TOWN OF
EAST FREMANTLE

AGENDA

Council Meeting
Tuesday, 17 April 2018 at 6.30pm

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) is 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 two (2) 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 public, 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 fifteen (15) minutes.

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

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

4, Questions will be limited to three (3) per person.

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

6. 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 question 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 Council will be held on Tuesday, 17 April 2018 in the Council Chamber, 135
Canning Highway East Fremantle commencing at 6.30pm and your attendance is requested.

/

i
[/
Ay
GAR‘<( TUFFIN
Chief Executive Officer

AGENDA
1. OFFICIAL OPENING
2. ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF COUNTRY

“On behalf of the Council | would like to acknowledge the Nyoongar people as the traditional
custodians of the land on which this meeting is taking place.”

3. RECORD OF ATTENDANCE

3.1 Attendance

3.2 Apologies

3.3 Approved Leave of Absence

4, DISCLOSURES OF INTEREST

4.1 Financial

4.2 Proximity

4.3 Impartiality

5. PUBLIC QUESTION TIME

5.1 Responses to previous questions from members of the public taken on notice
Nil.

5.2 Public Question Time

6. PRESENTATIONS/DEPUTATIONS

6.1 Presentations

6.2 Deputations

7. APPLICATIONS FOR LEAVE OF ABSENCE
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8.1

10.

CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING

Ordinary Meeting of Council (20 March 2018)

8.1 OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

That the minutes of the Ordinary meeting of Council held on Tuesday, 20 March 2018 be
confirmed as a true and correct record of proceedings.

ANNOUNCEMENTS BY THE PRESIDING MEMBER

UNRESOLVED BUSINESS FROM PREVIOUS MEETINGS
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11. REPORTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF COMMITTEES

11.1 Town Planning Committee Meeting (3 April 2018)

File ref C/MTP1

Prepared by Andrew Malone, Executive Manager Regulatory Services
Meeting Date: 17 April 2018

Voting requirements Simple Majority

Documents tabled Nil

Attachments 1. Town Planning Committee Minutes

Purpose

To submit the minutes and delegated decisions of the Town Planning & Building Committee for receipt by
Council.

Executive Summary
The Committee, at its meeting on 3 April 2018, exercised its delegation in all five statutory matters before
it.

There is no further action other than to receive the minutes, including delegated decisions, of that meeting.

Consultation
Town Planning Committee.

Statutory Environment
Nil.

Policy Implications
Nil.

Financial Implications
Nil.

Strategic Implications
Nil.

Site Inspection
Not applicable.

Comment
The unconfirmed minutes of the Town Planning Committee meeting are now presented to Council to be
received.

11.1 OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

That the unconfirmed Minutes of the Town Planning Committee Meeting held on 3 April 2018 be
received.







MINUTES

Town Planning Committee
Tuesday, 3 April 2018 at 6.34pm

Disclaimer

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

Whilst the Committee 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 Committee decision. No person should rely on the decisions made by the Committee until formal advice of the Committee
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 the Committee, or any advice or information provided by a member or officer, or the content of any
discussion occurring, during the course of the Committee meeting.

Copyright

The Town wishes to advise that any plans or documents contained within these Minutes 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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MINUTES OF THE ORDINARY MEETING OF THE TOWN PLANNING COMMITTEE HELD AT THE EAST
FREMANTLE TOWN HALL, 135 CANNING HIGHWAY, EAST FREMANTLE ON TUESDAY 3 APRIL 2018.

1. DECLARATION OF OPENING OF MEETING/ANNOUNCEMENTS OF VISITORS

Presiding member opened the meeting at 6.34pm and welcomed members of the gallery.

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. RECORD OF ATTENDANCE
3.1 Attendance

The following members were in attendance:

Cr C Collinson Presiding Member
Mayor J O’Neill

Cr J Harrington

Cr M McPhail

Cr D Nardi

Cr T Natale

Cr A White

The following staff were in attendance:
Mr A Malone Executive.Manager Regulatory Services
Ms J May Minute Secretary

There were seven members of the public in the gallery.

3.2 Apologies
Nil.

3.3 Leave of Absence
Nil.

4. MEMORANDUM OF OUTSTANDING BUSINESS
Nil.

5. DISCLOSURES OF INTEREST
5.1 Financial
Nil.

5.2  Proximity
Nil.
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5.3 Impartiality
5.3.1 Cr White — Item 11.5 Fortescue Street No 63
As a consequence of the applicant for this project being a relative, there may be a perception that
my impartiality on the matter may be affected. | declare that | will consider this matter on its
merits in terms of the benefit to the Town and vote accordingly.
6. PUBLIC QUESTION TIME
6.1 Responses to previous questions from members of the public taken on notice
Nil.
6.2 Public Question Time
Nil.
7. PRESENTATIONS/DEPUTATIONS
7.1 Presentations
Nil.
7.2 Deputations
Nil.
8. CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING
8.1 Town Planning and Building Committee (6:March 2018)
8.1 OFFICER RECOMMENDATION
Moved Cr M McPhail, seconded.Cr Natale
That the minutes of/ the Town Planning and Building Committee meeting held on
Tuesday 6 March 2018 be confirmed as a true and correct record of proceedings.
(CARRIED UNANIMOQUSLY)
9. ANNOUNCEMENTS BY THE PRESIDING MEMBER

Nil.
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10. REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

10.1 Community Design Advisory Committee

Prepared by: Andrew Malone Executive Manager Regulatory Services
Supervised by: Gary Tuffin, Chief Executive Officer

Authority/Discretion: Town Planning & Building Committee

Attachments: 1. Minutes of the Community Design Advisory Committee

meeting held on 26 March 2018

PURPOSE
To submit the minutes of the Community Design Advisory Committee meeting.held in4March for receipt
by the Town Planning & Building Committee.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Committee, at its meeting held on 26 March 2018, provided comment on planning applications
listed for consideration at the March Town Planning Committee meeting and other applications to be
considered in the future. Comments relating to applications.have been replicated and addressed in the
individual reports.

There is no further action other than to receive the minute.

10.1 OFFICER RECOMMENDATION/COMMITTEE RESOLUTION TP010418
Moved Cr White, seconded Cr Harrington

That the Minutes of the Community Design Advisory Committee meeting held on 26 March 2018 be
received.

(CARRIED UNANIMOQOUSLY)
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11. REPORTS OF OFFICERS (COMMITTEE DELEGATION)
11.1 Staton Road No. 73B (Lot 303) — Construction of Three Level Dwelling on Vacant Land

Applicant Private Horizons Planning Solutions

Owner K F MacDonald

File ref P/STA73B; P083/17

Prepared by Christine Catchpole, Planning Officer

Supervised by Andrew Malone, Executive Manager Regulatory Services
Voting requirements Simple Majority

Meeting date 20 March 2018

Documents tabled Nil

Attachments Nil.

Purpose

This report considers a planning application for the construction of a three level single dwelling on
vacant land at No. 73B (Lot 303) Staton Road, East Fremantle.

Executive Summary
The following issues are relevant to the determination of this application:

e Street setback: less than the required 7.5 metres.and 6.5 metres (incursions);

e Lot boundary setbacks: reduced setbacks to the rear, northern and southern boundary;

e Open space: less than the required 55%;

e Building height: external wall height exceeds 5.6 metres and top of pitch of roof exceeds 8.1
metres;

e Site works: excavation and fill greater than 500mm;

e Retaining walls: greater than 500mm.and within 1 metre of the rear and side lot boundaries;

e Visual privacy setback: less than required for various habitable rooms and balcony;

e Solar access: exceeds 25% permitted;

e Roof pitch: lessithan the required 28°; and

e Front fence: marginally exceeds overall permitted height of 1.8 metres.

It is considered the above variations can be supported subject to conditions of planning approval being
imposed to address theradjoining owner submissions where appropriate and residential amenity.

Background

The 450m? freehold lot to be developed has been vacant since 2005 and was created with a frontage to
Staton Road:" The subject lot was subdivided from two larger parent lots. The subdivision also
comprised survey strata lots which have driveway access and a frontage to Preston Point Road. At the
time of subdivision reciprocal rights of carriageway (driveway access) were registered on the Title of 56
Preston Point Road benefitting and allowing the owners of 73A and 73B Staton Road to access the rear
of those lots from Preston Point Road. The survey strata lot fronting 56 Preston Point Road was later
developed with three two storey grouped dwellings. These lots use the same driveway to access their
garages. The application is proposing vehicular access from Preston Point Road to basement parking
and only pedestrian access from Staton Road. The lot has no remaining vegetation.

The site slopes away from Staton Road and there is an approximately 3 metre level difference between
the eastern and western lot boundaries. This fall of the land will enable the lot to be excavated for
basement parking at the western end of the lot. Within the rear setback a vehicle reversing area will be

10
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located under a concrete deck which will cover and mostly enclose this reversing area. The basement
level will also contain a storage room, lift, gym, kitchenette, bathroom, toilet and large storeroom.

The ground level accessed from Staton Road will comprise two bedrooms, a theatre room, bathrooms,
laundry, study and large storeroom. This level will also contain a pool and patio on the northern side of
the lot and an artificially grassed area over the top of the vehicle reversing area. The third level will
contain another bedroom and ensuite bathroom with the kitchen, living, dining and balcony areas
positioned at the western end of the lot to gain access to views.

Consultation

Advertising

The application was advertised twice to those surrounding land owners considered impacted. The first
round of advertising involved letters to land owners. This comment period résulted in four'submissions
being received which objected to the building height, boundary setbacks‘and listed impacts on privacy
as a concern. Amended plans were prepared in response to the submissions and were subsequently
advertised by letter to surrounding land owners inviting comment. Five (5).submissions were received
after the amended plans were advertised. The submissions have, been summarised below and the
applicant’s response has been provided in italics following each submission. An Officer response is also
provided.

Submission 1

e “Request maximum set back from the boundary on all sides of the building to allow for light
and airflow.

e Only to maximum height as my views, (south and southwest) will be considerably impacted
and | am concerned with any portion of the proposed building that is over height and in
excess of height restrictions.

e QOverlooking balcony and windows = prefer open (glass) not block out screening to maximise
airflow on hot days and limit view obstructions.

e The balcony and lounge room window boundary setbacks to comply within maximum
boundary limits.

o My views will.be considerably blocked so | am objecting to any part of the building that is
over maximum heightlimit.”

Response from Applicant

o Air flow between the existing dwellings and the proposed dwelling is considered to be acceptable.
Although the proposed dwelling seeks some minor side setback variations from the northern and
southern boundaries, the resulting combined setbacks between the existing dwellings and proposed
dwelling ensures more than ample separation for light and ventilation.

Momentarily excluding the proposed parapet wall on the southern boundary, the separation
between buildings at the mid floor level varies from a minimum of 3.0m for the majority of the wall
length, to 4.5m where the stair well light wells correspond opposite each other.

The northern boundary enjoys even greater building separation with the minimum distance between
dwellings being 3.9m at their closest, increasing to 4.5m then separating to 8.4m at the pool
courtyard. These separations arguably provide substantial light and ventilation.
Furthermore, the location of the proposed dwelling is atop of a hill which affords generous breezes
and winds direct from the ocean without impedance. Given the lots are orientated East West,
exposure to the prevailing winds of the west coast and the ‘Fremantle Doctor’ ensures excellent
natural ventilation to the subject site and adjoining dwellings.

11



MINUTES OF TOWN PLANNING COMMITTEE

TOWN OF L&z
MEETING TUESDAY, 3 APRIL 2018 SIARSE T T et Q §

With regards to provision of natural light, the adjoining northern dwellings will not be affected by
the reduced side setback due to the sun trajectory from the north. The adjoining southern dwelling
will experience some loss of direct natural light in the mid-winter months, but as there are no north
facing windows in the northern wall of the adjoining southern dwelling’s ground floor, other than
the non-habitable stairwell, the reduction of direct sunlight will have negligible impact on the
adjoining southern dwelling. The upper floor open balconies will not experience any loss of natural
sunlight.

e The building height is compliant. The chimney does exceed the building height, but this is considered
to be an architectural feature, and consists of minimal visual bulk. The adjoining southern dwelling
has similar architectural features which like the proposed dwelling, enhances the visual aesthetics
and design of the dwelling and poses no loss of views for surrounding properties.

o We are happy to maintain the balcony ends open to ensure maximum aif flow and minimal visual
blockage.

e A setback variation is proposed to the lounge room of the third level. The proposed setback is not
dissimilar to the existing northern side setback of the adjoining ‘southern.dwelling in the same
positioning. The intent of the reduced side setback is primarilyfor the following reasons:

- The design of the dwelling is an English Manor / _Federationistyle design with a bull nose
verandah, limestone walls, decorative balustrade‘and tin roofing. Such a design requires all
floors to be located directly upon one another for building:symmetry.

— The primarily internal and external living area of the dwelling is the third level lounge room and
family room. Given this is the main private entertaining and living area, this area requires
greater living space, and has thus proposedthe northern side setback variation to provide the
required space.

— The proposed width of the dwelling is toxmaximise available river views which is why the subject
lot was purchased by the current owneriin the first place.

The proposed northern setback, as:mentioned in previous comments above, will have no impact on
the access to natural light and ventilation for the adjoining northern dwellings. The combined
setback between the two buildings ensures this. There will be some building bulk impact, but this is
unavoidable in any respect givenithe subject lot has been vacant for so long. Any construction of any
dwelling on this lot will have this impact on the adjoining properties regardless of the proposed
setbacks. Being.usedto a clear and open view will be impeded by any proposed development. Given
the extent of amendments already made to this proposal to significantly reduce the building height
and the extent of side setbacks, the current proposal is considered to be suitable for the locality, lot
size, maintenance of surrounding dwellings existing views, and is consistent with the character and
building bulk of the area.

e The proposed amended plans have ensured building height is now compliant. Any further reduction
in height:will require the deletion of the entire third level of the proposed dwelling. Given the
building height is now compliant, we do not propose or endorse any further reduction in building
height. We understand adjoining neighbours will lose some of their views, however as they have
been afforded the luxury of overlooking a vacant lot for several years, this luxury was always going
to be temporary until such a time the lot was developed.

Officer’s Response

The applicant’s response is considered reasonable in regard to building setbacks and in the main the
reduced setbacks are supported. Building height is compliant in respect to the portion of the building
that is at natural ground level. Views will be obstructed with development of the vacant lot, however,
two storey development is permitted in this Precinct and under the R-Code provisions. It is noted that
views will be lost for the upper level apartment to the north simply because the new dwelling comprises
three levels and views would be lost with any development greater than single storey.

12
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The applicant has provided some relative levels of surrounding dwellings to assist in the assessment of
impacts on views. Apartment windows on the property to the north are positioned approximately
midway along the length of the proposed dwelling so a considerable section of the view corridor to the
south and south west will be blocked because a large portion of the building will be positioned further
westward of the windows. The sill height of the apartment windows is level with the guttering of the
proposed dwelling so the view remaining will be over the proposed roof (i.e. a further 1.0 to 1.5 metres
in height). The view corridor, more directly to the west, will remain but it will also be over the roof tops
of the grouped dwellings on the lot fronting Preston Point Road and between dwellings. In summary,
loss of views is unavoidable if anything other than a single storey dwelling is to be constructed.

It is noted that the construction of the visual privacy screens on balconies and windows:would further
impede views so at the request of the submitter screens will not be recommended to be installed as a
condition of planning approval.

Submission 2

e “Concerns regarding a one car driveway. Up to eight (8) cars in use potentially increasing
congestion, noise and disruption.

e Small turning circle on the driveway and this coupled with morevehicles will place extra
pressure on an already confined area as there is no parking on nearby Preston Point Road.

e Another concern is the earth works and construction as the'propoesed dwelling is of a
significant size and its impact on the structure of our home and land.

e The property and garage opens onto the driveway and the increased traffic in the driveway
will have a greater impact on the ability (of owners, family and visitors) to navigate to and
from the residence.

e Subdivision seemingly takes priority over the.well-being of ratepayers affected by these
changes.

e Alternate access plan with access to.the proposed dwelling via Staton Road encouraged.”

Response from Applicant

1. The subdivision was designed and approved with the intent that multiple dwellings would be
utilising the shared access way. The basis for this intent was to assist the streetscape of Staton
Road to consistof attractive dwelling facades, and not dominated by garages and vehicles. We
believe this intent has been successful.

2. The subdivision turning circle design has assumedly been designed and approved in accordance with
Australian_Standards. Restricting the location of a dwelling’s garage based on an approved and
established subdivision is not acceptable.

3. Earthworks are a necessary element of any construction. All reasonable care will be taken to ensure
minimal disruption and inconvenience to surrounding neighbours. If there are concerns with
potential structural damage to adjoining dwellings, it is suggested the owners of the dwellings
engage independent engineers to undertake dilapidation assessments of their homes to record any
potential damage that might result from the unavoidable earthworks.

4. The garage is setback 7.189m from the rear boundary of the subject lot, and incorporates a
substantial reversing area to ensure all vehicles exiting the site are in a forward motion. This will
ensure excellent sight lines of approaching vehicles are maintained. Providing no vehicles are
parked in the shared access way, there will be no issue with the subject site utilising the right of way
for the movement of their private vehicles, or the navigation and movement of the vehicles visiting
or residing at the other dwellings that utilise the right of way.

5. The subdivision has been approved and established. The proposed dwelling is simply utilising its
right to use the right of way in accordance with the approved subdivision design and intent.

13
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6. The rear right of way is the preferred access due to it being the low point of the subject site, and it
eliminates the garage facade within the Staton Road streetscape.

Officer Response

The applicant’s response is considered reasonable and adequately addresses the issues raised by the
submitter. A legal right to use the driveway of 56 Preston Point Road exists and this was the intention
of the subdivision. Manoeuverability of vehicles within the proposed reversing area will be difficult but
achievable and it is preferred that the vehicles enter Preston Point Road in a forward direction. The
other matters regarding construction are addressed at Building Permit and construction phase by the
builder.

Submission 3

e “Concerned regarding the protection of views.

e Existing owners entitled to protections offered in Local Planning Schemeand the R-Codes.

e Owner requests assurances that the development complies with the height and setback
stipulations in the aforementioned documents with no variations to ensure<fairness and
consistency across the immediate locality.”

Response from Applicant

1. Views have been protected so far as they are able to bewhilst building within the prescribed
maximum building height. Substantial modifications’have been made to the existing design to
ensure the maximum building height is not exceeded, and that existing views are maintained as
best as possible within the building height limits.

