrusive to surrounding resident amenity. It is also of concern that the
proposed position of the bin storage access to the rear of the block will make collection extremely difficult and
bin vehicle stopping extremely dangerous.

7.Resource conservation in relation to past and future development of the Town Centre.

As stated in our previous submission referring to TCDG draft, (appendix 2) it is recognised that an increased scale
of development may be appropriate as a longer-term outcome, however the reality of an existing diverse urban
fabric in the Town Centre cannot be ignored. It would be wrong to assume all existing smaller buildings like mine
will or should simply disappear as a result of development pressure over time.

I have long admired that a hallmark of town planning control in the Town of East Fremantle has been to carefully
assess the impacts of development on neighbours and the protection of existing amenity, particularly including
heritage protection. The recent award for the Town of East Fremantle as Gold Waterwise Council also
demonstrates a recognition for conservation. It follows that protection of the amenity of existing buildings and
premises is essential in meeting “Resource Conservation”, specifically the need...”to encourage the reuse of
buildings (and) enable the retention and adaptive reuse of existing structures, where appropriate, to reduce the
consumption of additional building materials and the energy used to manufacture them.”

This building proposal does not relate respectfully with existing structures that are otherwise very adequate,
commercially viable and contributory to the built environment. Permitting this development will not assist
adjacent buildings’ appropriate ongoing use or encourage their retention and in particular preclude their
effective integration into a cohesive urban form.

East Fremantle Medical Centre buildings were designed to integrate all of the sensitivities in retaining the
heritage building and expanding the amenity for the community of a Primary Health Care hub whilst still
addressing the streetscape and the corner entrance to Silas St. Where considerable building infrastructure at a
generally smaller scale than that potentially allowed already exists and will likely continue to do so over the
longer term, this visual impact should be respected. This building proposal completely negates this.

8. Green Policy Issues in protecting the canopy provided by existing trees and Native Garden planting to
encourage a healthy ecosystem.

| understand that Japanese Pepper trees are not considered a species endorsed by the Town of East Fremantle.
However, this old mature tree which would be removed, provides essential canopy to the area. In cooler seasons
it also assists run off of rivers of water which have already been identified as a problem in heavy winter rains
where floods at the roundabout are an issue. | have managed and maintained this tree over many years, with the
cooperation of Council.

It is an environmental all season green credit for the neighbourhood and such a consideration should reasonably
override what species the tree is. Removal of trees tend to engender significant outcry in a community and | am
aware that there are two beautiful trees which exist on the block proposed for development.

9. Disability Access to the Town Centre Amenities

At the rear of the subject site, which was Pt. lots 595 and 620, | have provided for disability access to the Medical
Centre from my larger parking area behind the Medical Centre. In so doing there is also disability access to the
Town Centre itself and Silas St through the pathway provided, and a landscaped verge. Consideration for the
needs of people with disabilities is a priority and may be impacted by this proposed development where a three-
bin storage facility and separate letterbox is proposed to the rear part of the amalgamated lot, partially obscuring
the disability access presently provided.

10. Excavating and Earthworks as they impact on integrity of adjacent heritage

building

Whilst | make this point last in this submission, it probably is one of the scariest propositions in the building
application for me as an adjacent landowner. Land excavated for development effects the integrity of adjacent
buildings, in particular those built 101 years ago. White ant activity is activated (the heritage building is on
wooden footings and has previously suffered damage from adjacent building works, creating further potential
damage. In addition, the main structure of the building can be severely compromised.

This building proposal includes a large, excavated basement area located right up to the boundary, with likely
disruption to essential services such as water, electricity, gas and NBN cables which would greatly affect patient
care at East Fremantle Medical Centre.

Required neighbour permission to do this work which may well involve accessing and impacting directly my site
would be likely and quite reasonably withheld.

I note that potential access to 14 Silas St is limited and any work previously needed on the St Peters Road access,
even for a few hours to prune trees, involves early morning traffic management and road closures. The disruption
to the Town Centre is hard to comprehend if this block was allowed to be developed in anything like the manner
and scale proposed, including substantial excavation. Parking in the area is already at a premium and whilst small
vehicle may in the term find bays available, large construction vehicles and machinery would cause mayhem.
Simply assuming this can be somehow achieved after any planning approval would be naive and should form part
of any consideration of what is appropriate development for this site.
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As said previously the proposed building itself, in a different setting and on a larger block has thoughtful and
architecturally considered design features. On this particular block, | have tried to set out the reasons it should be
opposed and given suggestions for its continued use as a beautifully landscaped and publicly accessible area, with
some discreetly located parking.

I had previously thought that | would invite Council to consider that this would be an ideal site to erect to the
front on Silas Street a war memorial like the Fallen Soldiers Memorial in North Fremantle and conduct a
community service on Anzac Day.

In concluding this submission, | would like to once again reiterate the background to this lot (previously Pt. Lot
595) and my attachment to its preservation as land which should not be built on other than in sensitive and close
relation to the existing Medical Centre adjacent. Since 2004, the previous owner Main Roads WA gave me as
owner of the Medical Centre a lease so it could provide additional parking for staff and patients. All
improvements made on this land including a crossover and sensitive native garden planting were done at my
expense under East Fremantle Town Council guidance and approval. We have enjoyed an excellent relationship in
maintaining this amenity and | am grateful for this.

Under the same conditions, the Medical Centre would be willing to discuss releasing the land from the current
owner for parking. In that way it could be returned to its previously Council approved use. There may processes
in which this piece of land might be returned to original public ownership to become road verge or purchased by
the adjacent landowner for similar purpose. In such event, | would be very happy to discuss the mechanism of
these options further down the line with all parties. | emphasise again that the sale of this amalgamated land by
Main Roads WA, leading to the present development application was based in part on qualified advice from the
Planning Department at the Town of East Fremantle regarding its development potential.

| appreciate your time in considering the issues raised and expanded upon in this submission to oppose building
plans considered for Lot 350. | look forward to Council’s constructive response to this submission. Please feel free
to contact me on XXXX or by email at XXXX should you have any queries or wish to discuss these concerns
directly. Please also refer to the submission provided separately by XXXX on my behalf. | would also welcome a
meeting at any time prior to the matter being discussed at the proposed Planning Meeting in July or after,
however strongly feel the need to oppose this development application through all available avenues.

100

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this application.

The Clinical and Administration staff at East Fremantle Medical Centre are not supportive of this building
application.

The block adjacent to the medical centre was leased for many years from Main Roads to provide four additional
parking bays.

The owner of the premises where we work, was unsuccessful in negotiating to buy the block to keep it as parking
and landscaped road verge.

The scale of this building is extremely large for this small unusually shaped block and will impact on the carefully
designed building where we work, in particular blocking all light to the heritage building at the front.

There is both a physical impact and amenity impact long term.

Major construction and excavations would be needed to build on this site which has no areas for work vehicles to
park or traffic to be diverted if roads were closed to enable construction. Patients and Staff would be impacted.
East Fremantle Medical Centre staff value the canopy provided by the two major trees on this block. This
development involves loss of one of those trees.

Our hope is that the planning Committee and Council members will oppose building on this small unusual,
shaped block and will recommend it be returned to the parking amenity that they advised when the Medical
Centre was built.

(-]

| write to provide comment on the proposed development at 14 Silas Street, East Fremantle. | am both a resident
of East Fremantle and a patient of the medical practice at 12 Silas Street. The latter is an example of a long-
established community based medical practice and its heritage listing reflects the reasons why people live in East
Fremantle. Their expectations are for quiet roads and amenity and preservation of both the streetscape context
for buildings such as 12 Silas Street and a recognition of the architectural past.

The four-storey proposed building is quite out of keeping with what has occurred in that locality to date. It bulk
and scale is overwhelming and there must be significant doubt as to whether safe sightlines for traffic are
preserved with the lack of setbacks proposed in the development. Whilst Silas Street is largely given over to low
intensity commercial development (excepting what is on Canning Highway), this building will be located on a
small footprint on the corner facing residential development. The present tasteful mix of residential and
commercial reflects the low intensity expectations of residents. There can be no doubt but that a building such as
this will have a high amenity impact. | leave it to the planning officers to comment on overshadowing and privacy
aspects of the proposed development.

In addition, it is located in a low spot which must raise questions with regard to drainage. Twelve metre walls are
capable of creating substantial run-off and that is a consequence which will be suffered by the adjoining land
given the lack of setbacks in which drains may be located. At the very least the Town should be requiring
staggered setbacks at every storey to mitigate these effects.
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In short this is a building which should not be approved in its present format. Please accept this email as an
objection to the development.

10 I refer to the proposal to construct a four storey mixed use building (“Proposed Building”) at the property known

as 14 Silas Street, East Fremantle (“Subject Property”).

IPN objects to the proposal to construct the Proposed Building.

1. Scale of the Proposed Building

(a) Our IPN Premises, whose front fagade appears as only a single storey building, will be completely dwarfed
from both sides with an existing two storey building on one side and a three storey building (the Proposed
Building) on the other. Our medical centre will lose its exposure to passing traffic due to its much smaller size and
greater setback from the street compared to the existing two storey building and Proposed Building.

(b) The Proposed Building to be constructed is disproportionate and too large compared to the size of the lot
which is quite small. It is also inconsistent with the density of buildings already existing on this street. There is
limited benefit to the community of building a small mixed use building such as the one proposed, and as there is
other vacant land in the general vicinity of the Subject Property (across the other side of the roundabout), it does
not seem either necessary nor reasonable to build a building of this size and scale on such a small lot in a location
that is overlooking a busy roundabout and intersection. People come from afar to East Fremantle to enjoy the
greenery and spaciousness of the town centre, not to see another high density central business district.

2. Overshadowing

The two storey building located at 10 Silas Street, East Fremantle (directly adjacent to the IPN Premises) already
significantly overshadows the medical centre located at the IPN Premises.

IPN’s medical clinic currently enjoys a reasonable amount of natural light during business hours. If the Proposed
Building is constructed, during business hours IPN is not likely to have much, if any, sunlight or natural light. Our
medical centre will be almost wholly dependent on artificial lighting. This will be detrimental to the health of our
doctors, nurses and staff, who must work long hours without natural light as well as increase IPN’s energy
consumption and costs. Also, a fair number of patients with mental health issues who are affected by visiting
places without much natural lighting may avoid attending our clinic at the IPN Premises or have their issues
exacerbated each occasion they attend our clinic. General amenity of the IPN Premises is lost by the Proposed
Building.

3. Reduced tree coverage and greenery

There is a native garden and several large mature trees on the Subject Property of which the whole of the native
garden and at least one large old tree will need to be removed to enable the Proposed Building to be
constructed. This tree is slow-growing, graceful, its berries are attractive to native birds and an ideal shade tree
that does well in the climate of East Fremantle.

Our patients and staff currently enjoy the view, shade, greenery and birds that visit the tree canopies and native
garden. As urban heat islands grow across Australia, particularly of concern in the dry arid climate of Western
Australia, increasing tree coverage is of particular importance.

Approving the proposed development would be inconsistent with council tree management guidelines which
have been updated to take into account environmental concerns, particularly global warming. The proposed light
vegetation to be grown on the Proposed Building will not annul the negative environmental effects of removing
the existing large mature tree(s) and native garden shrubbery.

4. Overlooking/loss of privacy.

There is a balcony upstairs in the IPN Premises where there are four consulting rooms used by our doctors, staff
and patients. Due to size constraints of the Subject Property, one wall of the Proposed Building will be too close
to the balcony space blocking the currently enjoyable view of the outside tree canopy and street and replacing
this view with a solid brick wall.

5. Pedestrian safety:

The Proposed Building is too crowded on the lot and whilst the artist’s impression included in the plans
accompanying the proposed development shows there will still be a footpath, we draw your attention to the
following problems:

(a) There would be decreased visibility of pedestrians from motor vehicles using the roundabout and busy four-
way intersection due to the location of the Proposed Building having insufficient setback from the roundabout.
This affects the line of sight of pedestrians using the footpath adjacent to the roundabout and pedestrian
crossing in front of the Proposed Building. The chance of an accident occurring is increased because both the
medical centre and Proposed Building will have higher foot traffic (patients and customers) needing to use the
footpath compared to say, in front of 9 Silas Street — in other words, it is not a footpath that will seldom be used.
At present there are no visibility problems experienced by traffic turning onto Silas Street because there is no
building close to the roundabout and the native garden shrubbery is low with no effect on the line of sight of
passing motorists.

(b) It is reasonably foreseeable that the Proposed Building will encroach upon the pedestrian footpath facilities
such that a footpath of sufficient width will no longer be available after the

proposed immense 3-storey building has been constructed. A pedestrian footpath access that is too narrow
would be dangerous given there is a four-way intersection and roundabout at this intersection. Further, the
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pedestrian footpath should be made wider than a usual footpath, given the Proposed Building will have limited
setback from the roundabout.

(c) The proposed hanging vegetation to be grown on the Proposed Building will also reduce visibility of
pedestrians from motor vehicles using the roundabout and intersection.

(d) During the period of construction of the Proposed Building, there will be either no or limited parking available
for trucks, heavy vehicles and equipment required for excavation and construction of the Proposed Building. The
safety of our patients, staff and doctors who need to use the pedestrian crossing or footpath will be
compromised, made all the worse by the location of the Proposed Building being so close to the roundabout and
intersection.

6. Noise and disruption

(a) The noise emanating from construction of the Proposed Building, including but not limited to demolition
works, earthworks, drilling, hammering and concrete-breaking will affect the operations of our medical centre
and potentially the viability of our business for the period of the construction. Our doctors cannot see patients
when it is too noisy and have been known to refuse working at these times, or alternatively patients have
left/avoided the medical practice during periods of construction reducing income for our doctors and medical
centre. It is already quite difficult procuring doctors to service our medical practices in regional areas without the
added pressure on IPN of retaining doctors who want to leave because of noisy construction next door.

(b) There is always a disruption to essential services (water, electricity and internet cable connections) used by
neighbouring properties during construction works of the kind proposed. The limited benefit to the community of
construction of the Proposed Building is far outweighed by the temporary and permanent disruptions to the local
community, adjacent neighbouring properties and the IPN medical centre.

7. Limited on-street parking

(a) IPN is currently using the Subject Property for car parking for elderly, sick or disabled patients and was advised
when the medical centre was built that this property could be used for its current amenities. IPN would have
reconsidered its investment in this location had it known that a building of the size and scale as the Proposed
Building would eventually be constructed on the Subject Property removing IPN’s use of the additional car
parking spaces.

(b) There is currently limited on-street parking, so the reduction in car parking spaces is not a minor issue
particularly when there is limited parking in the general vicinity of the IPN Premises. Patients who are elderly, sick
or disabled will have additional competition from the occupants, customers and visitors of the Proposed Building.
(c) Further, there will be either no or limited parking available for trucks, heavy vehicles and equipment required
for excavation and construction of the Proposed Building. During the period of construction of the Proposed
Building, IPN’s staff patients and doctors will have difficulties finding car parking spaces when there is already
limited car parking available.

8. Streetscape

East Fremantle is known for its many heritage homes, gardens and streetscapes iconic to the area. Approval of
the proposal to construct the Proposed Building is inconsistent with Council’s planning policies for the overall
appearance of the suburb and level of building density usually applicable in the area.

We ask that Council refuse consent to the proposal to construct the Proposed Building. The facilities that are to
be provided by this new building are limited yet will cause considerable temporary and long-term disruption to
the community and our medical centre at a time when many regional areas, including East Fremantle are facing
doctor shortages and community access to general medical care.

The party with most to benefit from the development is the owner of the Subject Property and long after the
profits from the proposed development have been spent, the negative impacts of the construction of the
Proposed Building will still be felt by our medical centre, its doctors, staff and patients as well as other adjacent
properties and local community.

| object to the proposal. This development will be a blight on the aesthetic of the area.

My wife, XXXX is a GP that works at East Fremantle Medical Centre. | am an Architect. | am writing this letter to
express our concerns at the proposed development noted above.

Notwithstanding my in-principal support for any landowner to develop on their land, provided the development
conforms to planning controls and an appreciation of the architectural design intent of this proposal, it is my
opinion that the proposed redevelopment represents a gross overdevelopment of this lot. It is a development
that might be more appropriate in a highly urbanised area of Perth or in Tokyo for that matter. but not in this
location which is effectively a transitional zone from the East Fremantle Town Centre zone to single dwelling
residential areas further south.

In my view any development above 2 storeys is highly inappropriate in this location. This proposal has no regard
for contextual fit with the adjacent single level medical practice or other buildings opposite or adjacent,
diminishing the amenity of the area (noting that no contextual reference was included in the elevation drawings
submitted, as it would have highlighted this incompatibility).

The proposed basement is also high risk and in practice would likely be highly disruptive to construct, causing
significant disturbance to the adjacent medical practice. In fact close consideration of construction
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methodologies should be carefully considered at the planning stage given the highly constrained site and building
use adjacent. Modular prefabrication building strategies may be the only acceptable construction technique in
this location. This should be clarified at the planning stage for such a constrained site.

We trust that Planning officers will recommend refusal of this Development Application.

13 | Petition ( 453 signatories).
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Applicant and Officer Response to Submissions — Proposed Mixed Use Development - 14 (Lot 350) Silas Stret, East Fremantle

Concern
raised

Summary of
Concern

Applicant’s Response

Officer’s Response and Recommendation

Overshadowing

The proposed
development will
result in
excessive
overshadowing
to the adjoining
and surrounding
properties.

Submissions raised concern with the extent of shadow which
will be cast by the development. An overshadowing plan was
included in the architectural submission (refer Plan ‘A02’)
which depicts the extent of overshadowing at midday on 21
June. We note that the overshadowing plan shows the
maximum extent of shadow created, consistent with the
approach taken by the R-Codes.

As shown in the overshadowing diagram, the shadow cast by
the development predominantly impacts the adjacent road
reserve. The shadow extends south into No. 16 Silas Street,
however, the maximum shadow cast into the property is
10.7m?2 or 3.8% of lot area. It is noted that the permitted
overshadowing within the R20 density code (which applies to
16 Silas Street) is 25% of lot area. It is noted that the shadow is
cast over 16 Silas Street impacts the driveway, only and does
not impact any outdoor living areas or major openings. As
such, the shadowing cast by the development will not have
any meaningful or perceivable impact on the amenity of 16
Silas Street.

Notwithstanding the zoning of the Site and contemplated
development outcome within the Local Centre zone, the
proposed development is respective of the adjoining R20
properties located south and appropriately manages off-site
amenity impacts.

Further to the above, we note the request for additional
overshadowing diagrams 8:00am to 4:00pm on 21 June. It is
our view that the diagram provided within the Application is
sufficient to assess the Application consistent with the R-Codes
Volume 2.

Recommendation:

That the concerns raised in the submissions based on overshadowing and
loss of light be not upheld as the proposal complies with the Acceptable
Outcomes of Element 3.2 — Orientation of the R-Codes Vol. 2 in relation to
solar and daylight access.

The proposal complies with solar and daylight access requirements.
The proposed development creates minimal overshadowing to the
south as the properties to the south are separated from the subject site
by a 20m road reserve, therefore they are not impacted.
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Impact on Land
Value

The proposed
development will
depreciate land
values.

Potential impact to land value is not a relevant planning
consideration.

e  Agree that impact on land value is not a relevant planning
consideration.