2. Noted: Owners alike, inclusive of the developing landowner and existing landowner are both offered
protections within the Local Planning Scheme.and R-Codes. Specific reference should be made to
which part of the proposal the affected landowner is referring to.

3. Asstated in the previous two submissioniresponses, building height is compliant.
Officer Response

The applicant’s response is considered reasonable and addresses the issue raised by the submitter
adequately. The applicant has provided some relative levels of surrounding dwellings to assist in the
assessment of impactson views. »The levels provided are discussed in more detail in the ‘Statutory
Assessment’ section of the report, however, in summary the levels provided indicate that views from
the properties on the other side of Staton Road will be available over the roof of the proposed dwelling
from a raised verandah (6 Fraser Street) and the second level of a new dwelling (70 Staton Road).

Submission 4

o “Zero setback for the south eastern part of the development - repeated concern from original
submission (Requests 1.5m). Objects to building’s non-compliance with minimum setback
requirements.

e West facing window of Bedroom 1 - overlooks directly into habitable rooms on both levels.
e Requests a shifting back of the building further from the boundary line.”

Response from Applicant

1. The proposed southern parapet wall for bedroom 1 will have minimal impact on the adjoining
southern dwelling. The parapet wall will be built behind the existing limestone boundary wall which
will provide visual relief through setback and texture articulation. The parapet wall will largely be
adjacent to the blank northern wall of the adjoining southern dwelling thus creating no impact on
an adjoining room or outdoor habitable area.

The wall will be in part, adjacent to the front verandah of the southern dwelling. We do not believe
the proposed parapet will have any detrimental impact on the verandah as it is considered to be a
symmetry design feature of the dwelling’s facade. The front verandah is not used as a habitable
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outdoor living area, as all the outdoor living area is utilised at the rear of the dwelling on the
balconies overlooking the river.

The proposed parapet wall is in line with the existing ground floor and upper floor front setback of
the adjoining southern dwelling and will therefore have no impact on the streetscape either.

2. The west facing window in bedroom 1 is approximately 8.5m from the nearest habitable room
window of the adjoining southern dwelling. Noted the window does overlook the northern side
boundary of the adjoining southern lot, however as this northern side consists of minimum side
setbacks, a blank north facing wall and comprises of no outdoor habitable area, the northern side of
this dwelling is considered to have the lesser need for visual privacy protection. The subject window
has been proposed in this position to make the most of river glimpses available between the two
dwellings.

3. The proposed 1.52m southern side setback is considered to be a minor variation. As stated in
response to submission 1 above, the proposed southern side setbackoes not hamper nor restrict
natural light and ventilation to the adjoining southern dwelling. The proposed dwelling is merely
seeking a setback identical to the northern side setback of the adjoining sodthern dwelling. The
impact and visual bulk created by the proposed dwelling..compared to the existing adjoining
southern dwelling is also near identical.

Officer Response

The applicant’s response is not considered to address the concernsiof.the submitter with respect to the
nil setback proposed and the overlooking concerns.” Conditions are recommended in regard to the
setback for bedroom 1 being increased to comply with the R-Codes and the visual privacy screening of
the bedroom window to comply with R-Code«equirements.»This is discussed further in the ‘Statutory
Assessment’ section of the report. It should be noted it may not be necessary for the screening
condition to be applied if the window is removed to achieve compliance with the required setback
under the R-Codes.

Submission 5

“With regards to the proposed three level development at the subject site, we would like to object to the
height of the dwelling proposed due to adverse impacts to our uninterrupted views of significance which
we have enjoyed oversthe years.nWe' believe that the proposal is not consistent with the existing
streetscape and height alignment of dwellings and will detract from the amenity of the neighbourhood.
We would like to shote that there have been previous proposals for the site of similar nature that has
been refused by the Town.”

Response from Applicant

1. The proposed.dwelling, whilst partially obstructing the views of the adjacent neighbour on the
eastern side of Staton Road, is within the maximum prescribed building height stipulated by the
Town of East Fremantle and the R-Codes.

2. Building height was reduced to appease the neighbours initial concerns and objections. Building is
now compliant with height.

3. The initial proposed building height was substantially higher than the current revised proposal. The
current modified version will still afford substantial views over their rooftop for the objecting
neighbour, whilst not exceeding the maximum building height on the subject site.

4. The adjacent eastern neighbour are on an elevated site with an elevated building, ensuring
significant views will still be achieved. Please see attached photo demonstrating the height
advantage the adjacent eastern dwelling has over the subject site.

5. With further reference to the attached photo, the adjacent neighbour have complained about the
loss of their views, yet they have installed substantially block out blinds along the full length of their
western elevation which obscures their entire view.
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6. The adjacent eastern neighbour has been fortunate enough to enjoy substantial views over the
subject vacant lot for an extended period of time, to the point they have become accustomed to
such ongoing views. However the owner of the adjacent lot has always been aware that the subject
site would eventually be redeveloped, and redeveloped in such a way to maximise the views
available to the owner of the subject site.

7. The adjacent eastern neighbour had the opportunity to purchase the subject and impose a height
covenant on the site the ensure their views were always maintained. The objecting neighbour did
not utilise this opportunity.

8.  Whilst the objecting neighbour is correct in their statement that the proposed dwelling is 3 storey,
in effect, the Staton Road frontage is that of a single storey dwelling only, and a'very modest single
storey dwelling at that. We bring your attention to the attached elevation pldns that clearly show a
single storey Staton Road frontage which increases to a split level dwelling half way down the lot.
Even at this point where the building height increases, the impact on the eastern neighbour is only
very marginal as a shallow low pitched roof rises slightly above the roofpitch of the front single
storey portion. This clearly demonstrates the most minimal of view,impact for any development
proposed on the subject site.

9. The owner of the subject site could have built substantially. higher at the Staton Rd frontage,
impacted the adjoining eastern neighbour’s view significantly, and. still complied with the maximum
building height. This configuration has not been proposed as we are aware of the neighbour’s views
and have done all we have been able to do to ensure the majority of their view is maintained and
uninterrupted.

10. Their argument of streetscape is without founding. As the attached streetscape elevation
successfully demonstrates the existing.streetscape design, height and architecture is maintained
without fault. Furthermore, the proposed.dwelling is to be constructed in classic East Fremantle
style of limestone and Federationvinfluences. Much in the same style as that of the home of the
objecting neighbour across the road.

Officer Response

The applicant’s response is considered reasonable and addresses the issue raised by the submitter
adequately. The proposalis’ consistent with the Staton Road streetscape and in effect presents as a
single storey development fromathis perspective. The Town has no record of any other development
application for development of this lot being considered. The previous house was demolished c2005.

The applicant has provided'some relative levels of surrounding dwellings to assist in the assessment of
impacts on views.=The levels provided are further discussed in the ‘Statutory Assessment’ section of the
report, however, in summary the levels provided indicate that views from the properties on the other
side of Staton Road will be available over the roof of the proposed dwelling from a raised verandah (6
Fraser Street) and the second level of a new dwelling (70 Staton Road).

Community Design Advisory Committee (CDAC)
This application was considered by the CDAC at its meeting on 4 September 2017. The Committee’s
comments were recorded as follows:

Terms of reference:

(a) The overall built form merits;

e The committee considers the proposal has limited built form merit and that it has poor internal
design. In particular relating to solar access and overlooking by adjoining neighbours.

e There is insufficient material and lack of detail on the plans, particularly relating to the
elevations and front fence, which should be designed to comply with Council’s Fencing Policy.
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(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

(f)

The quality of architectural design including its impact upon the heritage significance of the place
and its relationship to adjoining development;

e No comment.
The relationship with and impact on the broader public realm and streetscape;
e The overall streetscape is consistent with the overall character of the area.

The impact on the character of the precinct, including its impact upon heritage structures,
significant natural features and landmarks;

¢ No comment.

The extent to which the proposal is designed to be resource efficient, climatically»appropriate,
responsive to climate change and a contribution to environmental sustainability;

o No comment.

The demonstration of other qualities of best practice urban design<including “Crime Prevention”
Through Environmental Design performance, protection of important view corridors and lively civic
places.

o No comment.

The applicant’s response is as follows:

Thank you for your feedback re the construction,of the'dwelling at 73B Staton Road East
Fremantle which when completed will be ourchome.. The brief for the design and layout of
the house was to be ‘Traditional Old WorldCharm’ and true to the heritage of the area. It is
to incorporate comfortable, modern, convenient living. We were very conscious that the
design of the home be completely as ease with the neighbourhood and the community style
in general. Traditional homes are.not pretentious and are completely at ease in most
communities especially East Fremantle.

Solar access was a consideration when designing the house. The design has incorporated
easements on each side of the house, north and south, which enable either neighbour’s
properties solar accessuThis was a_consideration not only for the neighbours but also for us.
Each neighbouring property. is of considerable height and therefore has the potential to
restrict the solar access on our house. These properties do not have any easements for solar
access.

A true passiversolar designed home is unsustainable due to the amount of overshadowing
by the neighbouring dwellings unbroken bulk and height, we have designed with this in
mind forthe best possible outcome for the neighbouring dwellings and also our house.

The layout/of the house is a traditional layout having a long passage with rooms off the
passagerand opening up to a larger family/living area. This is reminiscent for turn of the
century houses that may have had an extension at a later stage. The floors will be timber
and finishes will be of a traditional nature such as skirtings, picture rails and traditional
mouldings.

The external of the house will be double brick with random limestone cladding paired with
recycled brick an iron roof and verandah. This is a very common look in the East Fremantle
area and one that builds on the heritage of the area. The front fence will complement the
house and is to be of the same material and appearance.

In order to provide more context to the plans we have attached photographic examples of
the external limestone finish and recycled brick paving. Additionally, we have attached
photographs of homes around Perth (including East Fremantle) from which we have taken
inspiration. Hopefully these photographs provide more context to those viewing our plans.
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The amended plans were also referred to the CDAC meeting of 5 February 2018. The Committee made
no further comment on the revised proposal or amended plans dated 15 December 2017.

Statutory Environment

Planning and Development Act 2005

Residential Design Codes of WA

Town of East Fremantle Local Planning Scheme No. 3

Policy Implications
Town of East Fremantle Residential Design Guidelines 2016 (as amended)

Financial Implications
Nil
Strategic Implications

The Town of East Fremantle Strategic Community Plan 2017 — 2027 states as follows:

Built Environment
Accessible, well planned built landscapes which are in balance with the Town’s unique heritage
and open spaces.

3.1 Facilitate 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.

3.2 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 practices.
3.3.2 Optimal management of assets within resource capabilities.
3.3.3 Plan and advocate for improved access and connectivity.

Natural Environment
Maintaining andsenhancing our River foreshore and other green, open spaces with a focus on
environmental sustainability and community amenity.

4.1 Conserve, maintain and enhance the Town’s open spaces.
4.1.1 Partner with Stakeholders to actively protect, conserve and maintain the Swan River
foreshore.
4.1.2 Plan for improved streetscapes parks and reserves.

4.2 Enhance environmental values and sustainable natural resource use.
4.2.1 Reduce waste through sustainable waste management practices.
4.3 Acknowledge the change in our climate and understand the impact of those changes.
4.3.1 Improve systems and infrastructure standards to assist with mitigating climate
change impacts.

Site Inspection
January 2018
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Comment
LPS 3 Zoning: Residential R12.5
Site area:  450m?

Statutory Assessment
The proposal has been assessed against the provisions of Local Planning Scheme No. 3 and the Town’s

Local Planning Policies. A summary of the assessment is provided in the following tables.

Legend
(refer to tables below)

A

Acceptable

D

Discretionary

N/A

Not Applicable

Residential Designh Codes Assessment

Design Element Required Proposed Status
Street Front Setback 7.5m 6.0m D
street Front Setback 6.5m 4.5m=7.0m D
(minor incursions)
Lot Boundary Setback Rear (west) - 6.0m 5.8m -5.9m
Side (north) - 1.5m (GF) 1.02m (GF)
Side (north) - 2.8m (UF) 1.52m (UF)
Side (north) - 3.8m (UF) 1.52m (UF)
Side (south) - 1.5m (GF) Nil (GF) D
Side (south) - 3.8m (GF) 1.52m - 2.0m (GF)
Side (south) -5:2m (UF) 1.52 - 2.0m (UF)
Basement-1.0m—1.5m Nil
Rear deck - 1.0m Nil
Open Space 55% 53.5% D
Outdoor Living Ne minimum Decked area and balcony ~25m?
each A
Pool area ~35m?
Car Parking 2 >2 A
Site Works Less than 500mm Up to 2.4m excavation D
Excavation/Fill 900mm fill
Retaining Walls Greater than 500mm and >500mm and setbacks vary
closer than 1m from lot Nil (rear) b
boundary 2.4m (north)
2.4m - 5m (south)
Overshadowing 25% 35.7% D
Drainage On-site On-site A
Visual Privacy Setback Balcony - 7.5m 1.02m - 4.8m
Kitchen — 6.0m 1.52m
Lounge/Family — 6.0m 1.02m
Dining — 6.0m 1.52m D
Theatre — 6.0m 1.52m
Bedroom 1-4.5m Im-2m
Bedroom 2 - 4.5m 1.02m
13
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Local Planning Policy Assessment

LPP Residential Design Guidelines Provision Status
3.7.2 Additions and Alterations to Existing Buildings N/A
3.7.3 Development of Existing Buildings N/A
3.7.4 Site Works D

3.7.5 Demolition N/A

3.7.6 Construction of New Buildings

3.7.7 Building Setbacks and Orientation

3.7.8 Roof Form and Pitch

3.7.9 Materials and Colours

3.7.10 Landscaping

O(>»|>»|0|0|0

3.7.11 Front Fences

3.7.12 Pergolas N/A

3.7.13 Incidental Development Requirements A
3.7.14 Footpaths and Crossovers A
3.7.18.3 Garages, Carports and Outbuildings A
3.7.15-20 Precinct Requirements A
Building Height Requirement Required Proposed Status
Building Height (wall) (Residential Design Guidelines) 5.6m 3.1Im-7.7m D
Building Height (top of roof pitch) (Residential Design | Staton Road 4.4m A
Guidelines) South 5.3m-8.1m A
North 5.0m-7.7m A
West 10.2m D

There are a number of variations to the R-Codes and the Residential Design Guidelines most of which
are a result of the R12.5 provisions being applied to a smaller lot area the equivalent of a density code
of R20 (i.e. 450m? lot area)./ These matters and those raised by adjoining land owners through
submissions are discussed below.

Street setback

The primary street'setback of the dwelling is not compliant with the 7.5 metre setback required under
the R-Codes. A setback of a'slightly lesser distance of 6 metres is proposed for the main facade and 4.5
metres for the verandah. The R-Codes allow for minor incursions into the setback for structures such as
verandahs, stairs and architectural features but these elements cannot protrude more than 1.0 metre
into the setback area without Council approval.

In this case.a portion of the front fagade is within the 7.5 metre setback area. There are no objections
to the proposed setback given it is not out of character with the streetscape and considered to comply
with the ‘Design principles’ of the R-Codes in that it is setback an appropriate distance to ensure
maintenance of the established character, privacy and open space, accommodates utilities and
landscaping and allows for services.

The proposed development essentially presents as a single storey house from the primary streetscape
(i.e. Staton Road) so the size and scale of the dwelling is considered appropriate. Minor projections
such as the verandah do not detract from the streetscape, the facade is articulated and is considered to
contribute positively to the streetscape and is not contrary to the development context of the area. The
reduced street setback is therefore supported.

14
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Lot boundary setbacks

The lot boundary setbacks of the dwelling do not comply in respect to all side lot boundaries. This is not
unexpected on a lot that is only 12.8 metres wide. Redevelopment of small narrow lots on which large
family homes are constructed and views maximised results in walls which require greater setbacks from
the side boundaries even where there are no major openings. This is the case with this application.
Various sections of the wall have been setback in an attempt to minimise bulk and most major openings
face north or west along the boundary where the building has a greater setback. Some sections of the
walls comply with the prescribed setbacks and other sections do not. The details of the variations and
conditions imposed are discussed below.

Rear (western boundary)

The non-compliance with the rear setback is marginal (in respect to the ground and upper floors) being
only slightly less than the required 6.0 metres at 5.8 - 5.9 metres and is not considered.to be of any
significance. Adjoining land owners have not objected to the reducedisetback with respect to the
dwelling itself. The basement/undercroft reversing area has a nil setback and although the walls on the
rear boundary are of a significant height they abut walls of a similar height and length and are therefore
considered to have minimal impact on the amenity of the adjoining:site.

Southern boundary

The setback on the southern boundary does not meet the R-Coderrequirements with the exception of
the middle section of this elevation. The dwelling is‘setback for the most part 1.52 metres with some
sections slightly greater at 2.0 metres and one.other sectionawith a nil setback (bedroom). This is
somewhat less than required for the ground level (i.e<1.5m =3.8m) and the upper level (i.e. 5.2m). The
reason being that the sloping site and narrowness of the lot has increased the wall height and that
combined with lengthy side walls with major epenings has resulted in considerable setback distances
being applicable for the upper storey.mmThese setbacks are often not achievable with these site
circumstances and multi-level dwellings. »The adjoining owner has been consulted in relation to the
reduced side setbacks and has not objected to the setbacks proposed with the exception of a section of
wall towards the front of the dwelling which has a proposed nil setback (bedroom 1).

The adjoining owner has requested that/this section of wall be set back the minimum distance required
under the R-Codes. The neighbouris of the view that the reduced setback impacts on the amenity of
the property and in particular the outlook from the front verandah area. In this circumstance and for
that reason it is considered appropriate for the setback to be a minimum of 1.0 metre from the
southern boundary. The reduction in room size will not have a detrimental impact on the bedroom size
(i.e. 5.5m_x 4.5m proposed with a substantial separate walk in robe and bathroom), however, a nil
setback and sizeable blank wall 3.7 — 4.2 metres above natural ground level in this location will have an
impact on the outlook from the front verandah of the lot to the south. It is therefore recommended
that therapplicant be required to set back this section of wall. A condition is recommended requiring
the applicantito provide a setback for bedroom 1 of at least 1.0 metre.

Notwithstanding the recommended setback for bedroom 1 the setback distances are not considered to
contribute significantly to the scale of the dwelling in proportion to the lot size or to be out of character
with other new dwellings in the vicinity and are therefore supported.

Northern boundary

The setback of the northern side of the building is mostly compliant with the exception of a section of
the wall where the wall height is greater at the western end of the dwelling requiring a greater setback.
The required setback being 1.5 — 3.8 metres; the proposed setback is 1.02 metres. This is considered to
be supportable in respect to this elevation, however, an adjoining owner has objected to reduced
setbacks on the basis that it will impede views, light and air circulation. The latter is not considered to
be an issue because there is adequate space between the buildings for light and air circulation. As
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discussed earlier, in respect to significant views being impeded this is more so because the
redevelopment of the lot will result in a two storey development, rather than the setback of the
building. The adjoining owner has had views because the lot has been vacant for a considerable
number of years so views to the south and south west were possible. Maintaining views is also the
reason the adjoining owner has requested that no visual privacy screening be installed to address the
non-compliance with visual privacy for major openings and the balcony on the second level. This is
considered a reasonable request so no conditions are recommended in that regard.

With regard to the overall setback variations the ‘Design Principles’ of the R-Codes are considered
satisfied in that the building does not unnecessarily contribute to building bulk on<the adjoining lot
(given two storey development is permitted in the Precinct), provides for adequaté sun andventilation
to open spaces and overshadowing is primarily over a dwelling which occupies a similar proportion of
the adjoining lot with outdoor habitable spaces being primarily balconies/deck areas.

Retaining walls and site works

The proposed excavation (up to 2.4m) of the rear of the lot is outside the parameters of the R-Codes.
The applicant is excavating the rear of the site to accommodatedasement car parking, reversing areas,
a lift and other amenities as well as utilising the access to parking from Preston Point Road. This is not
considered to impact on the amenity of the adjoining sites and can\be supported. The area of fill
(900mm) toward the front of the site is to enable thé entry and.ground floor levels to match. The
retaining walls are therefore closer to the rear and side boundaries than permitted under the R-Codes.
The excavation work in fact reduces the height ofithe building and therefore the retaining is supported.
The ‘Design principles’ are considered satisfied in that the excavation/fill respects the natural ground
level at the lot boundary of the site as viewed fromthe street.

Building height
The R-Code provisions in respect _to building height are substituted by the height control under the
Residential Design Guidelines. Clause 3.7.15.4.1.3 states that:

Where views are an important part of the amenity of the area and neighbours’ existing views are to be
affected the maximum building heights are as follows:

— 8.1 metres to the.top.of a pitched roof; and
—  5.6.metres to the top of an external wall and where the following apply.

(i) the proposal demonstrates design, bulk and scale that responds to adjacent development and
established character of the area or other site specific circumstances;

(ii) »the provision of a landscaping plan demonstrating a minimum of 50% of the effective lot area
being landscaped and ;

(i) subject to the ’Acceptable Development’ standards of the R-Codes — Element 9 — Design for
Climate and Element 8 — Privacy being met.

In the main the overall building height limit of the dwelling is compliant (8.1m limit; 4.4m — 7.7m
proposed to the top of the pitched roof) from the eastern, northern and southern perspectives. The
amended set of plans reduced the height from that initially proposed to address the concerns of
neighbours regarding views being obstructed. However, as discussed above, the excavation at the rear
of the site increases the building height limit and from a western perspective the height is exceeded (i.e.
top of wall 9.0 metres and 10.2 metres to top of a pitched roof). Views are not impeded from this
perspective. It should be noted that significant excavation at this end of the site has resulted in a
lowering of the original ground level so the building remains below the height limit of 8.1 metres from
natural ground level.
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Non-compliance with the external wall and pitch of roof height limits at the western end of the dwelling
must be assessed in respect to the ‘Performance Criteria® of the Residential Design Guidelines. The
submissions from the property owners relating to height are addressed as follows:

Primarily submissions from the eastern side of Staton Road and to the north relate to obstruction of
views. In response to the submissions the following points are made:

Bulk and Scale of Dwelling and Character of the Area

o The proposed dwelling in the main sits within the ‘building envelope’ as determined by the R-Codes
and the Residential Design Guidelines. That is, over the length of the site the.building ranges in
height from single to three storey but is within the building height limits from‘natural 'ground level
and the perspective that impacts views;

e Two storey development is permitted in the Richmond Precinct. There are ‘no provisions or
restrictions limiting new dwelling development to single storey and there aré in fact many new two
storey developments in the area;

e The overall height of the dwelling as a whole is compliant (i.e. height mostly ranging between 5.0m
— 8.1m (excavated portion 2.4m lower than ground floor incréases in height.to 10.2m at the western
end of the lot. Natural ground level was originally higher. through'this section of the site). The
proposed fill of 900mm toward the front of the lot<{(where the building height is compliant) in
respect to the R-Code ‘Deemed to Comply’ does not result in'that part of the building being over
height;

e The dwelling is considered to satisfy Clause 3¢7.4.2 (Site Works) of the Residential Design Guidelines
in that where new development is on d significant slope (degree of slope not defined in the
Guidelines) the floor level of the proposed dwelling shall be the average height of the ground floor
levels of the two adjacent dwellings. The floor level of the new dwelling is only marginally higher
than that of the dwelling to the south‘and,substantially lower than the block of flats to the north as
demonstrated in the elevations(Dwg No. STTNOO5P/1), so it ‘sits’ comfortably in the streetscape;
and

e The non-compliance with the external wall height (3.1m — 7.7m) on one part of the lot (as a result of
excavation) is inconsequential.in relation to the scale and bulk of the overall development as the
dwelling sits well within the_building constraints applying to the site if the existing (natural) ground
level had been.maintained and excavation for the basement level not undertaken.

Loss of Views

Clause 3.7:15.4.1.3 states that where views are an important part of the amenity of the area and
neighbours” existing. views are to be affected, amongst other things, the following matters are to be
considered:

(i)  the proposal demonstrates design, bulk and scale that responds to adjacent development and
established character of the area or other site specific circumstances;

(ii) the provision of a landscaping plan demonstrating a minimum of 50% of the effective lot area
being landscaped and ;

(i) subject to the "Acceptable Development’ standards of the R-Codes — Element 9 — Design for
Climate and Element 8 — Privacy being met.

Points (i) to (iii) in this instance are considered satisfied. The proposed dwelling is not out of character
with the area. Many other homes in the Precinct, including adjacent houses are two storey. Whilst the
dwelling has not been designed to fit entirely within the parameters of the building envelope,
prescribed by the R-Codes and the Residential Design Guidelines (non-compliance with lot boundary
setbacks), it is of a scale that is similar to other new houses in the area and in particular the
neighbouring dwelling and residence under construction on the opposite side of the road. Solar access
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is not considered an issue (although non-compliant at 35.7%) the overshadowing occurs mostly over the
house to the south and the only potential privacy consideration that requires an amendment to the
plans is bedroom 1 (as discussed below). It is, however, noted that one of the submissions requests
that a privacy screen not be installed in order to maintain views. The proposed design of the dwelling is
consistent with the prevailing height and finished floor levels of other developments in the street (as
indicated on the plan STTNOO5P/1) and is not considered to be of any greater scale and bulk than that of
any of the residences in the immediate vicinity.

The applicant has submitted a revised version of the plans to primarily address over height issues.
There have been three submissions from adjacent and nearby land owners on the lossiof part of their
views. The views impacted are toward the river and port.

Whilst the Residential Design Guidelines ‘Acceptable Development Provisions’ take views.nto account
in the overall assessment of the application the protection of every aspect of agrivate view cannot be
guaranteed regardless of whether the views preexisted a site being #edeveloped.<The development
provisions in place at a particular time apply to all landowners. Each case needs to be based on its
merits and the technical assessment of the application in respectoithe current residential development
policies. The provision in the Residential Design Guidelines whichaddresses the issue of views
specifically states that where views are to be affected then the issue)of building height is one of the
considerations. The Guidelines, however, do not specify that:the height of the building is to be
controlled or determined on the basis of protecting existing views of surrounding land owners. There
are no provisions which state the building must be single storey. or designed so as not to block or limit
existing views of current residents. The Guidelines and the R-Codes would allow for a dwelling on this
lot to be constructed that is of greater height toward the middle section of the lot and the Staton Road
end and still be compliant with the R-Codes and.Guidelines.

The applicant has also provided further information regarding floor levels of adjoining dwellings in order
to assist in the assessment of the impact on views. It should be noted this specific information cannot
be verified by the Town and the commentary on the impact on views is the applicant’s opinion:

e  “The verandah level (floor level of 23.09) of 6 Fraser Street (opposite subject site) is substantially
higher than the gutter line of the top of the floor of the proposed dwelling. A person standing on
the verandah will.haveia-clear and uninterrupted view over the roof top of 73B Staton Road.

e The groundfloor.pad.of 70 Staton Road (opposite subject site and currently under construction) will
be higher than the verandah level of 6 Fraser Street and will therefore have uninterrupted views
directly over the'roof top of 73B Staton Road.

o Thewindow sill of the upper floor of the northern apartment is just below the gutter line of the of
the proposed dwelling’s roof top. The views from this apartment window will be substantially
retained. The lower apartment will lose their direct views over the subject site. This is
unfortunately unavoidable regardless of any development on the subject site.”

The above comments have been discussed in greater detail earlier in the report in response to the
submissions. In summary, the existing views through the vacant site cannot be retained with any form
of redevelopment of the site. In particular, two storey development on this lot will substantially change
the outlook for landowners on the opposite side of Staton Road and that of residents of the apartments
to the north. From the perspective of the submitters some views will be retained, albeit not to the
same extent, but as discussed the Guidelines do not require that every aspect of a view be preserved.
The proposed wall and roof ridge heights are therefore supported (including chimney) as the non-
compliance is not considered to detrimentally affect the amenity of the adjoining sites to a level that is
not reasonable in respect to the redevelopment of the site within allowable parameters.
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Also, the proposed floor levels of the dwelling are not inconsistent with the finished floor level of the
dwelling to the south and the height does not dominate the streetscape given the apartment block to
the north is between two and three levels in height and on higher ground. From a Staton Road
perspective the dwelling appears as single storey. Given the existing site levels and topography it is
considered appropriate to grant discretions in regard to the wall/roof pitch height (western perspective)
and the chimney exceeding the height limits.

In this case, in respect to overall building height it is considered there are no grounds to refuse the
application as the requirements (Design Principles and the Performance Criteria) of the R-Codes and the
Residential Design Guidelines are satisfied.

Visual privacy
The ‘Deemed to Comply’ provisions for Element 5.4.1 Visual Privacy of the R-Codes, requires major

openings which have their floor level more than 0.5 metres above natural ground level, and positioned
so as to overlook any part of any other residential property behind itsisetback line, to comply with the
following:

e 4.5 metres in the case of bedrooms and studies;
e 6.0 metres in the case of habitable rooms, other than bedrooms and studies; and
e 7.5 metres in the case of unenclosed outdoor active'habitable:spaces.

The proposed development does not comply withthe ‘Deemed to Comply’ provisions of the R-Codes for
a number of habitable rooms on the western, northern and'southern boundaries and the balcony due to
the narrow width of the lot and the aim te.maximise views. This has been discussed in detail above,
however, the ‘Design Provisions’ of 5.4.1 allows.for:

P1.1 Minimal direct overlooking of active habitable spaces and outdoor living areas of
adjacent dwellings’ achieved through: building layout, location; design of major
openings; landscape screening of outdoor active habitable spaces; and/or location of
screening devices.

P1.2 Maximum visual privacy to side and rear boundaries through measures such as:
offsetting the location of ground and first floor windows so that viewing is oblique
rather than direct; building to the boundary where appropriate; setting back the first
floor from“the side boundary; providing higher or opaque and fixed windows; and/or
screen, devices (including landscaping, fencing, obscure glazing, timber screens,
external blinds, window hoods and shutters).

It is considered the proposed design will comply with the Design Principles of Element 5.4.1 Visual
Privacy of the R-Codes if adequate the screening measures for bedroom 1 are applied. This will also
address the concerns of the adjoining owner. However, if Council determines to apply the condition
requiring the increased setback from the side boundary for bedroom 1 then screening of this window
may no longer be required, if it is no longer large enough to be classified as a major opening, or it is
deleted from the plans. The other aspects of visual privacy non-compliance have not been identified as
requiring screening by the adjoining landowners as to do so would obstruct their views, so they have
requested no screening be installed.

Open space
Open space is marginally less than the 55% of the site area required under the R-Codes being 53.5%.

This has resulted because the lot area is only 450m2. A lot of this size in an R20 coded area would
require 50% open space. In this circumstance the minor non-compliance is considered acceptable as
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the minimum area for outdoor living (30m?) and the percentage of open space required under a R20
code can be provided and there is a front garden and side setback areas which will be landscaped. A
pool, balcony and deck area also provide outdoor living/recreation areas. The lot has been cleared of all
vegetation and trees so planting within any of the open space areas will be an improvement to the
current situation.

Solar access - overshadowing

Overshadowing greater than that permitted under the R-Codes, will occur on the property to the south
(i.e. permitted 25%; proposed 35.7%). The adjoining owners have not objected because the majority of
the overshadowing will occur over the roof of the house. A raised deck area will besin. shadow for a
small portion of time. The non-compliance and additional overshadowing can therefore be supported.

Front fence

The proposed front fence does not strictly comply with the requirements of the Residential Design
Guidelines in that it is over height within the front setback area. In the main the fence complies,
however, in this circumstance due to the slope of the land the southern portion of the fence is slightly
higher than 1.8 metres at approximately 2.0 metres in height{ “Also, a solid fence exists along the
southern side boundary between the two properties for_privacy and it is therefore considered
acceptable for this situation to be maintained. A condition of approvakis recommended only to ensure
that the visual permeability of the fence as proposed is constructed-and maintained for the Staton Road
frontage.

Roof pitch
The non-compliance with the roof pitch (i.e. ~16:< 25° rather than the minimum of 28°) is considered

desirable in this case because it assists in reducing the overall height of the dwelling and consistency
with other roof forms in the area is not hecessary.due to the variation in the design of modern housing.
This is a preferable outcome because a submission (dwelling to the north) has been received which
comments on wishing to presefve as much of a view as possible. The site will be excavated thereby
lowering the overall height of the dwelling and providing for the basement parking which is also a better
outcome for the Staton Read streetscape perspective. Minimising the overall height of the proposed
dwelling will result in the finished height of the dwelling sitting more comfortably between the adjoining
residential buildings as far as the streetscape is concerned.

Vehicle access

When the.ot was subdivided access to the rear of the lot was created from Preston Point Road. The
three owners of 56 Preston Point Road would have been aware of this when they purchased the
properties because it is clearly indicated on the Certificate of Title that the owners of 73A and 73B
Staton Road could use that driveway to access their properties, therefore, there is no objection to the
proposed access to basement parking from the rear of the site and there is no regulation which can
prevent it.

It is considered acceptable for the vehicle parking to be accessed in the above manner and for parking
to be accommodated in a screened area at the rear of the lot. It is therefore not considered necessary
that further vehicle parking be provided in the front setback area on Staton Road. It is noted that a
large sliding gate is incorporated in the proposed front fence and has been indicated on the plan,
however, the provision of further vehicle parking in the front setback area is not supported and a
condition of planning approval is recommended which addresses this issue.

Approval for single dwelling
It is noted this dwelling could potentially function with two separate living quarters under the one roof,
with separate and secure private access via the lift from the garage to the upper levels. A section of the
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basement with separate access from the garage and driveway to Preston Point Road could function as a
separate and independent living area. If the owners wish to use the property for ancillary, short term or
bed and breakfast accommodation a separate application to Council for its consideration will be
required for these uses. However, a separate street number (i.e. address) for the property will not be
issued by the Town as the development approval is for a single dwelling only, as permitted under a
density code of R12.5. A footnote in this regard is recommended.

Conclusion

Given the above comments the application is recommended for approval subject to conditions. The
redevelopment of the lot for a three level single dwelling is a permitted use of the land:under the R12.5
code applicable to the area and is not considered to detrimentally impact.the amenity of the
surrounding area.

e  Mr Di Nunzio (representing owners of 73A Staton Road) addressed the.meeting requesting no
relaxation of the southern setback requirement of 1.5 metres be granted.

e  Mr McCarthy (applicant for 73B Staton Road) addressed themmeeting in,support of the officer’s
recommendation, including the one metre setback to the.southern boundary.

11.1 OFFICER RECOMMENDATION/COMMITTEE RESOLUTION 020418
Moved Cr White, seconded Cr Nardi

That Council exercise discretion in granting development approval to vary:

(i) Clause 5.1.2 - Street Setback of the Residential Design Codes of WA to permit a street setback
of less than 7.5 metres and minor incursions of less than 6.5 metres;

(ii) Clause 5.1.3 — Lot Boundary Setback:of the Residential Design Codes of WA to permit a rear lot
boundary setback of less than 6 metres, 1.5 metres (ground floor north) and 3.8 metres (upper
floor north), 1.5 metres 'and 3.8 metres (ground floor south) and 5.2 metres (upper floor
south);

(iii) Clause 5.1.4 - Open:Space of the Residential Design Codes of WA to permit less than 55% open
space on site;

(iv) Clause 5.3.7 - Site Works of the Residential Design Codes of WA to allow excavation and fill
greater than 0.5 metres behind a street setback line and within 1.0 metre of a lot boundary;

(v) Clause5.3.8 — Retaining Walls of the Residential Design Codes of WA to permit a retaining wall
greater than 0.5 metres in height less than 1.0 metre from the rear and side lot boundaries;

(vi) Clause5.4.1— Visual Privacy of the Residential Design Codes of WA to permit a visual privacy
setback for the balcony, lounge/family/dining room/theatre and bedroom 2 of less than 7.5
metres, 6.0 metres and 4.5 metres respectively from the side boundaries;

(vii) Clauses5.4.2 — Solar Access for Adjoining Sites of the Residential Design Codes of WA to permit
overshadowing on the adjoining site to exceed 25% of the site area;

(viii) Clause 3.7.8.3 — Roof Form and Pitch of the Residential Design Guidelines 2016 to allow a roof
pitch of less than 28°;

(ix) Clause 3.7.11.5 - Front Fences of the Residential Design Guidelines 2016 to allow a front fence
to exceed 1.8 metres in overall height in the front setback area; and

(x) Clause 3.7.15.4.1 — Building Height, Form, Scale and Bulk of the Residential Design Guidelines
2016 to permit the building wall height to exceed 5.6 metres to the top of an external wall and
the overall height to exceed 8.1 metres to the top of a pitched roof,

for a three level single dwelling at No. 73B (Lot 303) Staton Road, East Fremantle, in accordance with

the plans date stamped received on 15 December 2017, 31 January and 26 February 2018, subject to

the following conditions:

(1) The setback of bedroom 1 (southern elevation) is to be no less than 1.0 metre from the
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(2)

(3)
(4)

(5)
(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

(11)

(12)

(13)

southern boundary. The amended setback to be indicated on the plans submitted with the
Building Permit application to the satisfaction of the Chief Executive Officer;

The permanent installation of a fixed privacy screen or screening film on the bedroom 1
window (western elevation) in accordance with ‘Deemed to Comply’ clause C1.2 of the
Residential Design Codes of WA. The detail to be to the satisfaction of the Chief Executive
Officer and indicated on the plans submitted with the Building Permit application.