Recommendation:
That the concerns raised in the submissions based on impact on land values
be not upheld as this is not relevant a planning consideration.

Land Use
Permissibility

The ‘Single
Residential’ land
use is an ‘X’ use
within the Town
Centre Zone and
is, therefore,
not permitted at
the Site.

The Application proposes a Mixed-Use building, comprising a
ground floor ‘Office’ and upper level ‘Multiple Dwelling’. In
accordance with the Zoning Table contained within the Town’s
Local Planning Scheme No. 3 (‘LPS 3’), ‘Office’ is identified as a
‘P’ (Permitted) use and Multiple Dwelling is identified as an ‘A’
(Advertising Required) use within the Town Centre zone. As
such, both uses are capable of approval at the Site.
Submissions were received which states that the proposed
multiple dwelling is appropriately defined as a ‘Single House’
and is, therefore, not permitted at the Site. Having regard to
the submissions received, we note that ‘Multiple Dwelling’ is
defined as follows (underlining for emphasis):
A dwelling in a group of more than one dwelling on a lot where
any part of the plot ratio area of a dwelling is vertically above
any part of the plot ratio area of any other but:
—  Does not include a grouped dwelling; and
— Includes any dwellings above the ground floor in a mixed-
use development.
As set out within the Application, the development comprises
a ground level commercial land use in conjunction with a
residential dwelling in a multiple dwelling configuration. The
dwelling proposed is contained within a mixed-use
development in a multiple dwelling configuration, and is,
therefore, appropriately defined as a ‘Multiple Dwelling’ for
the purpose of determining land use permissibility.
Accordingly, all land uses proposed by the Application are
capable of approval at the Site.

e  Submissions claiming that the proposed residential part of the mixed-
use development should be defined as a ‘Single Dwelling’ are not
supported. The Town'’s planning officers consider that the residential
component of the proposal is classified as ‘Multiple Dwelling’. This use
may be approved within the Town Centre Zone and the application has
been assessed accordingly.

Recommendation:

That the concerns raised in the submissions based on the residential
component of the application being defined as a “Single Dwelling” be not
upheld as it is considered to be defined as a “Multiple Dwelling” which is a
use that may be permitted within the Town Centre Zone under the
provisions of LPS 3.
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Height, Building
Form and Scale

Plot Ratio

Setbacks

The proposed
development
exceeds the
permitted height
and is of
excessive height
and scale.

The proposed
development
exceeds the
permitted plot
ratio.

Nil setbacks are
not consistent
with the
character of the
locality.

Concern was raised with the overall scale of the development,
particularly with respect to height, setbacks, and the resultant
plot ratio.

The scale of development contemplated for the Site is set out
within LPS 3 and the Town Centre Redevelopment Guidelines
Local Planning Policy (‘TCRG’). As set out within the planning
framework, LPS 3 contains the ‘nominal’ development
standards for the Town Centre zone, and the TCRG (recently
amended) provide guidance on the appropriate scale of
development within the Town Centre zone where discretion is
sought.

We have included at the table below an assessment of the
proposed development against of the nominal development
standards contained within LPS 3 and the development
standards of the TCRG:

Development LPS3 Provision TCRG Provision Pro

Standard

Building Height Walls: 8m Overall: 3 storeys | Ovg
Overall: 10.5m 10.1
(3 storeys) (3s

Plot Ratio 0.5:1 2.0:1 1.54

Setbacks Primary: Nil - Prin
Side: Nil Side

As demonstrated above, the proposed development is
consistent with the building height, setback and plot ratio
guidance contained within LPS 3 and the TCRG.

With respect to building height, we note that the Application
proposes a three (3) storey built form to a total height of
10.5m above Natural Ground Level. Minor projections above
the 10.5m height comprise stair overrun and a lightweight
pergola. The minor projections have a total height of 2.4m
above the roof level and have been set back from the Silas
Street and St Peter Road frontages so as to be screened from
the public realm, reducing perceived height.

Overall built form has been comprehensively articulated
through awnings, cascading landscaping, window elements

Council adopted the Town Centre Redevelopment Guidelines as a local
planning policy in order to encourage the evolution of the Town Centre
into a robust, vibrant, mixed-use urban village with enough residents,
jobs and services to sustain and meet the needs of the existing
community and future generations to come. This is to be used to guide
developers and Council (in decision making) when seeking variations to
LPS 3 for development within the Town Centre area.

The TCRGs also refer to some requirements of State Planning Policy 7.3
— Residential Design Codes Volume 2 — Apartments (R-Codes Vol. 2).
Therefore, the TCRGs together with parts of the R-Codes (Vol. 2) have
been used for the assessment of this planning application.

The TCRGs allow for a building height of three storeys in the Frame
Precinct (where at least 12m from a residential property). Neither the
TCDG nor LPS 3 define “storey”. Therefore, it is appropriate to use the
definition of storey as contained within the R-Codes Vol. 2.

This development proposal includes a building height of three storeys
(10.5m) for the main wall with a rooftop patio/vergola (overall
12.257m) and stair overrun (overall 12.6m).

A number of submissions state that the proposal is a four storey
building which exceeds the height requirements of the TCRGs. Based
on the definition of a storey under the R-Codes Vol. 2, a storey does
not include (amongst other things) the top of a floor that has no ceiling
above it (e.g., rooftop patio/vergola) and does not include the space
that contains only a lift shaft, stairway of meter room (e.g., stair
overrun).

Therefore, the applicant’s response that the proposal comprises of
three storeys is supported and the proposal has been assessed as a
three storey development accordingly.

The R-Codes Vol 2 provides indicative heights for development. It is
noted that the indicative height within the R-Codes Vol 2 is up to 12m
for 3 storeys and up to 15m for 4 storeys. However, a three storey
building assessed under the R-Codes Vol. 2 could be allowed up to 3m
higher (15m) if appropriately supported by the local planning
framework. In this instance, the proposal has a total height of 12.6m.
The rooftop structures are relatively minor in size and bulk and have
been set back to minimise view from Silas Street and St Peters Road. It
is also noted that the height of the rooftop patio/vergola is less than
the height of the stair overrun.
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raised Concern
and materiality, which work together to break up the extent of | ¢  The proposal fully complies with the plot ratio requirements of the
built form and perceived bulk. It is our view that the scale of TCRGs.
development proposed on a constrained development site e Thereis no set “building envelope” for this site. The proposal fully
within the East Fremantle town centre is appropriate, having complies with the setback requirements of the TCRGs.
regard to the planning framework, surrounding development, e  References made in some submissions to the R-Codes Vol 1
management of offsite impacts and the positive amenity requirements are incorrect as the development has been defined by
impact the development will have on the streetscape. Officers as a ‘multiple dwelling’ and the R-Codes Vol. 2 apply for some

requirements.

Recommendation:

e  That the concerns raised in the submissions based on height, scale and
plot ratio be not upheld as the proposal is considered to be a three
storey building and it complies with the Acceptable Outcomes of
Element 3: Building Form, Scale and Height of the TCRGs in this regard.

e  That the concerns relating to setbacks be not upheld as the proposal
complies with the requirements of LPS 3.

Density The proposal e No further comment. e  LPS 3 allows for a residential density in excess of R40 in the Town
exceeds Centre Zone where Council is satisfied that the design and mix of
permitted development will be consistent with the planning proposals contained
density. in the Local Planning Strategy and accord with any approved

development plan for the centre.

e  The Local Planning Strategy promotes a vision that the Town Centre
will evolve over time to become part of a neighbourhood activity
centre which accommodates further medium and high density mixed
use development to improve economic viability and is commensurate
with a small town centre.

e  The TCDG comprises of an approved development plan for the centre
and this supports multiple dwellings and grouped dwellings in the
Frame Precinct and small scale commercial uses incorporated as a
mixed use development. The TCRGs do not place an upper limit on
density in the Town Centre Zone.

e  One of the submissions states that the proposal has an effective
density of R50 relevant to the R-Codes Vol. 1. It is noted that the R-
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Codes Vol. 1 does not apply to this proposal, however notwithstanding
this, an argument relating to density has no relevance to this proposal.
Residential density does not apply to mixed-use development under
the R-Codes. In any event, the proposal comprises of a small mixed-use
development of one multiple dwelling above a commercial use. This
could not be described as excessive.

One of the submissions states that the proposal is inconsistent with the
density of existing buildings in the street. This is not supported as there
are numerous mixed-use developments and stand-alone higher density
residential developments within the Town Centre Zone.

Recommendation:
That the concerns raised in the submissions be not upheld as density is not a
consideration for mixed-use developments within the Town Centre Zone.

Privacy

Concerns about
overlooking.

. No further comment.

The proposed development achieves the minimum visual privacy
setback required under the R-Codes Vol 2. There is a distance of at
least 7.5m from all rooms facing both Silas Street and St Peters Road.
The roof top terrace does not achieve a 7.5m visual privacy setback
however, it has been designed to limit the ability to overlook the
neighbouring northern property as it is set back from the edge of the
building by approximately 1.7m. Design solutions such as an increased
setback are an acceptable means to satisfy this Element Objective of
the R-Codes Vol 2.

Recommendation:

That the concerns raised in the submissions based on overlooking and
privacy be not upheld as the proposal complies with the Acceptable
Outcomes of Element 3.5 — Visual Privacy of the R-Codes Vol. 2.

Character and
Heritage
Considerations

The proposed
development
does not respond
to the character
of the adjoining
development.

e With respect to the broader character and heritage of the
locality, materiality and finishes of the elevations have been
selected by the project architect having regard to the
prevailing built form present within the locality (i.e., timber
cladding and natural finished concrete).

e It also noted that the adjoining development at 12 Silas Street,
East Fremantle is not listed on the Town’s Municipal Heritage
Inventory nor recognised as a State Significant Place. As such,

The Medical Centre is not listed in the Town’s Heritage List or Local
Heritage Survey (LHS). The property was removed from the LHS as part
of a previous review completed by Council in 2014-2015 due to
intrusive alterations.

New development should consider both the existing and intended
future streetscape. The neighbouring property is not heritage listed and
there are multiple examples of more modern and contemporary
designs along Silas Street.
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result in a loss of
vegetation,
specifically trees
at the Site.

development has been consciously designed to minimise the
loss of significant vegetation whilst also achieving a high-
quality built form outcome which activates both street
frontages.

It is proposed to include 71m? of landscaping across the
development (including on-structure planting), as well as
prioritising the retention of an existing mature tree in the
eastern portion of the site.

As demonstrated within the landscaping plan prepared by
KDLA, extensive ground cover is also proposed to be planted
within the verge areas and cascading plants within the balcony
areas to soften the built form. In consideration of the
constrained lot shape and size, the proposed landscaping
concept appropriately respond to the locality and contributes
to the future character of the area.

Concern Summary of Applicant’s Response Officer’s Response and Recommendation
raised Concern
12 Silas Street, East Fremantle is capable of being developed to
a similar scale of to the proposed development and does not
represent a formal heritage consideration. Having regard to Recommendation:
the likely future character and amenity of the locality, the That the concerns raised in the submissions be not upheld as the adjoining
proposed development responds to the Town’s intended property at 12 Silas Street is not listed in the Town’s Heritage List or LHS.
character for the Town Centre Frame Precinct as established
within the TCRG.
Loss of The proposed The project team recognises the value of the existing e Two trees exist on the subject site. One tree is to be removed whilst
Vegetation development will vegetation to the streetscape, where the proposed the other is to be retained as part of the proposed development.

e  The Town does not have any formal controls over tree preservation on
private land.

e Alandscaping plan submitted with the proposal shows innovative
additional planting and greening and meets the acceptable outcomes
of the R-Codes Vol. 2.

Recommendation:

That the concerns raised in the submissions be not upheld as the proposal
complies with the Acceptable Outcomes of Element 3.3 — Tree Canopy and
Deep Soil Areas of the R-Codes Vol. 2, Element 9: Landscape and Public
Spaces of the TCRG; and LPS 3.

Sustainability

Concerns about
matters of
sustainability.

No further comment.

e  The proposed development will exceed the energy and water
sustainability requirements in the National Construction Code
according to information prepared by the applicant.

Recommendation:

That the concerns raised in the submissions be noted and that a condition
be imposed on any development approval to ensure that the development
complies with the requirements of Element 10: Resource Conservation of
the TCRG (as they apply in the R-Codes Vol. 2).

Pedestrian
Safety

The proposed
development will
encroach into the

A submission was received which commented on potential
impacts on pedestrian safety in respect of nil setbacks to the
primary and secondary streets. As shown on the architectural

e No change is proposed to the current footpath access adjacent to the
subject development.
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within the Town Centre to have a nil setback to street
frontages. A nil setback in the Town Centre context facilitates
increased passive surveillance, ground plane activation and
interaction between the private and public realm. The
architectural plans included a swept path analysis for the rear
parking area, which demonstrated that vehicles will enter and
exit the Site in forward gear. The design of vehicle parking,
combined with the activation of the Site at the ground and
upper levels provides for an improved pedestrian environment
within which safety is increased.

Concern Summary of Applicant’s Response Officer’s Response and Recommendation

raised Concern
pedestrian set (refer Plan ‘A02'), the development does not encroach into | e A footpath will still be in place after development and sufficient
footpath the pedestrian pathway adjoining the Site and does not sightlines are already in place in the area around the roundabout and
impacting present any potential impact to pedestrian movement. As intersection of Silas Street and St Peters Road.
pedestrian outlined above, the setback standards for the Site are specified | ¢  The vegetation in planter boxes of the proposed building will not
safety. by the Town’s planning framework which require development restrict driver sightlines.

e The proposal will result in the one less car bay than currently exists on
the site (3 instead of 4) therefore slightly reducing the number of
vehicle movements to and from the site. No changes are proposed in
the number of crossovers, parking, or footpath locations.

Recommendation:
That the concerns raised in the submissions be not upheld as the proposal
does not alter the position of the existing footpath access or sightlines.

Impact during
construction

The proposed
development will
create undue
impacts on the
adjoining
building and
there is

limited area for
heavy vehicles to
park during
construction.

A submission was received which commented on noise, earth
working and traffic management during construction. We
appreciate that construction activities need to be closely
managed to ensure that nuisance is minimised. We would
welcome a condition of planning approval which requires the
preparation of a Construction Management Plan (‘CMP’) prior
to the commencement of onsite works. The CMP will ensure
that construction activities at the Site are appropriately
managed to minimise the amenity impact on surrounding
landowners and occupiers, address relevant environmental
considerations, set out a clear communication pathway and
establish a complaints management proves throughout
construction.

e Noise during construction is controlled through the Environmental
Protection (Noise) Regulations 1997.

e The construction methodologies for the site are a matter for
consideration by the owner in accordance with the conditions of any
subsequent development approval and in accordance with the building
permit which is required to meet criteria set by the National
Construction Code.

e  The proposed development will not impact on the sightlines of vehicles
along Silas Street or St Peters Road.

e Aconstruction management plan will be required to be prepared as
part of the building permit application to ensure matters such as
contractor parking and materials storage is planned for prior to works
commencing on site.

e Adilapidation report of adjoining properties will be required to be
conducted by the applicant prior to works being undertaken.

e  The Medical Centre will continue to be able to operate during the
construction period.

Recommendation:

That the concerns raised in the submissions be noted and that a condition

be imposed on any development approval to submit:

e A Construction Management Plan for approval to address a number of
matters including noise; traffic management; parking management for
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Medical Centre
Parking

currently being
used for parking
by the Medical
Centre. The
proposed
development will
impact the
availability of
parking for
patients and
doctors.

Concern Summary of Applicant’s Response Officer’s Response and Recommendation

raised Concern
trade, contractors and visitors to the site; and bulk earthworks
operations.
A Dilapidation report for 12 and 16 Silas Street and external paved
areas.

Impact on The Site is A submission was received which commented that the use or Dealings with Main Roads in relation to the sale and development of 14

development of the Site for any purpose other than free-of-
charge vehicle parking for the medical centre is inappropriate.
We note that the Medical Centre site incorporates 11
dedicated vehicle parking bays accessible via May Street. We
are instructed that the use of the Site as overflow parking was
formalised by way of lease agreement between the Medical
Centre and the previous owner (Main Roads WA). The lease
agreement was terminated in June 2019, prior to the sale of
the Site from Main Roads WA to our Client. In that time, the
use of the Site for overflow vehicle parking associated with the
Medial Centre has been without approval of the landowner.
We reiterate that the northern landowner and operator of the
Medical Centre are aware the lease permitting the use of the
Site for overflow parking was terminated several years ago. In
our view, it is unconscionable for the northern landowner to
now submit that the Site should continue to be made available
for their exclusive use. As the Town is aware, it is incumbent
on the northern landowner to ensure that sufficient parking is
provided for the Medical Centre use.

We are of the view that it is not appropriate or consistent with
orderly and proper planning to frustrate the genuine
redevelopment aspirations of a landowner within the Town
Centre in favour of overflow parking for the benefit of an
adjoining landowner. In our view, the use of the Site for
overflow parking would be inconsistent with the Town’s
strategic planning framework and built form aspirations of the
Town Centre, representing a considerable lost opportunity for
the locality.

Recommendation:
That the concerns raised in the submissions be not upheld as the parking for
the adjoining Medical Centre use has no relevance to this application.

Silas Street are not relevant to this development application.

It is noted that the Medical Centre owner previously had a licence
agreement to lease the subject lot for car parking from Main Roads WA
and that owner was unsuccessful in negotiating to purchase the subject
land. Irrespective of ownership the proposed development application
is required to be assessed and considered by the Town and determined
by the Council.

The retention of this parking was not specified as a condition of
planning approval and parking on this land was considered as only one
option of meeting the required parking when Council granted approval
for extension of the medical centre. In fact, there is a condition of
planning approval which stipulates that only six consulting rooms (to
treat patients) can be in operation at any one time. This was to ensure
that the parking provided on-site met the requirements for the number
of consulting rooms.

The Town'’s records indicate that over the time the medical centre has
been in operation, the owner of the land has requested a reduction in
the parking requirements, so that additional consulting rooms, other
facilities and amenities could be developed on the site. The Town’s
records indicate that the medical centre operator was to be responsible
for addressing any future shortfall in on-site parking.

Parking for the Medical Centre has no relevance to this application. It is
also noted that there is public parking available along May Street, Silas
Street and in the car park to the rear of Richmond Quarter.

Waste
management

The bin store will
be intrusive to
amenity, will

No further comment.

The proposal complies with the Acceptable Outcomes of Element 4.17
— Waste Management of the R-Codes Vol. 2.
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building height,
bulk, removal of
vegetation and
amenity of the
medical centre.

Signatories
request Council
maintain the Site
as medical centre
parking and a
landscaped
amenity for the
community.

Concern Summary of Applicant’s Response Officer’s Response and Recommendation
raised Concern
impede access The proposal shows that rubbish bins will be stored in a location
and make screened from the street in accordance with the Acceptable Outcomes
collection of Element 11: Signage and Services of the TCRG.
dangerous. Bins are required to be located adjacent to the bin storage area on
collection days however, not on the footpath to ensure that pedestrian
access is maintained.
A Waste Management Plan will be required for this development.
Recommendation:
That the concerns raised in the submissions be not upheld as the proposal
complies with the Acceptable Outcomes of Element 4.17 — Waste
Management of the R-Codes Vol. 2 and Element 11: Signage and Services of
the TCRG regarding waste and bin storage and that a condition be imposed
on any development approval to submit a Waste Management Plan for
approval.
Petition Concerns e N/A. The petition was received by the Town following the close The action petitioned for, that Council maintain 14 Silas Street as
453 signatories | regarding of the advertising period. medical centre parking and a landscaped amenity for the community is

an outcome that is not within the power of the Council to bring into
effect. The subject land is not owned by the principal petitioner nor the
Town of East Fremantle therefore the Council cannot determine the
land be used for the purposes proposed in the petition.