No external fixtures, fittings or appliances to be installed on the roof of the dwelling without
further Council approval.

Fencing on the Staton Road street frontage of the lot to be in compliance with the Residential
Design Guidelines 2016 with the exception of the overall height of the fence;on the front
boundary and the fencing on the side boundaries (existing). The height of fencing in the street
setback area is not to exceed the overall height indicated on the plans dated 15 December
2017.

No vehicle parking is permitted in the Staton Road front setback area.

If requested by Council within the first two years following installation, the/Colorbond metal
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.

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

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

With regard 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 planning approval, without
those changes being specifically marked for Council’s attention.

All storm water is to be disposed of on site, an interceptor channel installed if required and a
drainage plan be submitted to the satisfaction of the Chief Executive Officer in consultation
with the Building Surveyor prior to the issue of a Building Permit.

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 of East
Fremantle.

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 Council and if approved, the total cost to be
borne by the applicant. Council 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 planning approval to remain valid for a period of 24 months from date of this approval.

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

(i)

If use of the property for ancillary, short term or bed and breakfast accommodation is
contemplated a separate development application for Council’s consideration is required to be
submitted. A separate street number (i.e. address) for the property will not be issued by the
Town.
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(ii)

(iii)
(iv)
(v)

(vi)
(vii)

(viii)

It should be noted that Council will not support vehicle parking in the Staton Road front
setback area. Any proposed use of the front setback area for this purpose will be subject to the
submission of a development approval application for Council’s consideration.

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

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

It is recommended that the applicant provides a Structural Engineer’s dilapidation report, at
the applicant’s expense, specifying which structures on adjoining sites may be adversely
affected by the works and providing a record of the existing condition of thesstructures. Two
copies of each dilapidation report should be lodged with Council 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.

Under the Environmental Protection (Noise) Regulations 1997, the noise from an air-
conditioner must meet assigned allowable noise levels:at all times. The Environmental
Protection Act 1986 sets penalties for non-compliance with the Regulations and the installer of
a noisy air-conditioner can face penalties of up to 55,000 under Section 80 of the Act. Refer to
Department of Environmental Protection document — “Anvinstallers Guide to Air Conditioner
Noise”.

(CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY)

Note:

As 4 Committee members voted in favour of.the Reporting Officer's recommendation, pursuant to
Council’s decision regarding delegated decision.making made on 20 June 2017 this application deemed
determined, on behalf of Council, under delegated authority.
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11.2 Alexandra Road No. 53 (Lot 200) — Construction of Two Storey Grouped Dwelling and
Alterations and Additions to Existing Dwelling

Applicant/Owner J Boston

File ref P/ALE53; P006/2018

Prepared by Christine Catchpole, Planning Officer

Supervised by Andrew Malone, Executive Manager Regulatory Services
Voting requirements Simple Majority

Meeting date 3 April 2018

Documents tabled Nil

Attachments Nil.

Purpose

This report considers a development application for the construction of a'two storey grouped dwelling
and alterations and additions to the existing dwelling located on afcorner lot at'No. 53 (Lot 200)
Alexandra Road, East Fremantle.

Executive Summary

Th applicant is proposing the construction of a two storey grouped dwelling and alterations and
additions to the existing dwelling located on a corner‘lot. Theulot.is the subject of a survey strata
subdivision under the corner lot density bonus provision of the Planning Scheme. Two lots will be
created; the two storey grouped dwelling will be«€onstructed on the western section of the lot (Lot 2 -
445m?) and the original dwelling will be retained, renovated and extended on the remaining portion of
the lot (Lot 1 - 503m?). The WAPC conditionally-approved the survey strata subdivision on 14 February
2018.

The following issues are relevant to.the determination of this application:

o Dwelling density: corner lot density bonus at R20 development standards;

e Street setback: nen=compliance Wwith street setback;

e Lot boundary setbacks: non-compliance with southern boundary (additions to original dwelling);
e Crossover width; and

e Garage width: exceeds30% of lot frontage.

It is considered the above variations can be supported subject to conditions of planning approval being
imposed to ensure, the ‘openness’ of the streetscape and compliance with Council policy.

Background

The 948m?lot on the south west corner of Alexandra Road and Salvado Avenue is intended to be partly
redeveloped. At present the original single storey dwelling is located toward the Alexandra Road
frontage of the lot. The applicant has already been granted development approval for alterations and
additions to this property (i.e. a carport, patio, storeroom and fencing) so that it meets the provisions of
the R-Codes and the Planning Scheme to qualify for the corner lot density bonus being sought.

Approval for the alterations and additions to the original dwelling was granted on 16 February 2018.
The outbuildings and dividing wall alongside the rear boundary are to be demolished to make way for
the two storey grouped dwelling the subject of this application.

Survey strata subdivision approval was granted by the WAPC in February 2018. Clearance of conditions
of subdivision approval is yet to be sought but will occur over the coming months.
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Consultation
Advertising

A number of adjacent owners endorsed the plans and the application was also advertised by letters sent
to surrounding land owners with a comment period extending from 17 January to 2 February 2018. One
submission was received which stated as follows:

“I have concerns about the impact of this development in relation to retaining walls and
fencing which | believe have not been adequately addressed and will impact substantially
on my property in terms of safety, security, privacy and will dramatically affect the
aesthetics of my private open space which has taken years to develop.

1

There exists along the boundary of the two properties three sections. of walls that
appear as a continuous wall that has acted as both a boundary andtetaining wall, and
which abuts my open space. The first section is the back of a small shed, the séecond is
the back of a large work shed/garage. Underneath both these wallsdis a structure that
is acting as a retaining wall and which may be the footings for.the structures. This is
difficult to assess. The last section is a freestanding boundary.wall. |'estimate that all
of these walls have been there for at least 40 years, long before my property was
developed.

A survey, which was completed last Friday, indicated that the first two sections of the
wall are within the neighbouring property‘but the retaining wall underneath is in part
on the boundary and may even be on my side for a section. The last bit of wall to the
rear appears to straddle the boundary and.s therefore a dividing fence. | engaged the
services of a structural engineer who verified that these walls are in good condition and
with some extra structural work could be saved, which is my preferred option. My
understanding from verbalddiscussions\with my neighbour is that the entire structure
and walls are to be demolished although no details have been provided. He has
applied for a demolition licence.

No details of retaining walls or fencing have been included on the development
application plans-either.. Council’s development application form states that these are
to be included on thesplan yet Council staff have advised that, in this case, these are
not considered necessary and that the applicant has met all his requirements for this
application.to be.considered by Council. | have been repeatedly told that these matters
comerunder the Dividing Fences Act and that they are a matter for the two adjoining
landoawners to sort out themselves. | believe it would’ve been more helpful to me if
Council*had required these details so that | knew exactly what is being proposed. | still
don’t have those details. My only option is to make an application to the Magistrates
Court myself.

This means that at this stage there is no requirement for the applicant to provide
details for retaining his soil on his property, despite the fact that he proposes, within
the next week, to demolish the entire structure, which is presently acting as both a
boundary and retaining wall parts of which appear to be on my property.

There are a number of concerns about providing a retaining wall in that location
because

a) There is a sewer line running inside my boundary at a distance of 1 m which has
implications for any proposed retaining works.

b) The difference in height of the land between the two properties is above 0.8m at
the rear of my block.
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None of these concerns have been addressed as part of the subdivision process and are
not being addressed as part of the development application process either.

I am also very concerned about the effect of works at the site to my security, safety
and privacy of my backyard during the demolition process and want an assurance that
my backyard will be secured at all times during the demolition and construction
phases. There has been no comment from the applicant despite my repeated attempts
to ask him about his proposals to address these issues. | have a dog that remains
outside at all times and two young grandchildren that use this garden on a regular
basis. | understand that the builder has a requirement to secure the building site when
works on the building begin but until that time there is no way to compel my neighbour
to secure his site even though he is demolishing a wall that is approx..3m in height.
(Council, Worksafe and the Building Commission have all said that they cannot compel
him to secure his site). It could be months before building startsiand | understand that
demolition is to occur this week.

I respectfully request that Council require the applicant to:

a) Provide temporary fencing to address my safety‘and privacy concerns from
the time the wall is removed until the new fencing is put in place,

b) Take responsibility to ensure that the sail on his landyis adequately and
safely retained at no cost to me,

c) Any proposed new fencing be installed to a height of 1.8m above whatever
retaining wall is proposed, to ensure maximum privacy to my open space
area.

d) Set-back his proposed building in accordance with the deemed to comply
requirements of the R codes, and

e) install opaque glass to his bathroom window that directly faces my main
bedroom window.

I would also like to respectfully urge Council to consider liaising with WALGA to promote
changes to legislation under both the Building and Dividing Fences Acts, as this whole
process has left me on my own'to take action to safeqguard my rights, which has been very
stressful and disappointing.”

Applicant’s Response

Theoapplicant has meet numerous times with the adjoining landowner and upon
confirmation»of the position of the boundary structures, in relation to the dividing line
between the properties determined on 16 March, we continue to discuss correct alignment
of the boundary and form of the fence.

1.

Subject to agreement, replacement of the fence can occur promptly. | have already
engaged numerous contractors to provide quotations. The matter is being addressed in
accordance with the procedure set out Dividing Fences Act.

Position of the Boundary Structure:

The most recent survey has indicated that all boundary structures, being a brick shed,
garage and wall are located within the boundary of 53 Alexandra Road. The issue is
the single brick retaining wall in front of these structures commences inside the
boundary of 53 Alexandra and then progresses at the rear to be on the boundary if not
just inside. On this basis and in accordance with the WAPC approval | have applied for
and received permission to remove the structure fully within my property in
consultation with WAPC, Town of East Fremantle and the Act. Investigation has
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established the garage was constructed on or about 1984. It is unclear if the retaining
wall existed before this time though it is clear the adjoining neighbour’s front court
yard has been excavated (lowered) from road level at some point in time or during
construction.

Construction of the Boundary Structures

The existing structure is significantly deteriorated and has been added to over the
years in a haphazard way (increasing height) with non-uniform second hand materials.
It is clear from materials used such as different size bricks, railway steel beams and
parts of old buildings and the low quality of mortar that the structures were not
Council compliant when constructed or would meet today’s building standards. The
structural integrity of the structures is questionable and they currently. lean into the
rear neighbour’s property. It is only a matter of time before failure'in the structure or
retaining that the structure or part thereof will fall into thedneighbour’s property
presenting a significant public risk and liability to myself. . This\is¢confirmed by the
neighbour having a structural engineer survey the structures and suggesting a series of
supports to brace the structures. The current structures and retaining would not meet
current Australian Building Standards. | have separately had the structure reviewed by
a builder and the surveyor who similarly questioned the structural integrity.

Retaining

The current boundary structure is inadequately retained by a single leaf brick wall and
would not meet Australian Standards for lead “bearing/retaining. The adjoining
neighbour wishes information on how retaining is to occur (should it be removed). |
note that based on existing and historical contours between the properties. The
neighbour’s front courtyard has been excavated and lowered beyond the natural
ground level as can be observed.by the difference in levels at the road and on the site.
Where this has occurred it is noermal that the cost of retaining to natural ground level
be shared by the parties. This is a.matter to be determined under the Dividing Fences
Act as the retaininglis not above 0.5m which would require Council consideration.

2. The applicantshas provided all information requested and / or required by the Council’s
Planning Department. under the planning application. | note this is a planning
application ‘and not a building permit application which has different criteria to be
satisfied.” *As ‘noted by the Council the matter is correctly governed by the Dividing
Fences-Act. It.is difficult to comment on the retaining of the existing retaining walls is
still'a consideration to be discussed by the parties due to the proposed new home not
being located on the boundary.

3.. Where historical contours have been changed it is normal that to the extent of the
change by one particular party the retaining is shared by the two land owners. It has
been suggested that the existing retaining was put in place as part of the adjoining
owners development of the block in the 1990s to support this excavation as the garage
was already in place. Removal of the existing retaining has not been progressed and
discussion has only centred on it being non-compliant with Australian Standards.

4. There are a number of concerns about providing a retaining wall in that location
because:

a) If retaining is required, any retaining must meet Australian Standards and Water
Corporation requirements at a minimum.

b) The difference in height of the land between the two properties is above 0.8m at the
rear of my block.
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We have addressed all the matters and concerns either as requested by the Planning
Department and/or raised by the neighbour and continue to discuss matters the subject
of the Dividing Fences Act.

5. As conveyed to the adjoining landowner on more than one occasion, now that the
boundary has been established installation of the fence can occur promptly. | have
already engaged three contractors to provide quotations. The matter is being
undertaken in accordance with the procedure set out Dividing Fences Act.

6. | note that matters (a) to (c) (neighbour’s submission) are the subject of ongoing
discussions between adjoining land owners and are the subject of the provisions of the
Dividing Fences Act. It has been my experience with other Councils that they have been
hesitant to engage in matters the remit of this Act. Matters (a)_.to (€) remain not
settled at this time due to the lot boundary only being determined last week. Matters
(d) and (e) have or will be addressed by the Planning Application’ criteria and/or
building permit criteria.

I note my adjoining neighbour’s on all sides have 2m by 2m windows that all look into
my proposed development and | have had to accede this concession as these windows
are existing rather than challenge the impact on myprivacy. and quiet enjoyment of my
property.

My final comment is that, as the applicant from the time of engaging with the Council
when seeking to purchase the property, to making. the planning application | have
endeavoured to take an “open book” and path of least resistance, meaning my
planning application does not seek ta.leverage any concession or exemptions outside
the planning guidelines for the property.:l have obtained all permits and approvals to
undertake activities on mysproperty as required by Council. On this matter | have
engaged with the adjoining neighbour three times and agreed not to proceed until the
location of the boundary structures was established.

In short, upon removal of the carport the two adjacent structures, due to leaning into
the adjoiningsneighbour’s property, pose a risk to public safety which | am not
comfortable to accept.and should not be forced to due to these structures being on my
property. The parties are still considering if the existing retaining can remain. Even if
this is agreed this.is‘a short term appeasement due to the inadequate construction of
thesstructures. failure of the retaining will occur. Common sense would suggest this
matter be addressed with rectification of the dividing fence under the relevant Act.

While | appreciate my adjoining neighbour’s resistance to change and preference to
leave things as is after being faced with the cost of installing a brick wall practical
considerations suggest removal of the existing structures is required. It is therefore
only a consideration of when this would need to be addressed.

Officer Response (Planning and Building)

Development approval application

The applicant has submitted all the necessary documentation to assess the development proposal the
subject of this application. It is also noted that the Town’s ‘Checklist for Development Applications’ is
provided to assist applicants in submitting a Development Application. It is not mandatory that every
item listed in the checklist be provided. Under the Local Planning Schemes Regulations 2015 (Reg.
63[2]) a local government may waive or vary a requirement in regard to the documents submitted with
a development approval application. The documents required to be submitted in regard to plans and
additional information depend on the merits and specific details of each individual application. In this
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case the applicant is considered to have satisfied the requirements and provided the necessary
information to fully assess the application for planning purposes.

The plans have been assessed in accordance with LPS 3 and the Town’s Residential Design Guidelines
and planning conditions imposed in relation to relevant planning matters.

Retaining walls

With regard to the location of and responsibility for retaining walls built on the applicant’s property
and/or the submitter’s property an independent surveyor is required to provide detailed information to
determine the location of the lot boundary and subsequently the location of the wallsaIf one party is
not satisfied with the survey or wishes to dispute the survey then they are at liberty to undertake their
own independent survey.

If at the time the submitter’s property was developed which postdates thé development on the subject
site, all retaining walls constructed were required to be wholly withinhat property’s boundaries. Any
alteration of ground levels on the submitter’s side of the boundary resultsiin that owner being
responsible for retaining the soil. In this particular case if theugarage wall has been utilised as a
retaining wall, additional retaining may be required with the.responsibility. for providing this retaining
being on the person(s) who altered the ground level. The plans do not indicate any changes to the
natural ground level which would require any retaining walls insrelation to the construction of the
dwelling. No fencing along the boundary has been proposed as part of the development application.

However, given one of the main concerns of thé submitter is centered on the position of a retaining wall
in relation to the property boundary the applicant has undertaken a detailed survey for the western
boundary of the subject lot. The applicant has provided an email stating both sections of wall are within
the property boundary of the subject lot,'so;the walls are the responsibility of the applicant.

Dividing fence

The submitter has been informed that if agreement cannot be reached with the applicant in regard to
fencing, including the height of the fencing (where the Development Approval of the Council is not
required), the matter will be determined under the Dividing Fences Act. The applicant was under no
obligation to provide the fencing details to the Town and they were not relevant to the development
approval application.. The matter required discussion with the neighbour and any conflict resolved
under the provisions ofithe Act. The Town’s Building Surveyor did not require a Demolition Permit for
the existing sections of wall, either side of the old garage, because in his view these walls form the
dividing fence and therefore the matter does not fall within the Town'’s jurisdiction. All works need to
the completed'in accordance with the Dividing Fences Act.

Privacy, security and construction issues

The privacy (additional matters not subject to planning assessment), security and construction issues
raised in the submission must be raised with the adjoining owner and builder prior to the construction
phase commencing and if required during the construction phase. The Town has no jurisdiction over
these matters, however, it should be noted the applicant is well aware of the matters raised by the
neighbour and has met with the adjoining owner on several occasions to discuss these issues.