Recommendation:
That the action requested in the petition be not upheld as Council does not
have the power to bring the proposed action into effect .
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Written deputations by and on behalf of adjoining owner as presented at Council
Meeting 15 August 2023

Thank you for the opportunity to speak to this over-development which has a
groundswell of opposition in the community.

The outcome | am seeking from council is twofold.

Primarily the opportunity to mediate with the applicant to reach a fair
compromise between no building at all versus a 5 level building.

Secondly. agreement as to whether this application will be assessed as a
multiple dwelling, otherwise needing a separate apartment on each level
under the Residential Design Codes which apply in Town Planning Scheme, or
as a single two-storey residence with an office or commercial premises at the
ground level.

| understand that discretion can be applied in both scenarios and the Town
Centre Strategy and Guidelines are also a consideration but we have been
assured in a council meeting two months ago that these do not override the
Local Planning Scheme.

I also understand that a single dwelling is not a permitted use under the
Scheme and would require a Scheme amendment before approval could be
given for this.

I am asking for common sense to prevail and that council will defer this subject
to acceptable modification and revised plans

As a very brief background, | opened East Fremantle Medical Centre in 1993
and will take some credit for the Town Centre subsequently becoming a
community medical hub of not just GPs but Physios, Dentists, Radiologists and
many other specialty health professicnals.

As mentioned in the Planners’ Report | have also done my fair share of building
development and was asked and required by East Fremantle at the time to
address the corner block as the entrance way to the Town Centre. | did so with
respect for my 101-year-old building being on the Municipal Heritage Register
(curiously it has now been removed without me being informed of such.) My
commitment to all the building | have ever done relied strongly on Architect
John Kirkness’ enormous creative talent and respect for the Scheme.

The planning report is cleverly written and hugely disappointing mainly in that
it indiscriminately chooses from whichever statutory controls or guidelines
might appear to support individual issues in the building submission.
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I will leave it to John to outline these in greater detail. He also has sensible
proposals to make it workable within the scheme

I understand the practicality that developers speak with a town planner prior to
a submission but believe strongly that the application should not then be
assessed by that same planner. It is not a level playing field and may be
interpreted as conflict of interest regarding fairness and transparency to other
ratepayers like myself, the 14 other submissions by those opposing this
development and the clearly expressed broader concern in the submitted
Petition.

Pictures tell a 1000 words and the proposed development streetscape images
attached which, incidentally were not the ones with the original submission,
have had the building proportions completely altered. | can understand how
people can look at these and say that it looks like an ok building.

The Medical Centre has been enlarged disproportionately behind the
diminished building at 14 Silas St. The separation between the two buildings is
vastly enlarged as an artist impression. In short, they are entirely misleading.

Also there is of course no image to represent the view looking down Silas St
towards St Peters Road This will be a solid 10.5 metre high concrete wall jutting
out to the road reserve. It could be a billboard advertising the Medical Centre!

| indicate my willingness to sit down with the applicant and architect and am
optimistic there are design modifications and compromises by all parties to
enable the right building on this small block utilising the appropriate volumes
envisaged and appropriately applied under the Scheme and related
documents. It is not this building.

In closing, my only regret is that | did not suggest to Main Roads that this land
be offered to the Town of East Fremantle. | believe they did this with other
small remnant parcels of land. That way it could have been retained as verge or
even, as | suggested in my submission, for a dedicated East Fremantle War
Memorial to be placed on the site.

Thank you for listening
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RESPONSE TO PLANNING OFFICERS’ REPORT:

DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION FOR “PROPOSED OFFICE WITH
RESIDENTIAL DWELLING ABOVE: 14 SILAS STREET, EAST
FREMANTLE”: CTP027/23

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the content and recommendations
contained in the above planning officers’ report.

It is very disappointing to have such limited time to respond to such a complex
and adversely impacting development proposal, with the cancellation of the
normal Planning Committee process and fast-tracking of the application directly
to the August Council meeting for consideration / determination. It is hard to
imagine an application more needing of detailed scrutiny at the Planning
Committee level, with the opportunity for constructive dialogue between Elected
Members and affected parties for which the Town is well known.

The following response is provided in good faith and intended to be constructive
in achieving a reasonable outcome that takes proper account of the highly
unigue nature of this site in the context of the full suite of statutory controls and
advisory guidelines, and not just those that might be seen to otherwise justify
this development proposal.

For brevity, bullet point form is used in the following response.

*

Generally

e The content and direction of the officers’ report reflected in the
recommendation for support of the application in its current form is
extremely disappointing.

¢« The report reads as more as a ‘justification’ for the application rather than
any sort of objective assessment, with virtually no discussion or
consideration of adverse amenity impacts.

« While large and partly referenced to the statutory matters raised our
submissions, the report fails to adequately address them, instead ‘cherry-
picking’ only those parts of the four layers of statutory controls that might be
seen to more easily support the application while ignoring those parts that
intentionally and reasonably constrain and control cver-development.

¢ The report summary and concluding general discussion clearly views the
proposed development as a high-quality architectural solution that reflects
the intent of the Town Center Design Guidelines (TCDGs) and therefore
Council’'s vision for the place.

e |t particularly views the application as justifiable in response to the generic
content of the TCDGs and that its discretionary variations relative to these
are small and therefore straightforward.

« This approach takes no account of the specific nature of this completely
unique site, particularly its small size, highly irregular shape and proximity
to much smaller scaled surrounding buildings. The highly generic TCDGs
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are clearly structured around regular shaped, larger sized lots without any
real constraints from the scale and form of adjacent premises.
Consequently, the planners’ report views the integration of this isolated and
tall proposed structure, with its massive north boundary wall into a unified
townscape as otherwise intended by the TCDGs appropriately dependent
on the redevelopment of No.12 Silas Street and specifically the front portion
of the East Fremantle Medical Center (EFMC).

This assumption is completely unacceptable, where that building has been
developed at very considerable expense and in full compliance with
Council's planning and heritage requirements over many years. It formsa
significant element in the present townscape and should not have its
ohgoing amenity simply ighored on an assumption of future redevelopment.
The provisions of LPS3 and the associated requirements of the Town
Planning and Development Regulations 2015 require that Council cannot
relax any development standards where these result in significant adverse
amenity impacts on neighbouring premises or the locality.

The strong and considered objections of the most affected neighbour
(EFMC) and other proximate commercial and residential premises clearly
demonstrate that these adverse impacts are very significant.

The clear implication in the officers’ report that these impacts are either
irrelevant or don't exist because of the generic content of the TCDGs
regarding possible future development is falsely based.

The necessary exercise of discretion by Elected Members to necessarily
vary development standards to allow this development rests primarily on
this consideration. Specifically, is the existing scale of surrounding
development, both immediately and more broadly across the greater ‘Frame
Precinct” of relevance where a necessarily isolated, large three / four-storey
building might tick some of the generic TCDGs boxes?

Statutory Controls

The site falls under the control of the Town's LPS3, also with reference to
the requirements of the RD Codes (Vol.1 or 2 depending on interpretation
of the proposed dwelling as either ‘single’ or ‘multiple’) and the TP&D
Regulations 2015. The TCDGs exist to provide guidance for the exercise
of discretion relative to these three controlling documents, however does
not constitute any sort of mandatory or deemed-to-comply development
standards.

Recent Council consideration of minor amendments to the TCDGs
highlighted these limitations and the need for comprehensive future
consideration of the content of the TCDGs, where they were developed well
before the RD Codes Vol.2 and contain clear inconsistencies with both that
State level planning control and LPS3.

It is of course acknowledged that the TCDGs have relevance in considering
the application, however their intent to provide a cohesive townscape,
generic form and clear shortcomings having regard to sites such as this one
must be taken into account when informing the exercise of discretion. We
believe this has not occurred in the planning officers’ report.
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All four layers of planning control contain both opportunities and constraints
for determining the scale and form of appropriate development. While
strongly supportive of the ‘opportunities’ for relatively large scales of
development contained in the statutory documents, the planning officers’
report pays scant if any attention to the matching ‘constraints’ that all four
statutory controls also contain.

Specific Concerns

The submitted application strongly relies on the 3D computer graphics
demonstrating the impact / appearance of the proposed building in the
street. These have been significantly distorted to show more acceptable
and reduced impacts on the EFMC and streetscape.

Specifically, in the Silas Street front view the EFMC is both inaccurately
drawn and greatly widened relative to the proposed development. The gap
between the two buildings is very greatly exaggerated relative to the image
of the proposed building. This separation is a major point of adverse impact
concern. The proportional scale of the proposed building in the surrounding
townscape is also significantly diminished.

The diagonal view across the intersection similarly enlarges the EFMC to
give the appearance of less obscured view lines.

The St Peter's Road side view significantly foreshortens the proposed
building (by approx. 20%), most particularly indicating an open view to the
middle and rear portions of the EFMC. This is highly misleading and again
of considerable significance.

Were the proposed building actually scaled as indicated in the 3D images,
the proposal might well be considered more acceptable; unfortunately, it is
not.

Real reduction in scale of the proposed development to more closely reflect
such apparent impacts would be highly appropriate. Amended graphics
that do show these real impacts should be prepared by the applicant to allow
an informed consideration of the application.