The submission also contains comments to the effect that the Town has not been able to provide
adequate assistance and support in respect to safeguarding the submitter’s rights. The issues raised are
primarily in relation to fencing and retaining which in turn have the potential to impact privacy and
security and may potentially result in costs for the submitter. These issues are not considered to be
directly relevant to the proposal the subject of the planning application but rather are of impact on the
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adjoining owner’s property as a result of removal of a structure that has functioned as a dividing fence
and a backdrop to landscaping.

The government authority that administers the Dividing Fences Act 1961 and the Building Act 2011 (now
the Department of Mines, Industry Regulation and Safety) provides assistance and support in respect to
the rights and responsibilities of citizens under each of the Acts. These Acts and subsidiary legislation
provide processes to resolve issues and achieve outcomes that are fair and equitable for citizens. In this
particular case local government does not have jurisdiction over the matters raised and therefore does
not have the legal authority to determine the matters or compel the owner to undertake the works
suggested by the submitter. The adjoining owner has been provided with all the relevantinformation to
obtain further assistance in this regard.

Community Design Advisory Committee (CDAC)

This application was considered by the CDAC at its meeting on 5 Febrdary 2018. The Committee’s
comments were recorded as follows. The applicant’s response has been provided in italics below the
Committee’s comments:

(g) The overall built form merits;
¢ The Committee note there is minimal design integrity for the proposal.

The design for the proposed new two storéey. dwelling was developed in line with the East
Fremantle Planning Guidelines and was undertaken by a.designer who prepared the designs for
two of the most recent built propertiesiconstructed on Wolsely Street, the next road down from
Salvado.

The design’s elevation aligns to other locally built homes and is why the rendered finish and tin
roof was adopted. The intention is forithe new property to blend into the street which has a mix
of homes from 1950’s, 1970°5:1980’s. and 1990 with no defined theme.

(h) The quality of architectural design including its impact upon the heritage significance of the place
and its relationship.to adjoining development;

o No comment.

(i)  The relationship with and impact on the broader public realm and streetscape;
e Nocomment.

(i) The impact on the character of the precinct, including its impact upon heritage structures,
significantinatural features and landmarks;
e No comment.

(k) The extent to which the proposal is designed to be resource efficient, climatically appropriate,
responsive to climate change and a contribution to environmental sustainability;
e No comment.

() The demonstration of other qualities of best practice urban design including “Crime Prevention”

Through Environmental Design performance, protection of important view corridors and lively civic
places;

¢ No Comment.
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Statutory Environment

Planning and Development Act 2005

Residential Design Codes of WA

Town of East Fremantle Local Planning Scheme No. 3 (LPS 3)

Policy Implications
Town of East Fremantle Residential Design Guidelines 2016 (as amended)

Financial Implications
Nil
Strategic Implications

The Town of East Fremantle Strategic Community Plan 2017 — 2027 states asfollows:

Built Environment
Accessible, well planned built landscapes which are in balance with the Town’s unique heritage
and open spaces.

3.1 Facilitate sustainable growth with housing options'ta: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.

3.2 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:assetmanagement practices.
3.3.2 Optimal management of assets within resource capabilities.
3.3.3 Plan and advacate for improved access and connectivity.

Natural Environment
Maintaining and enhancing our River foreshore and other green, open spaces with a focus on
environmental sustainability and community amenity.

4.1 Conserve, maintain and enhance the Town’s open spaces.
4.1.1> Partner with Stakeholders to actively protect, conserve and maintain the Swan River
foreshore.
4.1.2 \Plan for improved streetscapes parks and reserves.

4.2 Enhance environmental values and sustainable natural resource use.
4.2.1 Reduce waste through sustainable waste management practices.
4.3 Acknowledge the change in our climate and understand the impact of those changes.
4.3.1 Improve systems and infrastructure standards to assist with mitigating climate
change impacts.

Site Inspection
February 2018

Comment
LPS No. 3 Zoning: R12.5 (corner lot density bonus to R20 development standards applicable)
Site area: 948m? (parent lot); Lot 2 - 445m? (two storey dwelling) and Lot 1 - 503m? (original dwelling)
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Statutory Assessment

The proposal has been assessed against the provisions of Local Planning Scheme No. 3 and the Town’s
Local Planning Policies. A summary of the assessment is provided in the following tables.

Legend
(refer to tables below)

A Acceptable
D Discretionary
N/A Not Applicable

Residential Design Codes Assessment

Design Element Required Proposed Status
Street Front Setback 6.0m (R20) 6.0m A
Minor Incursions 5.0m (R20) 4.9m
Original dwellin .
Lot Boundary Setback g1.0 —1.1m 8 Nil D
Open Space 50% 58% A
Outdoor Living 30m? 56m? A
Car Parking 2 2 A
Site Works Less than 500mm Less than 500mm A
Retaining Walls >500mm & bndy setback <1m Less than 500mm A
Overshadowing 25% <25% A
Drainage On-site To be conditioned A
Local Planning Policy Assessment
LPP Residential Design Guidelines Provision Status
3.7.2 Additions and Alterations to Existing Buildings A
3.7.3 Development of Existing Buildings A
3.7.4 Site Works A
3.7.5 Demolition A
3.7.6 Construction of New Buildings A
3.7.7 Building Setbacks and Orientation D
3.7.8 Roof Form and Pitch D
3.7.9 Materials and Colours A
3.7.10 Landscaping A
3.7.11 Front Fences N/A
3.7.12 Pergolas N/A
3.7.13 Incidental Development Requirements N/A
3.7.14 Footpaths and Crossovers D
3.7.18.3 Garages, Carports and Outbuildings D
3.7.15-20 Precinct Requirements A
Building Height Requirement Required Proposed Status
Building Height (wall) (RDG) 5.6m 5.4m A
Building Height (roof) (RDG) 8.1m 7.4m (max) A

The variations to the R- Codes and the Residential Design Guidelines are discussed below.

Dwelling density
The area is coded Residential R12.5, however, corner lots are subject to a special application of the
Residential Design Codes under clause 5.3.1 of the Planning Scheme which states as follows:
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5.3.1 Density Bonus for Corner Lots:

In areas with a density coding of R12.5, the local government may approve development up
to a density of R20 on corner lots where the dwellings are designed to face each of the two
street frontages, and in the opinion of local government, there will be an improvement in
the overall amenity of the streets as a result of the development.

The proposed lot on which the new dwelling would be constructed will meet the minimum site area
requirements for a R20 code (i.e. minimum 350m?; proposed 445m?) and the minimum lot frontage
requirement (required 10m; proposed 23.3m). The dwelling has been designed to face Salvado Avenue
and as previously mentioned the original dwelling has been refurbished and modified to provide a
frontage to Alexandra Road so it complies with the Scheme provision. The lot aréa remaining for the
original dwelling is 503m?.

The principle of the clause is aimed at ensuring the redevelopment of corner lots has regard for both
streetscapes. This aim is considered satisfied in that there will bedan improvement in the overall
amenity of Salvado Avenue and Alexandra Road as a result of the developments The removal of the
freestanding garage at the rear of the lot is also required anduits replacement with an additional
dwelling which addresses the street is considered a better streetscape and design outcome.

Street setback

The street setback of 6.0 metres under R20 standards.is essentially achieved. There are two window
incursions within the incursion setback permitted under the R-Codes (i.e. 5.0 metres). However, the
upper level setback of 4.9 metres falls outside the 1.0, metre allowance for minor incursions.
Notwithstanding, the street setback propesed is<consistent with other setbacks in the street. The
corner lot subdivision only allows for a 19 metre lot depth so it is difficult to achieve the 6.0 metre
setback and still maintain a reasonablessetback.from the rear boundary, however the applicant is
proposing a 2.0 — 2.1 metre setback from:the rear lot boundary which will allow for some landscaping
and separation between the thréee grouped dwellings on the lot to the south.

In light of the above the ‘Design, principles’ of the R-Codes are considered satisfied in respect to the
following and the reduced street setback is supported:

o the development is not contrary to the established streetscape;

e  open space and privacy is protected;

landscaping.of the front setback will occur;

it is not considered there is any detraction from the amenity or character of the area; and

o the development positively contributes to the character of the area and prevailing development.

Lot boundary setback
The proposed two storey development is fully compliant with lot boundary setbacks.

The proposed lot boundary setbacks of the original dwelling will not comply in respect to the southern
boundary. The applicant is proposing extensions to that side of the dwelling to provide and
activity/study and a fourth bedroom. The nil setback proposed is supported on the basis that there is
minimal overshadowing and there are no objections from the adjoining property owners.

Notwithstanding the setback variations the ‘Design Principles’ of the R-Codes are considered satisfied in
that the dwelling overall does not unnecessarily contribute to building bulk and scale on the adjoining
lot, provides for adequate sun and ventilation to open spaces and overshadowing is within the
acceptable limits for the R12.5/R20 coding. The impact on the streetscape and amenity of the adjoining
property is considered minimal.
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Garage width
The garage width marginally exceeds 30% of the lot frontage (proposed width 30.9%) and so does not

comply with the Residential Design Guidelines. The non-compliance is a result of a storeroom being
located on the side of the garage increasing the width of the garage structure, and does not entirely
contribute to the width of the garage door but more so to the overall width of the dwelling. The non-
compliance is therefore supported as the additional width is not considered to visually detract from the
streetscape.

Crossover width

The crossover width indicated on the plans at the front boundary is 5 metres. Thisscomplies with
Council policy, however the crossover width increases to 7.0 metres at the verge and this is not
acceptable as it is non-compliant with Council policy. Council policy in this regard'is.aimed at reducing
hard paved surfaces on the street verge. A condition is therefore recommended which will ensure
compliance with Council’s crossover provisions, as outlined in the Residential’ Design Guidelines, in
respect to maximum width and removal of redundant crossovers.

Front fence

No front fence is indicated on the plans, however, one may_be considered at a later date. Given the
corner lot development for two grouped dwellings is already approvediwith substantial variation to the
front fence provisions as it fronts Alexandra Road the ‘@pplicantrindicated the front fence to Salvado
Road would remain open and be in compliance with the Residential Design Guidelines in respect to
visual permeability and maximum height permitted for the front setback area (including the first 6
metres of the fencing between the strata lot boundaryrunning north — south. A condition of approval is
recommended in this regard to ensure the street front fence does not exceed the height permitted and
sight lines are maintained in the front setback area, including the front setback area between the two
dwellings.

Existing trees
Two verge trees on Salvado Avenue are considered to be worthy of being retained and may be

susceptible to damage_.during . the construction phase. A condition of planning approval is
recommended to ensure they are retained and protected during the construction phase.

Conclusion

Given the above comments the application is recommended for approval subject to conditions. The
redevelopment of the lot with a total of two dwellings is permitted under the corner lot density bonus
clause of the Planning Scheme and is not considered to have a detrimental impact on the amenity of the
surraunding area. It'is considered there will be an improvement in the overall amenity of the street as a
result of the development and alterations and additions to the existing dwelling (granted planning
approval under separate development application).

° Mr Boston (applicant) advised the meeting that he supported the officer’s recommendation.
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11.2 OFFICER RECOMMENDATION/COMMITTEE RESOLUTION 030411
Moved Cr Nardi, seconded Cr White

That Council exercise its discretion in granting planning approval to vary:

(i)

(ii)
(iii)
(iv)

Clause 5.1.2 — Street Setback of the Residential Design Codes of WA to permit a street setback
of less than 6.0 metres (i.e. a minor incursion less than 5.0 metres);

Clause 5.1.3 — Lot Boundary Setback of the Residential Design Codes of WA to permit a lot
boundary setback of less than 1.5 metres for the original dwelling (southern elevation);

Clause 3.7.8.3 — Roof Form and Pitch of the Residential Design Guidelines 2016 to allow a roof
pitch of less than 28°; and

Clause 3.7.17.3 — Garages, Carports and Outbuildings of the Residential Design Guidelines 2016
to allow the width of the garage to exceed 30% of the lot frontage,

for a two storey grouped dwelling and alterations and additions to the existing dwelling at No. 53
(Lot 200) Alexandra Road, East Fremantle, in accordance with the plans date stamped received on 15
January 2018, subject to the following conditions:

(1)
(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

(11)

All parapet walls are to be of a suitable material to the adjacent property face by way of
agreement between the property owners and at the applicant’s expense.

The verge trees on Salvado Road are not to be removed. If any damage or loss of the trees
occurs during the construction phase the trees are to be replaced at the discretion of the
Operations Manager and at the applicant’s cost.

Fencing within the street setback area (including the setback required along the north — south
strata lot boundary) to be in compliance with the Residential Design Guidelines 2016 and sight
lines maintained in accordance with Australian Standards.

Any new crossovers which are constructed under this approval are to be a maximum width of
5.0 metres (including splays/wings) and the crossover is to be constructed in compliance with
Council’s Residential Design Guidelines 2016.

In cases where there is anexisting crossover this is to be removed and the kerb, verge and
footpath are to be reinstated at the applicant’s expense to the satisfaction of Council.

If requested by Council within the first two years following installation, the Colourbond 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.

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

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

With regard 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 planning approval, without
those changes being specifically marked for Council’s attention.

All storm water is to be disposed of on site, an interceptor channel installed if required and a
drainage plan be submitted to the satisfaction of the Chief Executive Officer in consultation
with the Building Surveyor prior to the issue of a Building Permit.

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 of East
Fremantle.
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(12)

(13)

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 Council and if approved, the total cost to be
borne by the applicant. Council 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 planning approval to remain valid for a period of 24 months from date of this approval.

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

(i)
(ii)
(iii)

(iv)

(v)
(vi)

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

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

It is recommended that the applicant provides a Structural Engineer’s dilapidation report, at
the applicant’s 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 Council.and one copy should be given
to the owner of any daffected 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 subjectto the Dividing Fences Act 1961.

Under the Environmental Protection (Noise) Regulations 1997, the noise from an air-
conditioner must meet assigned allowable noise levels at all times. The Environmental
Protection Act 1986 sets penalties for.non-compliance with the Regulations and the installer of
a noisy air-conditioner can face penalties of up to 55,000 under Section 80 of the Act. Refer to
Department of Environmental Protection document — “An Installers Guide to Air Conditioner
Noise”.

(CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY)

Note:

As 4 Committee membersyvoted in favour of the Reporting Officer’'s recommendation, pursuant to
Council’s decision.regarding delegated decision making made on 20 June 2017 this application deemed
determined, on behalf of Council, under delegated authority.
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11.3 Canning Highway No. 209 (Lot 49) — Construction of Two Storey Dwelling

Applicant Sidi Construction P/L

Owner Caesar Holdings P/L

File ref P/CAN209; PO08/18

Prepared by Christine Catchpole, Planning Officer

Supervised by Andrew Malone, Executive Manager Regulatory Services
Meeting Date 3 April 2018

Voting requirements Simple Majority

Documents tabled Nil

Attachments Nil

Purpose

The WAPC has granted conditional approval for the freehold subdivision of<No. 209 and No. 211
Canning Highway, East Fremantle. One of the proposed lots is the subject of this application. This
report considers a development approval application for the construction of a two storey dwelling on a
portion of vacant land at the rear of the lot which fronts Allen Stréet.

Executive Summary
The assessment has been based on the development being constructed within the boundaries of
proposed Lot 2 at the rear of the parent lot (No. 209 Canning Highway - Lot 49). The following issues
are relevant to the determination of this application:
e Street setback: 1.0 metre incursion of balcony‘which exceeds 20% of the lot frontage;
e Lot boundary setbacks: parapet walland reduced setbacks to eastern and southern boundary;
e Qutdoor living area: less than required dimension of 4 metres;
e Site works: Excavation and fill'greater.and. less than 500mm within the street setback and 1.0
metre of the lot boundary;
e Retaining walls: greater than 500mm and within 1 metre of the lot boundary required to retain
the ground level;
e Visual privacy: less'than the required 7.5 metre setback for the balcony and the 6.0 metre
setback for the kitchen window;
e Front fence: non-compliance with Policy requirements in respect to solid section and overall
height and visual perméability; and
e Roof¢itch.and form: less than specified in the Policy.

It is considered the, street setback, lot boundary setbacks, outdoor living area, site works, retaining
walls, wisual privacy, outdoor living area, and roof pitch variations can be supported subject to
conditions. of planning approval being imposed to ensure the residential amenity for adjoining
properties and the streetscape is maintained. Compliance with the front fencing provisions is
considered necessary and a condition is recommended to ensure this is achieved.

Background

6 July 2017: WAPC approval for freehold subdivision of the lot to R40 standards (Lot 2 - 288m?).

March 2018 : Development approval application for heritage listed property on No. 209 (Lot 49)
currently under informal consideration by Council through the CDAC.

Consultation

Advertising

The application was advertised for two weeks with letters sent to surrounding land owners from 30
January to 16 February 2018. No submissions were received.
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Community Design Advisory Committee (CDAC)

The application was referred to the CDAC meeting of 5 February 2018 and the CDAC’s comments are
noted below. The applicant’s response is indicated in italics below the CDAC comments:

(a) The overall built form merits;

The building has no relationship to any other development of the locality.

Whilst the form of the building is not in the style of the traditional housing stock of Allen Street,
throughout the design we have implemented a materiality (traditional recycled red brick) and
colour pallet (Zincalume greys and white) that is intended to create a relationship with the
existing built form whilst not pretending to be a historic building.

The Committee consider there is no design merit in the proposed development.

The location of the development is at the beginning of Allen Street and part of a larger
subdivision that will endeavour to create modern houses that are sensitive'in materiality and
scale to the surrounding built form. As the development is on the corner of Canning Hwy and
not situated between existing built form that would interrupt an existing streetscape the
development will propose a consistent internal style.and we will.continue to consult with East
Fremantle Council.

(b) The quality of architectural design including its impact upon the heritage significance of the
place and its relationship to adjoining development;

See above comments.

(c) The relationship with and impact.on.the broader public realm and streetscape;

The Committee considerthe proposed development would have a detrimental impact to the
locality and result in a‘poor streetscape outcome.

See above comments.

(d) The impact on the character of the precinct, including its impact upon heritage structures,
significant ndatural featuresiand landmarks;

No.comment.

(e) The extent to which the proposal is designed to be resource efficient, climatically  appropriate,
responsive to climate change and a contribution to environmental sustainability;

The proposal has some passive solar efficiencies assisting in the environmental sustainability in
the design.

The uses all principles of solar passive design (long north and south walls, short east and west
walls, protection to windows on western facade, natural cross ventilation of living areas and
bedrooms with openable windows on the north and south fagade to capture prevailing SE
summer cool breezes, eaves and shading designed to protect window and walls from summer
sun and provide solar passive gain in winter months, masonry and concrete are used in an
appropriate way to provide thermal mass, screening is used around balconies to provide
maximum winter sun penetration and summer shade, all outdoor and living areas are north

facing.
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(f) The demonstration of other qualities of best practice urban design including “Crime Prevention”
Through Environmental Design performance, protection of important view corridors and lively civic
places;

e  The proposal demonstrates passive surveillance to the streetscape.

The design not only attempts to engage with the street through passive surveillance but utilises
the front garden space in a way that would potentially create more interaction with the local
community with the intention to create better neighbourhood relationships and local
community engagement.

Officer response

The subdivision of the corner lots at No. 209 - 211 Canning Highway has been endorsed by Council at a
redevelopment density of R40 pursuant to the provisions of Clause 5.4.2 (highway frontagedual coding).
The subsequent redevelopment of the lots will therefore be subject to design and assessment under the
R40 code and the Residential Design Guidelines. In the main the applicant has.designed to these
standards and within the confines of a 288m? lot. The applicant has also addressed the provisions of the
Planning Scheme in relation to dual frontage and noise attenuation (to be. conditioned). The two
heritage listed properties are also being retained and renovated. Onenof these has already been the
subject of an addition and refurbishment which has significantly increased the longevity of the heritage
dwelling. The applicant’s response, therefore, is considefred to.adequately address the CDAC comments.

Statutory Environment

Planning and Development Act 2005

Residential Design Codes of WA

Town of East Fremantle Local Planning Scheme:No. 3\(LPS 3)
LPS 3 — Heritage List

Policy Implications

Town of East Fremantle Residential Design Guidelines 2016 (as amended)
Fremantle Port Buffer Zone—Area 3

Municipal Inventory — Category B

Financial Implications
Nil
Strategic Implications

The Town of East Fremantle Strategic Community Plan 2017 — 2027 states as follows:

Built Environment
Accessible, well planned built landscapes which are in balance with the Town’s unique heritage
and open spaces.

3.1 Facilitate 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.

3.2 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 practices.
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3.3.2 Optimal management of assets within resource capabilities.
3.3.3 Plan and advocate for improved access and connectivity.

Natural Environment

Maintaining and enhancing our River foreshore and other green, open spaces with a focus on

environmental sustainability and community amenity.

4.1 Conserve, maintain and enhance the Town’s open spaces.

4.1.1 Partner with Stakeholders to actively protect, conserve and maintain the Swan River

foreshore.
4.1.2 Plan for improved streetscapes parks and reserves.

4.2 Enhance environmental values and sustainable natural resource use.
4.2.1 Reduce waste through sustainable waste management practices.
4.3 Acknowledge the change in our climate and understand the impact of those chanhges.

4.3.1 Improve systems and infrastructure standards to assist with mitigating climate

change impacts.

Site Inspection
March 2018

Comment

LPS 3 Zoning: Residential R12.5/40 (Lot 2 subdivided to.R40 minimum site area per dwelling standards —

average 220m3)
Site area: 288m?

Statutory Assessment

The proposal has been assessed against the provisions of Local Planning Scheme No. 3 and the Town's
Local Planning Policies. A summary of the assessment is provided in the following tables.

Legend
(refer to tables below)

A

Acceptable

D

Discretionary

N/A

Not Applicable

Residential Design.Codes Assessment

Design Element Required Proposed Status

Street Front 4.0m 4.2m A

Setback

Minor Incursion 1.0m 3.0m D
(not greater than 20% of the lot frontage) (47% of the lot frontage)

Lot Boundary Southern (UF) - 2.2m 1.51m D

Setback Eastern (GF) - 1.5m Nil

Open Space 45% 45.5% A

Outdoor Living M|n|m!.1m Iel?gth and width Minimum dimension of 3.8m D

Areas dimension of 4m

Car Parking 1 2 A

Site Works Less than 500mm Greater than 500mm D

Retaining Walls Greater than 500mm and closer Greater than 500mm and closer than D

than 1m to lot boundary 1.0m to lot boundary
Overshadowing 25% 17.37% A

Drainage

On-site

On-site
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Local Planning Policy Assessment

LPP Residential Design Guidelines Provision Status
3.7.2 Additions and Alterations to Existing Buildings N/A
3.7.3 Development of Existing Buildings N/A
3.7.4 Site Works D
3.7.5 Demolition A
3.7.6 Construction of New Buildings A
3.7.7 Building Setbacks and Orientation D
3.7.8 Roof Form and Pitch D
3.7.9 Materials and Colours A
3.7.10 Landscaping A
3.7.11 Front Fences D
3.7.12 Pergolas N/A
3.7.13 Incidental Development Requirements N/A
3.7.14 Footpaths and Crossovers A
3.7.18.3 Garages, Carports and Outbuildings A
3.7.15-20 Precinct Requirements A
Building Height Requirement Required Proposed Status
Building Height (wall) (R-Codes) N/A N/A N/A
Building Height (wall) (R-Codes) 7.0m 6.4m —6.67m A
Building Height (roof) (R-Codes) N/A N/A N/A

The lot to be developed was approved by the' WAPC.in July 2017 as a freehold lot. The lot of 288m? was
subdivided from a larger lot (No. 209.Canning Highway) with the balance of the land being further
subdivided with land at No. 211 Canning Highway. The original heritage listed dwellings on the site have
been retained and are being renovated and.extended. Two of the four lots will be further subdivided
into survey strata lots at a density of R40.

The proposed dwellingds a two storey residence that comprises a ground floor consisting of a lounge,
kitchen, living, dining, powder foom, laundry, bedroom with ensuite bathroom, double garage and
storeroom. Theredis also.an outdoor area with a plunge pool positioned on the northern side of the lot.
The upper level consists of two bathrooms, three bedrooms a lounge and balcony. Access to the garage
is from the internalraccessway not the street.

The dwelling has been designed to front Allen Street as required under clause 5.3.2 (highway frontage
dual coding) of the Planning Scheme. There are a number of variations to the R- Codes and the
Residential. Design Guidelines that are mostly due to the small lot area and a frontage of 9.8 metres.
These matters are discussed below.

Street setback

The subject lot has now been subdivided allowing for a development at a density of R40. The R-Codes
specify a 4.0 metre street setback in R40 coded residential areas. A 4.0 metre street setback has been
proposed for the main building line. However, the balcony of the upper level protrudes 1.0 metre into
the street setback to a distance of 3.0 metres from the front boundary, which it is permitted to do
under the R-Codes, but not for more than 20% of the lot frontage. The incursion occupies 47% of the lot
frontage.
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The R-Codes and the Residential Design Guidelines Element 3.7.7 provide ‘Design principles’ and
‘Performance criteria’ by which to assess proposed variations to setback requirements. These are
summarised below.

R-Codes

P2.1 - building setback from street boundaries an appropriate distance to ensure buildings:

o contribute to and are consistent with, established streetscape;

o provide adequate privacy and open space for dwellings;

. accommodate site planning requirements such as parking, landscape and utilities; and
. allow safety clearances for easements for essential service corridors.

Residential Design Guidelines (RDG)

P1.1 The primary street setback of new developments or additions to"non-contributory
buildings is to match the traditional setback of the immediate locality.

P2  Developments to be oriented to address the street.

P3  Wall heights to reflect the immediate locality.

The proposed setback is considered to meet the above criteria with the exception of consistency with
established streetscape and matching traditional setbacks. Notwithstanding, the proposed setback is
supported on the basis that the redevelopment of the two lots fronting Canning Highway (No. 209
and 211) has been based on permitting redevelopment at.a density of R40 on the highway. This corner
pocket of new housing, whilst incorporating thé restoration of two heritage listed properties, once fully
redeveloped will differ considerably from the architecture, built form and streetscape pattern of the
remainder of Allen Street. This is considered acceptable as the developments will adequately address
Canning Highway and Allen Street @ndubeing on the corner will not detract from the heritage
streetscape of Allen Street. Also, the inclusion of the balcony within the street front elevation provides
a far better connection of the dwelling with the street by providing a more articulated and interesting
facade.

The objective of increasing the number of dwellings in the Town along a transport corridor without
detrimentally impacting on the heritage character of the Town is considered to be an acceptable
outcome and one that is being undertaken to a high standard.

Lot boundary setbacks

The lot boundary setbacks of the dwelling do not comply in respect to the parapet walls of the garage
on the eastern'side and the upper floor on the southern side of the lot. For the most part the dwelling
meets the required setback from the lot boundaries due to the internal accessway to the rear lot which
creates an additional buffer from which the lot boundary setback can be calculated.

The parapet walls of the garage and store room have no impact at present as the rear boundary abuts a
vacant lot which is to be further subdivided. The development on this lot (also at R40 standards) is
more than likely to have an abutting parapet wall to enable the most efficient development of smaller
lot areas. The wall of the outdoor living area is to be constructed immediately abutting the accessway
and will form the side lot boundary fence. This is also considered acceptable as the wall is not excessive
in height and is of a suitable material and finish.

The reduced setback to the southern boundary for the upper level is also considered acceptable and the
adjoining owner has not objected to the setback or any other aspect of the proposal. The proposed
setback of 1.5 metres will allow for landscaping within the setback area which will also assist in reducing
the impact of the building on the adjoining property.
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As discussed above whilst the ‘Deemed to Comply’ setback provisions are not achieved the ‘Design
Principles’ of the R-Codes are considered satisfied, in that the dwelling is not considered to
unnecessarily contribute to building bulk on the adjoining lot, provides for adequate sun and ventilation
to open spaces and the adjoining property. Overshadowing is only marginally impacting the adjoining
lot at ~17%; well within the R12.5 limit of 25% at 12.00pm on 21 June.

Site works and retaining walls

The proposed excavation is in excess of that permitted under the ‘Deemed to Comply’ provisions of the
R-Codes. The site will be excavated (rear) and filled (front) up to approximately 1.0 metre to achieve a
level building pad. The existing ground level will remain over most of the site. Retaining walls will be
built along the southern, northern and eastern boundaries to allow for levelling of the site.

Therefore this element requires assessment under the ‘Design Principles’ of the R-Codes which state as
follows.

P7.1 Development that considers and responds to the natural features-of the site and
requires minimal excavation/fill.

P7.2 Where excavation/fill is necessary, all finished levels respecting the natural ground level
at the boundary of the site and the adjoining propertiessand.as viewed from the street.

As views for surrounding residences are not considered. to be impacted the maximum wall height
(concealed roof) of 7.0m metres under the Table 3 ofithe R-Codes can be applied as per the provisions
in the Residential Design Guidelines. The filland retaining walls proposed are therefore also supported
as the height limits of the dwelling are not exceeded., Also, all finished levels will respect existing levels
at the lot boundaries.

Visual privacy
The ‘Deemed to Comply’ provisions fon Element 5.4.1 Visual Privacy of the R-Codes requires major

openings which have theirfloorlevel more than 0.5 metres above natural ground level, and positioned
so as to overlook any part of any other residential property behind its setback line, to comply with the
following:

e 4.5 metres.in the case of bedrooms and studies;
e 6.0 metresin the case of habitable rooms, other than bedrooms and studies; and
e 7.5 metres in the case of unenclosed outdoor active habitable spaces.

The proposed development does not comply with the ‘Deemed to Comply’ provisions of the R-Codes for
the balcony:and kitchen window, however, the ‘Design Provisions’ of 5.4.1 allows for:

P1.1 Minimal direct overlooking of active habitable spaces and outdoor living areas of
adjacent dwellings achieved through: building layout, location; design of major
openings; landscape screening of outdoor active habitable spaces; and/or location of
screening devices.

P1.2 Maximum visual privacy to side and rear boundaries through measures such as:
offsetting the location of ground and first floor windows so that viewing is oblique
rather than direct; building to the boundary where appropriate; setting back the first
floor from the side boundary; providing higher or opaque and fixed windows; and/or
screen devices (including landscaping, fencing, obscure glazing, timber screens, external
blinds, window hoods and shutters).
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The proposed design is considered to comply with the Design Principles of Element 5.4.1 Visual Privacy
of the R-Codes. The cone of vision from the southern elevation of the balcony is greater than 7.5
metres and extends approximately 1.0 metre over the common boundary. However, overlooking is of
the front setback area of the property to the south on Allen Street which is already visible from the
street and footpath. So this non-compliance is not considered to require screening.

The northern elevation of the balcony is also less than 7.5 metres from the property boundary, but a 6
metre wide internal vehicle accessway will provide a reasonable degree of separation between the
proposed lots fronting Allen Street. The applicant has proposed a degree of screening on the balcony
and this is considered sufficient given the separation created by the accessway.

The kitchen window on the southern elevation once constructed will be more than 500mm above
natural ground level. The visual privacy setback required is therefore 6 metres and<the setback
provided is 1.5 metres. The window is a bench height window behind a sink and therefore will not be
any higher than 1.6 metres from floor level so screening will be provided be a standard 1.8 metre high
fence along the property boundary. Additional screening to comply with the visual privacy setbacks is
therefore not considered necessary.

Outdoor living area

The R-Codes specify that the minimum dimension for‘an outdoor.living area cannot be less than 4
metres (proposed 3.8 metres). This is considered a minor non-compliance and one that can be
supported on the basis that the minimum outdoor living area is achieved (proposed: ~50m?; required:
20m?) and the outdoor living area directly connects«with an indoor living area (bifold doors) thereby
making it easily accessible from a living area andiincreasing the useable area. It is also screened from
the street.

Front fence

The front fence as indicated on the plans does not comply with the Residential Design Guidelines in
respect to the height of the solid portion (greater than 1.2m; proposed 1.6 - 2.7m) the overall height
(greater than 1.8m; proposed up to 2.0m) and the visual permeability (less than 60%). In this
circumstance as the néw dwelling is on a site that is higher than the street and footpath level and
positioned between two heritage dwellings it is considered that front fencing should not be visually
dominant or intrusive norappear excessively high in relation to the front fence of the adjoining heritage
property which_has a low limestone wall of approximately 600mm in height. The front setback area is
not required for, private open space and therefore a high front wall is not considered necessary. It is
considered ‘more important that the front fence not dominate that section of the streetscape and
impede a view of the dwellings and their front gardens. Keeping the streetscape as open as possible in
this circumstance is considered to be the best outcome. A condition requiring compliance with the
Residential'Design Guidelines in this regard is therefore recommended to be imposed.

Roof pitch
The non-compliance with the roof pitch (i.e. ~ skillion roof of less than 5° rather than the minimum of

28°) is considered supportable in this case because it is not considered necessary for the roof form to
conform to that of the original housing in the Woodside Precinct. This is a preferable outcome because
the contemporary dwelling is quite distinct from the original dwellings in the street. Although it is
positioned between two heritage listed dwellings the remainder of the dwellings to be developed on
this corner will be of a contemporary design and the additions to the heritage dwellings are also of a
contemporary design which is in keeping with the proposal for the site.
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Conclusion

Given the comments above the application is recommended for approval. The redevelopment of the lot
for a two storey single dwelling is a permitted use of the land under the R40 code to which it has been
subdivided and the development of this site is not considered to detrimentally impact the amenity of
the surrounding area or the heritage values of the Precinct. A number of planning conditions have been
recommended to ensure the heritage values and streetscape are maintained to an acceptable standard.

e  Mr Parsons (applicant) addressed the meeting in support of the development application.

11.3 OFFICER RECOMMENDATION/COMMITTEE RESOLUTION 040418
Moved Cr Natale, seconded Cr M McPhail
That Council exercise discretion in granting planning approval to vary:

(i) Clause 5.1.2 — Street Setback of the Residential Design Codes of WA to permit aminor
incursion into the street setback to exceed more than 20% of the lot frontage;

(ii) Clause 5.1.3 - Lot Boundary Setback of the Residential Design Codes of WA to permit a setback
of less than 1.5 metres on the eastern boundary and 2.2 metres.on the southern boundary
(upper floor);

(iii) Clause 5.3.1 — Outdoor Living Area of the Residential Design Codes of WA to permit an outdoor
living area with a minimum width dimension of less than 4 metres;

(iv) Clause 5.3.7 - Site Works of the Residential Design Codes of WA to allow excavation and fill
greater than 0.5 metres behind a street setback line:and within 1.0 metre of a lot boundary;

(v) Clause 5.3.8 - Retaining Walls of the Residential Design Codes of WA to permit retaining walls
greater than 0.5 metres in height less than 1.0 metre from the lot boundaries;

(vi) Clause 5.4.1 - Visual Privacy of the Residential Design Codes of WA to allow an unenclosed
outdoor active habitable space (balcony)to be set back less than 7.5 metres from the northern
lot boundary and a kitchen-window to be setback less than 6.0 metres from the southern lot
boundary; and

(vii) Clause 3.7.8.3 of the Residential Design Guidelines 2016 to allow a roof form and pitch of less
than 28°,

for construction of a/two storey single dwelling at No. 209 (Lot 49 — proposed Lot 2) Canning

Highway, East Fremantle, in accordance with the plans date stamped received on 24 January 2018,

subject to the following conditions:

(1) All fencingrin.the street setback area (including side boundaries) is to fully comply with the
Residential Design Guidelines and no solid portion of the fence is to be above a height of 1.2
metres from natural ground level on the footpath or access driveway side of the fence. The
remainder of the fence is not to exceed an overall height of 1.8 metres and the infill panels are
not.to exceed a height of 1.8 metres above natural ground level and are to be 60% visually
permeable for the entire length and area of the fence.

(2) Compliance with sight lines in accordance with Australian Standards for the garage and the
access leg from Allen Street.

(3) Noise attenuation measures are to be included in the dwelling to the satisfaction of the Chief
Executive Officer with the details being submitted and indicated on the plans submitted with
the Building Permit application.

(4) The installation of a glass balustrade on the upper level balcony as indicated on the plans date
stamped received 24 January 2018.

(5) The dwelling is to be constructed using the materials, colours and finishes indicated on the
plans date stamped received 24 January 2018 unless otherwise varied by the Chief Executive
Officer.

(6) The bin storage area is not to be located within the front setback area.
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(7)
(8)

(9)

(10)

(11)

(12)

(13)

(14)

(15)

(16)

(17)

All parapet walls/building structures to the adjacent property face are to be finished by way of
agreement between the property owners and at the applicant’s expense.