The proposal is assessed in the officers’ report as a ‘modest’ scale of
development, particularly regarding the apartment dwelling. With a floor
area (for plot ratio purposes) in excess of 300m2, it is absurd to consider
this as a modestly scaled apartment, particularly when the lot's small size,
irregular form and isolation is considered.

The inclusion of balconies and roof deck structures further increases the
real scale of the apartment.

The officers’ report discretely references the applicable plot ratio as 1.52:
1.0. Calculating the plot ratio having correct regard to RD Code definitions
indicates a building of some 382m2 for plot ratio purposes over a lot size of
211m2, creating an applicable plot ration of 1.81:1.0.

The report make no reference to the maximum plot ratio requirement of the
RD Codes Vol.2 for Mixed Use development in R100 zones (as for the
Frame Precinct under the TCDGs) of 1.3: 1.0. The proposed development
is vastly in excess of this allowance.
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The RD Codes Vol.2 are certainly not anti-development, however do contain
these real constraints to prevent overdevelopment.

The proposed development contains a massive blank boundary wall some
23.5m long with minimum height 10.5m wall to the north side of the Iot. This
is carried right forward to the front lot boundary and back past the leading
corner of the EFMC rear portion.

This proposed wall length requires significant variation of the RD Code
permitted 20m wall length. This is both inappropriate and unnecessary
where a blade wall extends 3m to the rear end of the building simply to effect
easy fire separation associated with rear walls and large east-facing picture
windows to the bedrooms in particular.

The boundary wall is well in excess of the wall height allowed under LPS3,
nevertheless happily taking the allowance for nil boundary walls to three lots
sides otherwise provided under the Scheme, without applying the
corresponding statutory height constraints.

The proposed boundary wall is also contrary to the requirement under the
RD Codes Vol.2 for boundary walls in R100 zones, to be strictly limited in
height to two storeys. The intent to protect the amenity of neighbouring
sites is clearly articulated in the RD Codes in this specific regard and is
obviously relevant in this case. The planning officers’ report makes no
reference to this statutory requirement.

In conjunction with a two-storey limit to the boundary wall, the third level of
the building should be necessarily setback in accordance with Code
requirements. This might reasonably equate with the setback to the roof
deck at the fourth level at 1.5m approx.

A boundary setback above the second storey would potentially allow a
‘green roof’ to this building portion that could soften the stark north wall as
seen from the EFMC and Town Center beyond.

The adverse impact of the north boundary wall could be further mitigated by
pulling back the proposed dwelling to a front setback line aligned to the
forward office portion of the EFMC (approx.2.6m). This would recognise
the reality of an established setback, minorly stepping back towards the
corner and open up the vista to the EFMC, also limiting the claustrophobic
impact of the boundary wall in the street.

The proposed ‘top-hat’ awning at the third level is very heavy and intrusive
beyond the boundaries of the lot, exacerbating adverse bulk and scale
impacts. Reference to this in the officers’ report as an awning over the
footpath for pedestrian amenity purposes is wholly inconsistent with the
intent of such structures under the TCDGs and RD Codes (clearly indicated
in diagrams contained within those documents).

The proposed roof structures to the dwelling are in excess of 20% of the
roof area and therefore are counted in measuring the height of the building
per the TCDGs (and effecting a ‘storey’ as a result). The report simply
references the RD Codes where these exclude roof structures, rather than
also addressing the requirements of the TCDGs.
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The planning officers’ report references the non-specific measurement of
storey heights contained in the RD Codes Vol.2 and it is acknowledged that
these can theoretically embrace storeys up to 5m in height (which the report
of course references). VWhere provision for three-storey development in the
‘Frame Precinct’ is contained in the TCDGs, it is appropriate to consider this
in terms of the envisaged scale of development under those Guidelines,
prepared well before the RD Codes Vol.2 and which are quite clearly for
approx. 3m storey heights per the diagrams contained in those Guidelines.
It is impossible to imagine how a 15 tall building could possibly achieve the
intent of mediating between the desired scale of the Town Center and
surrounding residential development. It would also be wholly inconsistent
with the existing ‘Frame Precinct’, already substantially constructed at
regular 2-2.5 storey height.

The discretions sought regarding height are substantial and not
inconsequential relative to a supposed 15m allowance as referenced in the
officers’ report.

The location of the large northern wall right on the lot boundary provides no
means to contain the significant amount of driven stormwater that would be
captured by the large boundary wall. This will be necessarily shed onto the
site of No.12, with the ground grouting necessary to effect the proposed full
length / depth basement further exacerbating adverse drainage impacts.
The historic stumped / limestone footing structure of the 101year old
heritage building at No12 will be likely significantly compromised.

In this context, any condition/s of planning consent requiring meaningful
capture and disposal of stormwater on the applicant’s site cannot be met
with a nil setback boundary wall and should be addressed at this point where
inherently problematic with the development as proposed.

The large and highly visible boundary wall, even with consideration of
mitigation measures described above will present a large blank face to the
EFMC at its frontage and to the Town Center as seen progressing down
Silas Street. There is no proposed means to deal with this visual obtrusion,
otherthan to wait for redevelopment of No.12 to a similar scale at some time
in the future, as implied in the planning officers’ report.

Proper consideration and conditioning of appropriate treatments / artwork to
the satisfaction of the Town and neighbour should be provided for, including
a significant $ amount to achieve a reasonable outcome in this regard.

The proposed development involves a single dwelling set over a commercial
portion. This does not constitute a ‘Multiple Dwelling’ under the RD Code
definitions, that specifically require more than one dwelling to be contained
on the site. This is relevant where a ‘Single Dwelling’ is an X’ use (ie not
permitted) LPS3 within the Town Center.

Otherwise allowing the development is not subject to exercise of discretion
(this would be an 'A’ or ‘D’ use) without the single residential use being
provided for as an “Additional Use” for this specific site under LPS3, with all
appropriate conditions and requiring a minor Scheme amendment before
any approval could be granted.
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This was the explicit advice previously provided in writing by the same
planning officers for the Town, in response to questions of possible
development by Main Roads WA and its valuers prior to disposal of the land.
Contrary to that previous advice, the current planning officers’ report has
‘cherry-picked’ one phrase within the Multiple Dwelling / Mixed Use
definitions, separated from their clear overriding multiple dwelling
requirement (consistent with the term ‘multiple) and implying that the
commercial unit at the ground level can somehow act in lieu of a requisite
second dwelling.

In this context the report argues that the development is permitted under
LPS3 as a single ‘multiple dwelling’. Moreover, this is used to justify the
development as “mixed use’, thereby applying the RD Codes Vol.2, rather
than the less permissive RD Codes Vol. 1 for single dwellings.

Desired Outcomes

Generally

In light of the range of inconsistencies and omissions presently contained in
the planning officers’ report, the application should be deferred to allow
further consideration of these matters and their consistent applicability
having regard to all the statutory controls and guidelines.

Further to these considerations, the application should be deferred to allow
the applicant to better consider the adverse impacts of the proposed
development and to reduce the scale of proposed development, better
reflecting the statutory and real constraints of the site.

Council staff to meaningfully liaise with the affected neighbour /
representatives regarding their concerns, in further consultation with the
applicant to seek common ground in progressing an acceptable form and
scale of development.

Further to the above, a revised application be considered through the Town
Planning Committee process and thereafter Council as appropriate or
required.

As part of this consideration, 3D graphic images of the amended
development be prepared that more accurately demonstrate the relationship
between the proposed development, its northern neighbour and the
townscape generally.

Specific Desigh Amendments

The proposed development to be generally reduced in scale to achieve a
building with a plot ratio more closely approaching the 1.3: 1.0 per RD Code
Vol.2 requirements, rather than the 1.8 : 1.0 presently proposed.

The northern boundary wall to be reduced to two-storey height in
accordance with the RD Code Vol.2 requirement, with the third storey set in
appropriately relative to this.

Page 84 of 101



Attachment -7

Written deputations by and on behalf of the Northern adjoining owner presented at the Council meeting on 15

August 2023

Consideration be given to the setting back of the front elevation of the
proposed development to align with the setback of the forward office portion
of the EFMC (2.5m).

The 3 m. length of boundary wall at the eastern end of the building to be
removed from the proposal, with alternative means to achieve Building Code
fire separation applied to the rear face of the building. This will likely include
the setting back of the rear-facing picture windows to the upper level
bedrooms away from the boundary line, with appropriate vertical screening
to prevent overlooking into EFMC consulting rooms.

The heavy ‘top hat' awning presently proposed to the upper level of the
building at the Silas Street frontage be removed and any alternative awning
structure being of lightweight construction and contained within the lot
boundaries.

The entire boundary wall structure be set back or alternatively dealt with to
provide for capture of stormwater hitting the proposed boundary wall surface
and otherwise discharging onto the neighbouring lot, to be disposed of on
the applicant’s own site in accordance with conditions.

Consideration be given to the real impact of groundwater run-off down the
hill to the north where captured by the full length basement boundary wall
(particularly in the context of extensive grouting to the ground under No.12
to effect excavation). Isthe proposed basement viable in this context?
Provision to be made for high quality artistic / material treatment of the
obtrusive north boundary wall where highly visible as approached down
Silas Street and from the front of the EFMC. This should be conditioned
and bonded as part of any approval, to the satisfaction of the Town, in
consultation with the significantly affected neighbour.

Consideration being given to the provision of a ‘green roof above the two-
storey boundary wall portion (as amended), to beautify the appearance of
the building in a sustainable way for the benefit of the neighbour and Town
Center generally.

Conclusions

The proposed development is clearly incongruous with the scale and form
of its surrounds, and would act as a stand-alone development, contrary to
the intent of the TCDGs to achieve unified streetscapes and a mediating
scale of development between the ‘Frame Precinct” and surrounding
residential areas.

The proposed scale of development is significantly inconsistent with the
substantially established development of the Frame Precinct.