If requested by Council within the first two years following installation, the metal 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.
In cases where there is an existing crossover this is to be removed and the kerb, verge and
footpath are to be reinstated at the applicant’s expense to the satisfaction of Council, unless
on application, Council approval for the crossover to remain is obtained.

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

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

With regard 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 planning approval, without
those changes being specifically marked for Council’s attention.

The proposed dwelling is not to be occupied until all conditions attached to this planning
approval have been finalised to the satisfaction of/the Chief Executive Officer in consultation
with relevant officers.

All storm water is to be disposed of on site, an interceptor channel installed if required and a
drainage plan be submitted to the satisfaction of the Chief Executive Officer in consultation
with the Building Surveyor prior to the issue of‘a Building Permit.

All introduced filling of earth to thedot 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 of East
Fremantle.

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 Council and if approved, the total cost to be
borne by the applicant. Council 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 planning approval to remain valid for a period of 24 months from date of this approval.

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

(i)
(i)
(iii)

(iv)

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

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

It is recommended that the applicant provides a Structural Engineer’s dilapidation report, at
the applicant’s 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 Council and one copy should be given
to the owner of any affected 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).
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(v)  Matters relating to dividing fences are subject to the Dividing Fences Act 1961.

(vi) Under the Environmental Protection (Noise) Regulations 1997, the noise from an air-
conditioner must meet assigned allowable noise levels at all times. The Environmental
Protection Act 1986 sets penalties for non-compliance with the Regulations and the installer of
a noisy air-conditioner can face penalties of up to $5,000 under Section 80 of the Act. Refer to
Department of Environmental Protection document — “An Installers Guide to Air Conditioner
Noise”

(CARRIED 6:1)

Note:

As 4 Committee members voted in favour of the Reporting Officer’'s recommendation, pursuant to
Council’s decision regarding delegated decision making made on 20 June 2017.this application deemed
determined, on behalf of Council, under delegated authority.
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11.4 Oakover Street No. 25 (Lot 278) — Request for second crossover to Oakover Street

Applicant/Owner L Brookes & J Tonga

File ref P/OAK25

Prepared by Christine Catchpole, Planning Officer

Supervised by Andrew Malone, Executive Manager Regulatory Services
Voting requirements Simple Majority

Meeting date 3 April 2018

Documents tabled Nil

Attachments Nil.

Purpose

This report considers a request for a second crossover at No. 25 (Lot.278) Oakover<Street, East
Fremantle.

Executive Summary
The following issues are relevant to the determination of this request for a.second crossover.

Taking into consideration the streetscape, location.of a power pole and the site circumstances a second
crossover is considered unnecessarysand will be to the detriment of pedestrian, cyclist and motorist
safety, as well as the overall appearance of the streetscape and should not be supported. As such the
application is recommended for refusal on the grounds that it does not comply with the provisions of
the Residential Design Guidelines, the objectives of the Residential zone under the Planning Scheme and

Maximum number of crossovers per lot: 1 permitted; 2 proposed.
Pedestrian priority over vehicular access.

Pedestrian and cyclist safety.

Streetscape and street tree.

Parking within the street setback area:

Location of power pole.

is contrary to the orderly and proper planning of the area.

Background
The owner wishes.to apply for a second crossover on the following grounds:

“Oakover Street has numerous vehicles of residents (and visitors} continually parked
along/the street which pose a considerable danger to drivers, cyclists and pedestrians
alike as well as continual congestion in the street.

A large increase in the volume of through traffic down Oakover Street, from both
Canning Highway and Marmion Street, by vehicles trying to avoid Petra Street. This
through traffic then has to negotiate the resident's cars parked on the street, needing
to weave in and out to do so which is extremely dangerous.

A large number of homes also have cars parked on their verge at all angles which
makes it very difficult and dangerous to see any vehicles exiting the property. Any
grass and landscaping on the verges are being destroyed by these vehicles constantly
being parked on them and thus leading to unkempt/unsightly verges and streetscapes.
Many of the homes in the street are resided in by families with
children/teenagers/young adults many of which are either learning to drive or have
recently obtained their driver's license. This fact is therefore adding to the number of
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vehicles per household (our house alone will soon have an additional two cars). The
number of vehicles parked along the street or verge is therefore going to, and is,
increasing.

We need to get as many of these vehicles off the street and make our street as safe as
possible for every resident living in Oakover Street as well as for every vehicle, cyclist and
pedestrian using our street.

In addition, due to the Zoning and R-Codes not allowing any further sub-division of single
residential lots along this section of Oakover Street the likelihood of any additional
crossovers due to development is basically non-existent. Therefore a second crossever on a
single residential lot should be viewed more favorably by Council.

In conclusion, we strongly believe a second crossover to our property would improve the
visual continuity of the overall streetscape of Oakover Street and importantly provide a
designated area on our verge for an additional vehicle to be safely parked off the street.
Sometime in the future we would also like to create a paved area, in keeping with our
existing driveway paving and within our lot boundary, which would connect to the new
crossover. This would mean a vehicle could then be parked within. our. lot boundary and no
longer parked on our new second crossover.”

DETAILS

The proposed new crossover (~¥3 metres wide) .when constructed and adjacent to the adjoining
neighbour’s crossover will result in two crossovers side by side with a width of approximately 8.5
metres. The overall width of the lot is approximately 20.1 metres. The existing crossover (~3.0 metres
wide) is on the southern side of the lot adjacent to another crossover of approximately 3.5 metres in
width. There also appears to be a paved area for a vehicle immediately adjacent to the driveway in the
front setback area.

The second crossover is sought to enable additional vehicles to be parked on the crossover and
eventually on site in the front setback area. Once constructed it would be an added convenience for the
owners.

LPS 3 Zoning: Residential R12.5
Site area: 1,011m?

Consultation

Advertising

Advertising was not required as the proposed crossover is wholly within the road reserve. Adjoining
neighbours are/not directly impacted.

Community Design Advisory Committee (CDAC)
The application was not referred to the CDAC as it will have no impact on the design or heritage
elements of the place, in that the design of the dwelling will remain unchanged.

Statutory Environment

Planning and Development Act 2005

Town of East Fremantle Local Planning Scheme No. 3 (LPS 3)
LPS 3 - Heritage List

Policy Implications
Town of East Fremantle Residential Design Guidelines 2016 (as amended)
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Municipal Heritage Inventory — Category B
Financial Implications

Nil

Strategic Implications

The Town of East Fremantle Strategic Community Plan 2017 — 2027 states as follows:

Built Environment
Accessible, well planned built landscapes which are in balance with the Town’s unique heritage
and open spaces.

3.1 Facilitate 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.

3.2 Maintaining and enhancing the Town’s character.
3.2.1 Ensure appropriate planning policies to protect thexTown’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 practices.
3.3.2 Optimal management of assetsiwithin resource capabilities.
3.3.3 Plan and advocate for improved access and connectivity.

Natural Environment
Maintaining and enhancing our<River foreshore and other green, open spaces with a focus on
environmental sustainability and community amenity.

4.1 Conserve, maintain and enhance the Town’s open spaces.
4.1.1 Partner with Stakeholders to actively protect, conserve and maintain the Swan River
foreshore.
4.1.2 Plan for improved streetscapes parks and reserves.

4.2 Enhance‘environmental values and sustainable natural resource use.
4.2.1 Reduce waste through sustainable waste management practices.
4.3 Acknowledge the change in our climate and understand the impact of those changes.
4.3.1 Improve systems and infrastructure standards to assist with mitigating climate
change impacts.

Site Inspection
March 2018

Comment

The preference for some land owners to accommodate additional vehicles on site and pave front
setback areas as indicated in the applicant’s submission has the potential to result in streetscapes
becoming dominated by more and larger crossovers and driveways at the expense of pedestrian and
cyclist safety, landscaping, streetscape amenity, street trees and on-street parking. As a result the
Town’s Residential Design Guidelines (RDG) specifically addresses this issue under clause 3.7.14 where
the RDG state the following as being one of the ‘Desired Outcomes’ for the Precinct:

e maximum of one crossover per lot.

and the RDG ‘Performance Criteria’ states, in part, that:
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e Pedestrian walk ways will take priority over vehicular access.
also Clause 3.7.15.2.2 — ‘Acceptable Development Provisions’ states that:
e A1l.1 parking to be located at the rear of the block.

There are a number of matters that are relevant to the consideration of this request for a second
crossover. Aerial photography and site inspection of Oakover Street, demonstrates that double
crossovers are not the norm and have been kept to a low number even though there are some double
crossovers that have resulted with battleaxe subdivision. Between Canning Highway and Fletcher
Street, the street block in which No. 25 Oakover Street is located, there are 48 lots. Of these, 41 are
single crossovers and 7 are double crossovers.

The Policy of one crossover per lot is for the purpose of maximising the safety,.comfort and convenience
for pedestrians and cyclists and minimising the need for them to be overly cautious and vigilant on
footpaths and roadways. Minimising the crossover points is therefore very.important in maximising
safety and amenity for residents and motorists. It is considered the, applicant has not provided
adequate relevant justification to merit support for a second_crossover., The addition of another
crossover without adequate justification is not supportable as it reduces safety for pedestrians, cyclists
and motorists already using the road/footpath and reduces on-street parking for visitors and trades
people.

Notwithstanding the request for a crossover, this,application is for an off-street parking bay on the
verge. It is not intended at this point to providesite access'from the crossover. The additional ~21m? of
crossover paving on the verge is considered to detract from the streetscape and will effectively result in
another double crossover on Oakover Street when positioned adjacent to the neighbour’s crossover.
Double crossovers, or crossovers immediately»adjacent to each other have an even greater visual
impact, resulting in a greater proportion of paving as opposed to landscaping which in turn results in
greater storm water run-off and overall less\‘soft’ landscaping.

The double crossovers that exist in the street were more than likely constructed prior to the RDG being
adopted by Council. There are two.matters to be considered in relation to this point. The timeframe is
particularly relevant because in every neighbourhood there will be examples of structures and
crossovers that dennot comply with Guidelines or Policy. The second is that Guidelines or any other
Council policy cannotiundorwhat has been done and many provisions are often formulated to prevent
things that haverbeen allowed in the past from reoccurring; this was the case with the Residential
Design Guidelines in respect to crossovers. For this reason structures and access points that do not
comply with the Guidelines have no influence on whether a development or crossover will be approved
and are not considered to be a valid supporting argument.

Also of consideration in respect to this request is the location of a power pole approximately 900mm
away from the proposed crossover. The Town’s Operations Manager has stated that a minimum 1.0
metre separation between a crossover and a light pole is required. The proposed distance from the
power pole is therefore considered to be inadequate and a further contributing factor as to why a
second crossover should not be approved. It is also noted that a street tree would need to be removed
to accommodate the crossover. Whilst it is acknowledged that there are numerous street trees on this
section of verge that have been planted by the applicant, it is still disappointing to see a tree removed
when it is not considered necessary.

While there may be vehicles parking in the street and from time to time on the verge, the installation of
a second crossover to act as a parking bay is not considered warranted particularly so at the expense of
safety and streetscape amenity. In this case the lot is over 1,011m? with a rear garden and a ~38 metre
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long driveway in which additional vehicles can be accommodated. The applicant has stated that within
the street there are households which have a need to accommodate an increasing number of vehicles
due to adult children’s cars. Whilst this is acknowledged as most likely being the case for some
households it is not considered to be a strong enough justification for approving additional crossovers as
this increase in vehicles is cyclical. The applicant also states that in the future a section of the front
garden would be paved to accommodate a vehicle. This paved parking area would not be supported at
by the Town as the Residential Design Guidelines (Woodside Precinct) also specify that parking is to be
located at the rear of the lot (Clause 3.7.15.2.2).

The applicant has commented that the demand for street parking is high and that high.welumes of traffic
use the street. Whilst it is not possible to assess the volume of traffic using the street for the purposes
of assessing this second crossover request, the noted high demand for parking.was not apparent during
recent site visits undertaken at various times of the day. The applicant has also,.commented on
increased traffic in the street as a result of vehicles avoiding Petra Street and the'need for vehicles to be
off-street to allow for non-local traffic to use the street less impededdby parked vehicles. If this is the
case it is a traffic management matter which should not determine whether additional crossovers are
required. Furthermore, on the matter of traffic safety it is considered a parking bay on the verge would
be a traffic safety issue because it will obstruct views of the adjoining neighbour leaving their driveway.

Taking into consideration the lot size, site circumstances, locationref.the power pole, the proximity to
Fletcher Street and adequate space for vehicles to be parked on-site a second crossover, acting as a
parking bay, is considered unnecessary and will be to the.detriment of pedestrian and motorist/cyclist
safety, as well as the overall appearance of the streetscape and should not be supported. As such the
application is recommended for refusal onsthe grounds that it does not comply with the provisions of
the Residential Design Guidelines, the objectives of the Residential zone and is contrary to the orderly
and proper planning of the area.

Conclusion
The request for a second crossover is not supportable and the application is recommended for refusal
on the basis that the application does not comply with:

1. The Acceptable \Development Criteria or the Performance Criteria of the Local Planning Policy
Residential Design Guidelines 2016 with regard to:

(i) Clause 3.7.14 Footpaths and Crossovers in that a maximum of one crossover per lot is
permitted and pedestrian walk ways will take priority over vehicular access; and
(ii) Clause 3.7.15.2.2 in that parking is to be located at the rear of the block.

2. Aimsi(b) and (f) of the Planning Scheme for a Residential zone, specifically:

e to enhance the character and amenity of the Town, and to promote a sense of place and
community identity within each of the precincts of the Town;

e to ensure the safe and convenient movement of people throughout the Town, including
pedestrians, cyclists, public transport users and motorists.

3. Also, as the proposed development conflicts with Clause 4.2 Objectives of the Zones - Residential
Zone which, amongst other things, are to:

e torecognise the importance of design elements such as the ‘front yard’ and the 'back yard' to
the character, amenity and historical development of the Town and to the community.
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4. The proposed development also conflicts with the provisions of the Local Planning Scheme under
clause 67 (Deemed Provisions) because it is incompatible with:

(a) the aims and provisions of this Scheme and any other local planning scheme operating within
the Scheme area;

(g) any local planning policy for the Scheme area (i.e. the Residential Design Guidelines);

(n) the amenity of the locality including the (ii) the character of the locality; and

(s) the proposed means of access to and egress from the site.

As such the application is recommended for refusal on the grounds that it does notsecomply with the
provisions of the Residential Design Guidelines, the aims of the Planning Scheme,the objectives of the
Residential Zone and is contrary to the orderly and proper planning of the area.

. Ms Brookes (applicant) addressed the meeting in support of the crossover request and querying
aspects of the officer’s report.

11.4 OFFICER RECOMMENDATION/COMMITTEE RESOLUTION 050418
Moved Cr M McPhail, seconded Cr Nardi

That Council refuse the application for a second crossover at No..25 (Lot 278) Oakover Street, East
Fremantle, as proposed in the application dated 10 January 2018 for the following reasons:

(1) The proposed development does not.comply with the requirements of the ‘Acceptable
Development Criteria’ or the ‘Performance Criteria’ of Local Planning Policy 3.1.1 - Residential
Design Guidelines 2016 (as amended) with regard to:

(i) Clause 3.7.14 Footpaths.<and. Crossovers in that a maximum of one crossover per lot is
permitted and the pedestrian walkways will take priority over vehicle access; and
(ii) Clause 3.7.15.2.2 Access, Parking and Rights of Way.

(2) The proposed application does not comply with the following requirements of Local Planning
Scheme No. 3 as the proposed development:

o conflicts with Clause 1.6 - Aims of the Scheme;
. conflicts with Clause 4.2 - Objectives of the Zones: Residential Objectives; and
. the proposed application conflicts with the provisions of the Town of East Fremantle Local

Planning:Scheme No. 3 — Deemed Provisions Clause 67 (a), (g), (n) and (s) because it
would detrimentally impact on the amenity of the area.

(3) < The proposed crossover does not comply with the orderly and proper planning of the area.

CARRIED 5:2

Note:

As 4 Committee members voted in favour of the Reporting Officer’s recommendation, pursuant to
Council’s decision regarding delegated decision making made on 20 June 2017 this application deemed
determined, on behalf of Council, under delegated authority.
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11.5 Fortescue Street No. 63 (Lot 131) — Request for second crossover to Fortescue Street

Applicant/Owner B Woodhead & S Quin

File ref P/FOR63

Prepared by Christine Catchpole, Planning Officer

Supervised by Andrew Malone, Executive Manager Regulatory Services
Voting requirements Simple Majority

Meeting date 3 April 2018

Documents tabled Nil

Attachments Nil.

Purpose

This report considers a request for a second crossover at No. 63 (Lot 131) Fortescue<Street, East
Fremantle.

Executive Summary
The following issues are relevant to the determination of this request for a.second crossover.

e  Maximum number of crossovers per lot: 1 permitted; 2 proposed.
e Parking within the street setback area.

e Pedestrian priority over vehicular access.

e Pedestrian and cyclist safety.

e Streetscape.

e Street trees.

Taking into consideration the streetscape andsthe site circumstances a second crossover is considered
unnecessary and will be to the detriment of pedestrian, cyclist and motorist safety, as well as the overall
appearance of the streetscape/and should not be supported. As such the application is recommended
for refusal on the grounds that it does not comply with the provisions of the Residential Design
Guidelines, the objectives'of the Residential zone under the Planning Scheme and is contrary to the
orderly and proper planning of the area.

Background
16 February 2010:._Planning approval issued for a single storey addition, deck area and swimming pool.
10 June 2014: Planning approval granted for additions and alterations to the rear of the existing

dwelling, separate games room and swimming pool.

27 October 2014:  Planning approval granted for additions and alterations comprising a rear addition
to the existing dwelling, separate games room and swimming pool. A number of
conditions of planning approval, listed below, were imposed and are relevant to
this application:

1. The existing street tree to the south of the subject lot being retained in its current state
and location and not damaged or pruned in the construction of the relocated crossover
should it be approved by the Operations Manager.

2. Approval for the relocation of the crossover and driveway being obtained from the
Town’s Operations Manager prior to the submission of a building permit application.

3. No front fence is to be constructed without the prior approval of Council to the
satisfaction of the Chief Executive Officer in consultation with relevant officers.