The stated compatibility of the proposed development with the content of
the TCDGs and intended vision for the Town center would only be achieved
with redevelopment to similar scale on No.12 Silas Street adjacent. This is
not going to happen as a matter of course, where that site has been
thoroughly and sensitively developed through retention and adaptation of
the 101 year old building, fully in compliance with Council's requirements for
the site during its various stages of development, particularly having regard
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to its former heritage listing (now removed without any transparency or
consultation and contrary to previously received written Council advice).

e Reliance on future demolition (particularly where neither envisaged nor
desired) to effect harmonious Town Center development does not represent
orderly and proper planning. Neither does it respect the mandatory
protections for neighbour and townscape amenity built into the LPS3 and
TP&D Regulations 2015 with regard to variation of development standards.

e Notwithstanding the inherent difficulties in developing such an isolated,
comparatively small and irregular site, nor the unsatisfactory circumstances
leading to the previous sale of this site as a development lot, it is
acknowledged that a titled and zoned site presently exists.

e The relative ‘cleverness’ of the proposed development is also noted,
squeezing a very substantial building onto this site and which also has its
own architectural merits. Nevertheless, it relies on very substantial adverse
impacts to effect its building form and scale, with the price to be paid
primarily by the northern neighbour.

e |t is also acknowledged that the proposed development has been set
generally forward of the rear two-storey portion of the EFMC, and this
consideration is appreciated and acknowledged. It also results in the
retention of the magnificent ‘twnned’ ficus tree towards the rear of the site.

e Conversely, an alternative design approach extending a lower building back
in front of the EFMC rear portion would only exacerbate significant adverse
impacts. The present plot ratio effectively precludes such approach in any
combination with a three-storey structure to the front portion of the subject
lot, which can be supported subject to design amendment.

e \While it would clearly be most desirable to see the land retained as
landscaped open space at the entrance to the town center (as it has
effectively operated for nearly 40 years), the above proposals to consider a
reasonable reduction in scale of proposed development are provided in
good faith. They remain generous having regard to the whole suite of
statutory controls and guidelines applicable to this site and could still effect
a dwelling of very considerable scale and arguably improved amenity and
appearance.

e An open and consultative approach to further development and
consideration of an amended design proposal may assist the achievement
of a quality proposal more acceptable to all parties.

John W. Kirkness
B.A.(Hist.), B.Arch.

for

Dr. Hilary Fine;
Owner, 12 Silas Street

14" August, 2023
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17 October 2023

Chief Executive Officer

Town of East Fremantle

135 Canning Highway

EAST FREMANTLE WA 6158

Sent Via Email: jbannerman@eastfremantle.wa.gov.au

Attention: James Bannerman - Town Planner
Dear James,

Additional Justification
Lot 350 (No. 14) Silas Street, East Fremantle

Lateral Planning acts on behalf of the owner of Lot 350 (No. 14) Silas Street, East Fremantle
('Site’) with respect to an Application for Development Approval which seeks approved for a
three-storey mixed use development at the Site (DA Ref: DA P027/23) (‘Application’).

As you are aware, the Application was presented at the Town's Ordinary Council Meeting
('OCM) on 15 August 2023. At the 15 August 2023 OCM, Council resolved to defer to the
consideration of the item to allow for further engagement with the community, with particular
emphasis on the northern neighbour.

In response to submissions made by the northern neighbour to the Council, amended
Development Application plans were lodged with the Town on 21 August 2023. The
amendments are summarised below:

¢ Removal of the 3.1m nib wall at the north-eastern portion of the development across all 3
levels; and
* Identification of the portion of the northem boundary wall to incorporate public art.

In addition to amendments already made, a meeting was coordinated with Dr Hilary Fine (the
northern neighbour) and Mr John Kirkness on 30 August to discuss the development and their
concerns with the design. Meeting minutes are attached for reference (see Attachment 1 — 30
August 2023 Meeting Minutes).

Lateral Planning  lateralplanning.com.au 44 King Street Page 1
0400411 114 adrian@lateralplanning.com.au Perth WA 6000 0262 20231006 L ad.docx
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The core of the discussion with the northern neighbour centred on the minimum design changes
which would need to be made to secure their ‘reluctant acceptance’ of the development of the
Site. We have summarised below the minimum design amendments which were expressed as
non-negotiable:

1. A minimum 2.5m setback to Silas Street;

2. Aminimum 1.5m setback to the 3" storey of the northern boundary, to be provided with
cascading landscaping;

3. Acirca 0.3m setback to the common boundary at the ground level; and
4.  Aredesign of the concrete awning to the 3“ level.

In response to the above, the Applicant, Architect and consultant team has thoroughly
investigated the northern neighbours requests, particularly with respect to the impact of:

¢ the overall development on the Town Centre;

¢ the development in respect of Town's Local Planning Scheme No. 3 and Local Planning
Policy 3.1.3 - Town Centre Design Guidelines, which applies to the Site and the northern
site;

¢ the internal amenity of the residential apartment; and

e construction methodology and cost of construction.

Noting the design requirements of the northern neighbours and the Town's strategic planning
framework, we are collectively of the view that the amendments required by the northern
neighbour undermine the Town Centre, significantly impact the development of an already
constrained lot and do not facilitate desirable development outcomes. Below is our
consideration of the design amendments required by the northern neighbour.

Amended Setbacks to Silas Street and Northern Boundary

Noting the irregular lot shape and constrained lot area, incorporating 2.5m setback to Silas Street
and approximately 0.3m at ground level and 1.5m to the 3 storey from the northern boundary
significantly impacts the usable area of the development. Attachment 2 to this correspondence
provides a copy of the floor plans demonstrating the impact of the changes on development.
The impact of the additional setbacks which are not contemplated or encouraged by the
planning framework is especially pronounced on the ground floor office. Increased setbacks
significantly impact of the size, useability, and attractiveness of the commercial tenancy to a
tenant.

In this regard, the consequences of the requested amendments are summarised below:

e 10.81m?, or 22% reduction to the commercial tenancy at ground floor; and.
e 48.61m?, or 16.5% reduction to the floor area residential apartment, including significant
impacts on the internal layout, circulation spaces and floor plans.

Page 2
0262 20231006 L ad.docx
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The impacts to the commercial tenancy significantly affect the net leasable area, compromising
the commercial viability and overarching intent of the mixed-use nature of the development and
zoning of the Site. Similarly, the resultant impact to the residential apartment notably disrupts
the configuration of the kitchen and dining spaces.

The proposed setbacks are consistent with the development standards within the Town’s Local
Planning Scheme No. 3 and Town Centre Redevelopment Guidelines. That is, the nil setbacks
are facilitate the development outcomes encouraged by the Town'’s planning framework and are
fundamental to delivering the overall design intent established within the Town Centre
Redevelopment Guidelines.

Impacts on Construction Methodology

The proposed development has been architecturally designed, having been informed by civil and
structural engineers early in the design phase. The northern boundary wall is proposed to be
constructed using pre-cast concrete, being an efficient, clean and non-disruptive method of
construction.

Reducing the setbacks to the upper floors create construction complexities for pre-cast concrete,
including increased slab depths, transom slabs and reduced ceiling cavities, which, in turn, affects
the ability to install HVAC services. The alternative is traditional brickwork or Architectural
Framing Systems (‘AFS’), both of which will increase construction time and disruption to
neighbours.

Stormwater Management

The proposed northern setback is consistent with the standard approach for walls located on a
boundary, and is sufficient for managing runoff within the Site. Prior to finalising the
development plans, structural and hydraulic advice was provided which confirmed that the
location of the boundary wall suitably manage stormwater generation.

Notwithstanding, the Applicant is willing to accept a condition of planning approval which
requires a stormwater management plan being submitted to and approve by the Town prior to a
building permit being issued.

Reduced Bulk of Awning

The concrete awning is a well-considered and integrated component of the development,
playing a crucial role in the overall architectural concept and aesthetic of the project. The solid
structure of the awning wrapping around the Silas Street frontage contributes to “bookending”
the Town Centre with a high-quality architectural feature. The development outcome proposed
for the Site is consistent with the objectives of the Town Centre Redevelopment Guidelines in
establishing an attractive street experience. Altering the awning to a lightweight structure
compromises the intended architectural integrity of the development and reduces the design
quality demonstrated in the current concept.

Not only does the awning serve a critical purpose in architectural design, the awning serves
practical purposes (i.e. shade and protection from the elements) for residents and visitors. A
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lightweight structure would compromise the functionality of the awning, further impacting the
well-being of occupants and the usability of the balcony.

Summary

In response to the submissions of the northern neighbour at the August Council meeting, our
Client is willing to amend the design to remove of the nib wall and look to treat the northern
fagade of the boundary wall. These amendments and the requested amendments from the
adjoining landowner were carefully considered, balancing the needs of the development, the
Town's planning framewerk and practical construction considerations.

The removal of the nib wall reduces the length of the boundary wall from 24m to 20.9m,
representing a 13% reduction in the total wall length. This amendment significantly reduces the
perceived bulk and scale from the northern property.

As set out within the attached Meeting Minutes, the adjoining landowner has consistently
expressed an interest in purchasing the Site. Our Client is concerned that the neighbour’s
objections may reflect their own commercial interests in the Site, not the quality or amenity
outcome delivered by the development proposal.

We trust that this correspondence provides additional clarity regarding the ‘non-negotiable’
amendments requested by the northern neighbour and addresses the comments made during
the consultation process.

Should you require any further information or clarification in relation to this matter, please contact
Adrian Dhue on 0400 411 114,

Yours fa ithfu“y,

L A
Il

Adrian Dhue

Lateral Planning
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Attachment 1
Meeting Minutes —~ 30 August 2023
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Meeting Minutes
Subject: 14 Silas Street, East Fremantle Date: 30 August 2023
Location:  East Fremantle Medical Centre Time: 9:30am — 10:45am
12 Silas Street, East Fremantle
Attendees: Daniel Hollingworth (DH) Job Ref: 0262

Adrian Dhue (AD)
Dr Hilary Fine (HF)
John Kirkness (JK)

* Allparties agree the purpose of the meeting is to discuss the key concerns with the
proposed development at 14 Silas Street, East Fremantle and its impact on the adjoining
property 12 Silas St, to present to the Architect / Landowner.

¢ DHdiscussed the history of the Development Application and previous concepts presented
to the Town of East Fremantle Planning Staff. Previous concepts included two (2) storeys
building with entire site coverage which were not supported by the Town's Planning
Department.

*  DH confirmed Lateral Planning's engagement with the project, being post-lodgement and in
response to the Request for Additional Information following public advertising.

*  HF gave a background to the Main Roads sale of the land. HF provided DH with a copy of a
2020 letter relating to this and explained her serious concerns about the process of the land
sale which both herself and IPN/Sonic Health (current tenants) legal team have discussed.
HF noted the inconsistent approach to disposal of surplus MRWA land and impact of Council
officer advice re potential development in pushing up price land offered to her.

*  HF confirmed that there is still a willingness to negotiate to purchase 14 Silas Street, East
Fremantle.

*  HF explained the Heritage Listing of 12 Silas St and the unresolved unauthorised removal of
such and is of the view it may still prove an issue with the application.

*  DH confirmed that as an administrative action, amended plans were lodged with the Town
on 22 August 2023 to address the Town's request. The amended plans removed the 3.0m
nib wall and indicated an area for public art on the boundary wall, Necessary alterations for
window positioning to be compliant and not overlooking consulting rooms were discussed.

*  DH confirmed that the item has been removed from the 5 September 2023 Town Planning
Committee Meeting agenda and is presently scheduled for consideration at the 19
September 2023 Council Meeting. JK and HF strongly support any amended design going
through normal Planning Committee process rather than straight to Council.

Lateral Planning lateralplanning.com.au 44 King Street Page 1
0400 411 114 adrian@lateralplanning.com.au  Perth WA 6000 0262 20230904 ad MM V3.docx
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HF and JK discussed key issues with the proposal, primarily being the bulk and scale of the

development and its significant impact on the amenity of the Medical Centre.

HF and JK expressed issues regarding the land use and building permissibility, particularly in

relation to either Vol 1 or 2 of the Scheme or the Town Planning Redevelopment Guidelines.

JK acknowledged similarity of single or multiple dwelling form, however any beneficial

discretion to allow de-facto single dwelling should be balanced with concessions regarding

bulk and setbacks.

There was robust discussion regarding plot ratio calculations (e.g. inclusion vs exclusion of

stairwells). It was agreed that there are different considerations if this was assessed as a

single apartment dwelling (applicant's preference) vs two smaller apartment dwellings which

are the intentions of Town Centre Redevelopment Guidelines.

1. It was acknowledged that the consideration of one (1) single apartment or two (2)
apartments would have no impact on bulk and scale.

2. JKexpressed position that the proposal is not a multiple dwelling nor therefore a ‘Mixed
Use’ Development.

DH noted that Lateral Planning has ratified the approach to land use with the Town,

concluding that the use is capable of approval. JK noted this contradicted earlier Council

Officer advice regarding permissible land use, noting this advice related to a different site

and project that DH and AD are not aware of.

The key issues and requested amendments were discussed at length. A summary of the

relevant built form elements is provided below:

1. Provide a 2.5m setback to the Silas Street frontage. The purpose of this request is to
create a continuous street frontage that would be consistent with the EFMC setback, to
remain stepping back from the adjacent northern premises towards the street corner and
remainder of the street. JK believes this amendment will have minimal impact on NLA of
commercial tenancy. All parties agree the building cannot entirely be shifted east due to
impact on vehicle access.

2. Provide a 1.5m setback on the 3" storey from the common boundary, with cascading
landscaping incorporated from the upper alfresco and also to the strip of roof above the
second level. The purpose of this request is to “step in” the building, providing
increased natural light to the adjacent consulting rooms, reduce the bulk of the building
and ‘soften’ the boundary wall. JK and HF preference would favour a 1.5 metre setback
for all storeys and cascading landscaping but at the very least the 3% storey with a graded
set back with the lower storeys.

3. Provide a minimum ~0.3m setback to the common boundary as one of the potential
means of managing significant anticipated stormwater generated on the Site between the
two buildings. JK explained that stormwater drainage on the slope of Silas St has been
an extensive issue for the corner and roundabout area and council have tried several
solutions. JK confirmed onus is on the Applicant to maintain all stormwater onsite.

- DH reaffirmed that this is an item which is ordinarily dealt with a Building License
stage, managed by way of condition imposed on planning approval. Lateral to
engage with Client on whether this has been explored and revert to HF and JK.
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4. Reduce the bulk of the concrete awning on the 3 level through investigating a more
lightweight structure / form due to perceived impact on streetscape and the Medical
Centre. JK acknowledged need for effective west sun protection and contribution of an
awning to articulation of the building facade.

DH confirmed the above key issues would be presented to the Applicant and Architect, and

thoroughly interrogated prior to lodging amended plans.

Itis noted that any decision is to be made by Council. JK expressed his position and

experience as a previous council member in that it is unlikely Council would support the 3-

storey boundary wall based on reducing impacts (i.e. building bulk and natural light).

Subject to the requested amendments being made to their satisfaction, HF and JK will not

raise further concerns with or object to the amended design when presented to Council.

1. HKand JK will need to consider extent / effectiveness of proposed amendments and any
alternative amendments.

HF and JK also confirmed that if the requested amendments are not made, HF and JK would

not be supportive of the proposal and will continue to contact Councillors and explore other

avenues and object to the proposal.

All parties agreed to keep dialogue open following this meeting.

Should you require any further information or clarification in relation to this matter, please contact
Adrian Dhue on 0400 411 114,

Yours faithfully,
3 N
D/.)(\_(_'J -
Adrian Dhue DrHilary Fine Mr John Kirkness
Lateral Planning Owner 12 Silas St Architect and Consultant

13)q[23
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Attachment 2

Floor Plan Impacts
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TOWN

EAST FREMANTLE

Community Engagement Checklist

Development Application P027/23 —14 Silas Street

Objective of Engagement

Neighbour Consultation

Lead Officer:

Regulatory Services

Stakeholders
Stakeholders to be Aged O Ratepayers (all / targeted) O
Considered Businesses O Residents (all / targeted)
Children (School / Playground) O Service Providers O
Please highlight those to be Community Groups O Unemployed O
targeted during engagement - —
Disabled People O Visitors O
Environmental O Volunteers O
Families O Workers O
Govt. Bodies O Youth O
Indigenous O O
Neighbouring LGs O O
Staff to be notified: Office of the CEO O Councillors O
Corporate Services O Consultants O
Development Services Od O
Operational (Parks/Works) O O

Community Engagement Plan

Methods Responsible Date Due Reference / Notes

1.1 E News O Communications Click or tap to enter a date. O Click or tap here to enter text.
1.2 Email Notification O Relevant Officer Click or tap to enter a date. O Click or tap here to enter text.
1.3 Website 0 Communications Click or tap to enter a date. O Click or tap here to enter text.
1.4 Facebook [0 Communications Click or tap to enter a date. O Click or tap here to enter text.
1.5 Advert — Newspaper O Communications Click or tap to enter a date. O Click or tap here to enter text.
1.6 Fact Sheet O Communications Click or tap to enter a date. O Click or tap here to enter text.
1.7 Media Rel/Interview [0 Communications Click or tap to enter a date. O Click or tap here to enter text.
2.1 Information Stalls O Relevant Officer Click or tap to enter a date. O Click or tap here to enter text.
2.2 Public Meeting/Forum O Executive Direction Click or tap to enter a date. O Click or tap here to enter text.
2.3 Survey/Questionnaire O Relevant Officer Click or tap to enter a date. O Click or tap here to enter text.
3.1 Focus Groups O Executive Direction Click or tap to enter a date. O Click or tap here to enter text.
3.2 Referendum/Ballot O Executive Direction Click or tap to enter a date. O Click or tap here to enter text.
3.3 Workshop O Relevant Officer Click or tap to enter a date. O Click or tap here to enter text.
4.1 Council Committee O Executive Direction Click or tap to enter a date. O Click or tap here to enter text.
4.2 Working Group O Executive Direction Click or tap to enter a date. O Click or tap here to enter text.
*Statutory Consultation Relevant Officer 15/05/2023 XI Advertised to 39 surrounding properties
#Heritage Consultation O Regulatory Services Click or tap to enter a date. O Click or tap here to enter text.
AMail Out (note: timelines) O Communications Click or tap to enter a date. O Click or tap here to enter text.

O Click or tap to enter a date. O Click or tap here to enter text.

O Click or tap to enter a date. [ Click or tap here to enter text.

Evaluation
Summary of... Date Due Completed / Attached
Feedback / Results/ Outcomes / Recommendations 15/05/2023
Outcomes Shared
Methods Responsible Date Due Reference / Notes

E-Newsletter O Communications Click or tap to enter a date. O Click or tap here to enter text.
Email Notification O Relevant Officer Click or tap to enter a date. O Click or tap here to enter text.
Website O Communications Click or tap to enter a date. O Click or tap here to enter text.
Facebook O Communications Click or tap to enter a date. O Click or tap here to enter text.
Media Release O Communications Click or tap to enter a date. O Click or tap here to enter text.
Advert — Newspaper 0 Communications Click or tap to enter a date. O Click or tap here to enter text.

O

O

Notes
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MATTERS BEHIND CLOSED DOORS

Nil

CLOSURE OF MEETING
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