4. The construction of the new crossover and associated works including kerbing
modifications, on the south side of the property, to be in accordance with the
Residential Design Guidelines for the Woodside Precinct and to Council’s satisfaction,
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with all works to be approved by the Chief Executive Officer before the submission of a
building permit application and all costs to be met by the applicant.

5. The abovementioned crossover to have a maximum width of 3.0 metres and the
footpath to continue uninterrupted across the crossover.

6. The submission of a landscaping plan indicating the replacement of the hard paved
existing driveway area in the front setback with predominantly “green” landscaping.
The landscaping plan to be submitted with the Building Permit application and
approved by the Chief Executive officer prior to the issue of a Building Permit.

7. The landscaping is to be installed and maintained throughout the occupation of the

property.

The owner now wishes to apply for a second crossover on the following grounds:

“We would like to apply for planning approval for a second verge cfossover at thé above
address. As per our earlier application (P47/14 on 26 March 2014) we will'be constructing a
new crossover, maximum width 3 metres, on the south side of the property. However;
rather than the replacement of the hard paved existing driveway.area on the north side
with green landscaping we would like to apply to retain this crossover as a storage/parking
niche (please see attached plans).

Precedence has already been set in our street with the twosproperties opposite both having
dual driveways {64 and 66 Fortescue Street). Refer attached photos.

The new footpath on Fortescue Street {approximately.width 2m) no longer allows us to park
our current utility in the crossover. As you can see by the attached photo the vehicle is
either on the footpath or jutting into the road creating a safety issue. This means the car
must be parked on the verge or driveway at all times.

Our Intention is not to have any vehicles parked on the street verge. Instead our front verge
is soon to be reticulated®and lawn to be established as per council specifications. We
consider this to be a safer, more secure, more aesthetically pleasing option than the current
parking arrangements that we have (parking on dry sand verge plus on street).

The new southern driveway will be the primary driveway as per the original building
application and allows access to the kitchen area for carrying in shopping, school bags etc.
as it was designed. The-storage nook is primarily for the trailer and will be located on the
northern-part of the block. This area will not continue to the rear of the property, as per
plans, and.therefore allows the landscaping of the front yard in its entirety. It also allows us
access to thetrailer in a way that allows full visibility and minimal risk as the car can back
up to the trailer at the storage niche, attach and drive out with no loss or minimizing of
overall vision. It also allows us access to the northern side of the property for lawnmowers
etc. without having to establish hardscaping throughout the front yard.

As you can see safety, aesthetics and access are the three major reasons for this
application.”

It is also noted the applicant has been requested to submit a development approval application for the
proposed front fence and new driveway along the southern boundary of the property.

Details
The proposed new crossover (~3 metres wide) will be located on the southern side of the lot and will
access a driveway approximately 12 metres in length.
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The second crossover is sought to enable additional vehicles to access the site on the southern driveway
which will be the primary driveway as per the original development (planning) application and will allow
access to the kitchen area. The other driveway is primarily for a trailer and will be maintained on the
northern part of the lot.

Once constructed the crossover would be an added convenience for the owners by providing additional
parking bays for vehicles and a trailer. It should also be noted that the second driveway/crossover as
proposed in a previous development application was never given outright approval. It was only granted
conditional planning approval subject to endorsement by the Town’s Operation Manager in respect to
the second crossover/driveway and the reinstatement of the verge and the re-landscaping of the
existing crossover and driveway.

The Town’s Operations Manager has inspected the site and has advised thatithe tree located just south
of the lot would require substantial pruning to enable vehicles to access thesite. Pruning must be
carried out so the crown of the tree remains symmetrical, so additional branches on the other side of
the crown would need to be substantially pruned as well. This can impact theidlong term health and
longevity of the tree which should not be compromised unnecessarily. It is‘also noted that one other
mature verge tree in front of No. 63 died sometime in 2017 and has beenyremoved. This tree should be
replaced.

LPS 3 Zoning: Residential R12.5
Site area: 1,011m?

Consultation

Advertising

Advertising was not required as the proposed. crossover is wholly within the road reserve. Adjoining
neighbours are not directly impacted.

Community Design Advisory Panel (CDAC)
The application was not.referred to the CDAC as it will have no impact on the design or heritage
elements of the place in that the design of the dwelling will remain unchanged.

Statutory Environment
Planning and Development Act 2005
Town of East Fremantle'Local Planning Scheme No. 3 (LPS 3)

Policy. Implications
Town of East Fremantle Residential Design Guidelines 2016 (as amended)
Municipal Heritage Inventory — Category C

Financial Implications
Nil
Strategic Implications

The Town of East Fremantle Strategic Community Plan 2017 — 2027 states as follows:

Built Environment
Accessible, well planned built landscapes which are in balance with the Town’s unique heritage
and open spaces.

3.1 Facilitate sustainable growth with housing options to meet future community needs.

56
62



MINUTES OF TOWN PLANNING COMMITTEE

TOWN OF
MEETING TUESDAY, 3 APRIL 2018 EAST FREMANTLE

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.

3.2 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 practices.
3.3.2 Optimal management of assets within resource capabilities.
3.3.3 Plan and advocate for improved access and connectivity.

Natural Environment
Maintaining and enhancing our River foreshore and other green, open spaces with<a focus on
environmental sustainability and community amenity.

4.1 Conserve, maintain and enhance the Town’s open spaces.
4.1.1 Partner with Stakeholders to actively protect, conserve and maintain the Swan River
foreshore.
4.1.2 Plan for improved streetscapes parks and reserves.

4.2 Enhance environmental values and sustainable natural resource use.
4.2.1 Reduce waste through sustainable waste management practices.
4.3 Acknowledge the change in our climate and understand the impact of those changes.
4.3.1 Improve systems and infrastructure standards to assist with mitigating climate
change impacts.

Site Inspection
March 2018

Comment

The preference for some’land owners.to accommodate additional vehicles on site and provide more
than one driveway as /indicated.in the applicant’s proposal has the potential to result in streetscapes
becoming dominated by more and larger crossovers and driveways at the expense of pedestrian and
cyclist safety, landscaping; stréetscape amenity, street trees and on-street parking. As a result the
Town’s Residential Design Guidelines (RDG) specifically addresses this issue under clause 3.7.14 where
the RDG state the following as being one of the ‘Desired Outcomes’ for the Precinct:

e. maximum of one crossover per lot.

and the RDG ‘Performance Criteria’ states, in part, that:
e Pedestrian walk ways will take priority over vehicular access.

also Clause 3.7.15.2.2 — ‘Acceptable Development Provisions’ states that:
e Al.1 parking to be located at the rear of the block.

There are a number of matters that are relevant to the consideration of this request for a second
crossover. Aerial photography and site inspection of Fortescue Street, demonstrates that double
crossovers are not the norm and have been kept to a low number even though there are some double
crossovers that have resulted. On Fortescue Street between Fletcher and Marmion Street, the street
block in which No. 63 Fortescue Street is located, there are 37 lots. Of these, 33 are single crossovers
and 4 are double crossovers. Also, as noted above there is a street tree located in a position which will
be impacted if a second crossover is permitted in the location proposed.
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The Policy of one crossover per lot is for the purpose of maximising the safety, comfort and convenience
for pedestrians and cyclists and minimising the need for them to be overly cautious and vigilant on
footpaths and roadways. Minimising the crossover points is therefore very important in maximising
safety and amenity for residents and motorists. It is considered the applicant has not provided
adequate relevant justification to merit support for a second crossover. The addition of another
crossover without adequate justification is not supportable as it reduces safety for pedestrians, cyclists
and motorists already using the road/footpath and reduces on-street parking for visitors and trades
people.

Notwithstanding the request for a crossover, this application is also to provide off-street parking in a
second driveway; one of the reasons being that the applicant’s vehicle is too large to be parked in the
existing crossover following widening of the footpath. This is not considered to be a justifiable
argument as the vehicle can be parked in the existing driveway and street parking is available. The
proposed additional ~21m? of crossover paving on the verge is conSidered to detract from the
streetscape. Second crossovers have a greater visual impact, resultingdin.a greater proportion of paving
as opposed to landscaping which in turn results in greater storm water run-offand overall less ‘soft’
landscaping. Furthermore, as discussed above the mature streetitree will ‘require pruning to enable
vehicles to enter the site which may impact the health of the tree and detract from the visual amenity of
the tree.

The double crossovers that exist opposite No. 63 Fortescue were more than likely constructed prior to
the RDG being adopted by Council. There are two matters to be considered in relation to this point.
The timeframe is particularly relevant because in every neighbourhood there will be examples of
structures and crossovers that do not comply with.Guidelines or Policy. The second is that Guidelines or
any other Council policy cannot undo what hassbeen:done and many provisions are often formulated to
prevent things that have been allowedrin.the past from reoccurring; this was the case with the
Residential Design Guidelines in respect to.crossovers. For this reason structures and access points that
do not comply with the Guidelines have no influence on whether a development or crossover will be
approved and are not considered to be a\valid supporting argument.

Also of consideration in respect to this request is the location of a crossover directly opposite the
proposed second crossover (see aerial photograph below) at No. 64 Fortescue Street. Whilst this in
itself does not prevent the construction of a crossover it is not ideal in respect to traffic safety, as
vehicles are in_danger of colliding if reversing/exiting at the same time. This is considered to be a
situation to be avoided, particularly when there is no strong justification for the second crossover. It is
also noted inthe aerial photograph that despite the double crossover on the property on the opposite
side «©of the road providing access to on-site parking, two vehicles are parked on the verge and in the
Crossover.
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The installation of a second crossover to provide additional parking. is not considered warranted
particularly so at the expense of safety and streetscape amenity. Inithis case the lot is over 1,011m?
with a ~15 metre long driveway in which additional vehicles can_be accommodated. The applicant is
proposing the additional driveway to accommodate parked vehicles and this is contrary to the
Residential Design Guidelines (Woodside Precinct)which specify that parking is to be located at the rear
of the lot (Clause 3.7.15.2.2).

Taking into consideration the lot size, site circumstances, opposing crossovers and adequate space for
vehicles to be parked on-site a second.cressover, is considered unnecessary and will be to the detriment
of pedestrian and motorist/cyclist safety, as well as the overall appearance of the streetscape and
should not be supported. As such therapplication is recommended for refusal on the grounds that it
does not comply with the provisions ‘of the Residential Design Guidelines, the objectives of the
Residential zone and is contrary to the orderly and proper planning of the area.

Conclusion
The request for a‘second.crossover is not supportable and the application is recommended for refusal
on the basis that the application does not comply with:

1. The Acceptable Development Criteria or the Performance Criteria of the Local Planning Policy
Residential Design Guidelines 2016 with regard to:

(ifi)».Clause 3.7.14 Footpaths and Crossovers in that a maximum of one crossover per lot is
permitted and pedestrian walk ways will take priority over vehicular access; and
(iv) Clause 3.7.15.2.2 in that parking is to be located at the rear of the block.

2. Aims (b) and (f) of the Planning Scheme for a Residential zone, specifically:

e to enhance the character and amenity of the Town, and to promote a sense of place and
community identity within each of the precincts of the Town;

e to ensure the safe and convenient movement of people throughout the Town, including
pedestrians, cyclists, public transport users and motorists.

3. Also, as the proposed development conflicts with Clause 4.2 Objectives of the Zones -
Residential Zone which, amongst other things, are to:
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e  to recognise the importance of design elements such as the ‘front yard’ and the 'back yard'
to the character, amenity and historical development of the Town and to the community.

4. The proposed development also conflicts with the provisions of the Local Planning Scheme
under clause 67 (Deemed Provisions) because it is incompatible with:

e (a) the aims and provisions of this Scheme and any other local planning scheme operating
within the Scheme area;

e (g) any local planning policy for the Scheme area (i.e. the Residential Design'Guidelines);

e (n) the amenity of the locality including the (ii) the character of the logality; and

e (s)the proposed means of access to and egress from the site.

As such the application is recommended for refusal on the grounds that it doés not.comply with the
provisions of the Residential Design Guidelines, the aims of the Planning Scheme, the objectives of the
Residential Zone and is contrary to the orderly and proper planning of the area.

11.5 OFFICER RECOMMENDATION/COMMITTEE RESOLUTION:060418
Moved Cr Nardi, seconded Cr M McPhail

That Council refuse the application for a second crossover at No. 63 (Lot 131) Fortescue Street, East
Fremantle, as proposed in the application dated.8 March 2018 for the following reasons:

(1) The proposed development does not comply with the requirements of the ‘Acceptable
Development Criteria’ or the ‘Performance Criteria’ of Local Planning Policy 3.1.1 - Residential
Design Guidelines 2016 (as amended) with regard to:

(i) Clause 3.7.14 Footpaths and Crossovers in that a maximum of one crossover per lot is
permitted and the pedestrian walkways will take priority over vehicle access; and
(i) Clause 3.7.15.2.2 Access, Parking and Rights of Way.

(2) The proposed application does.not comply with the following requirements of Local Planning
Scheme No. 3 as the proposed development:

o conflicts with.Clause 1.6 - Aims of the Scheme;
. conflicts with Clause 4.2 - Objectives of the Zones: Residential Objectives; and
. the proposed application conflicts with the provisions of the Town of East Fremantle

Local Planning Scheme No. 3 — Deemed Provisions Clause 67 (a), (g), (n) and (s) because it
would detrimentally impact on the amenity of the area.

(3) The proposed crossover does not comply with the orderly and proper planning of the area.
(CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY)

Note:

As 4 Committee members voted in favour of the Reporting Officer’s recommendation, pursuant to
Council’s decision regarding delegated decision making made on 20 June 2017 this application deemed
determined, on behalf of Council, under delegated authority.

60

66



MINUTES OF TOWN PLANNING COMMITTEE
MEETING TUESDAY, 3 APRIL 2018

TOWN OF
EAST FREMANTLE

12.

13.

14.

REPORTS OF OFFICERS (COUNCIL DECISION)
Nil.

MATTERS BEHIND CLOSED DOORS

Nil.

CLOSURE OF MEETING

There being no further business, the Presiding Member declared the meeting closed at 7:30pm

| hereby certify that the Minutes of the ordinary meeting of the Town Planning Committee
of the Town of East Fremantle, held on 3 April 2018, Minute Book reference 1. to 14 were
confirmed at the meeting of the Committee on:

Presiding Member
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AGENDA FOR ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING
TUESDAY, 17 APRIL 2018

12, REPORTS
121 PLANNING REPORTS

12.1.1 Complex Amendment No. 14 to Local Planning Scheme No. 3 to Introduce Special Control Area
1: No. 91 - 93 Canning Highway — Consideration of Submissions and Support with Modifications

Owner S T Melville & R H Turner

Applicant Creative Design + Planning on behalf of Built Form Projects
File ref TPS3A14; P/CAN91; P/CAN93

Prepared by Christine Catchpole, Planning Officer

Supervised by Andrew Malone, Executive Manager Regulatory Services
Meeting Date: 17 April 2018

Voting requirements: Simple Majority

Documents tabled Nil

Attachments 1. Schedule of Submissions

2. Modified Amendment No. 14 Provisions — LPS No. 3 Scheme Text

Purpose and Executive Summary

In 2017 the Council considered a proposal to amend Local Planning Scheme No. 3 (LPS 3). Amendment No.
14 was proposed which introduced Special Control Area No. 1 (SCA 1) for the four lots bound by Canning
Highway to the north, Stirling Highway to the east, St Peters Road to the south and Sewell Street to the
west. The site has a total land area of 3,841m? and has been identified in the draft Local Planning Strategy
2016 as an ‘iconic’ site which is an integral part of the Town Centre and the Canning Highway
transport/commercial corridor. The intent of the Scheme Amendment is to formulate a planning
framework to guide the future redevelopment of the subject site for high density mixed use purposes. The
Amendment comprises Scheme provisions and development controls relevant only to the SCA which
overlays a Mixed Use zone.

At its meeting of 18 April 2017 the Council resolved to amend LPS 3 and to proceed to advertise ‘complex’
Amendment No. 14 and refer the Amendment to the Heritage Council of Western Australia and the
Environmental Protection Authority. Consent to advertise the Amendment was granted by the WAPC in
June 2017 and the 60 day statutory advertising period concluded in August 2017. Nineteen submissions
were received with eleven community submissions expressing significant concern with the Amendment
provisions, that being the development controls which would apply to SCA 1 and in particular the proposed
building heights and setbacks. The remaining submissions were from government departments and
servicing agencies.

The complexities of preparing an Amendment coupled with the issues raised in resident submissions
resulted in the Town engaging an experienced urban design consultant to undertake a detailed study of the
advertised building envelope and various built form scenarios, primarily in regard to building height and
setbacks. The additional consultancy work and workshops held with elected members and the applicant
resulted in the Town seeking an extension of the statutory period for considering submissions and
preparing the final report for consideration by the WAPC. The WAPC granted an extension of time until 17
April 2018.

Modifications to the Amendment as a result of the urban design study, most notably affecting building
height and setbacks have been proposed. Changes have also been made to the land use, vehicle parking,
noise and traffic management, access and the residential development/density provisions to further
address amenity concerns of nearby residents. The provisions relating to public art, landscaping and public
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open spaces have been deleted as they are no longer required as a result of the adoption of specific local
planning policies addressing these matters. The proposed modifications are believed to adequately address
the issues raised in the submissions by reducing the overall height, scale and bulk of the building (lower
maximum building heights overall), increasing lot boundary setbacks to varying degrees from all street
frontages, requiring all vehicle parking to comply with Scheme provisions with no allowance for parking
concessions and addressing matters such as overshadowing, noise, access, traffic management and land
use with supplemented and introduced provisions. As such re-advertising of the Amendment modifications
by the Town is not recommended. The changes are outlined in detail in the Officer’s report.

In light of the above it is recommended the Council resolve to support Amendment No. 14 to LPS No. 3 with
proposed modifications and no further advertising as outlined in the Officer's Recommendation (refer to
Attachment 2 for Scheme Text provisions) and forward the Amendment to the WAPC for its consideration.

Background

The Amendment encompasses four lots of land comprising 3,841m? in total and after current road
widening requirements 3,681m? (although this is currently under review by Main Roads WA) on the south
west corner of Stirling and Canning Highway. The area is within the Plympton Precinct, adjacent to
Residential R20 zoned land and opposite the Tradewinds Hotel on Sewell Street (refer to aerial photograph
below).

A number of sewer easements traverse the site and the developer will eventually be responsible for
diversion of the pipes if required by the Water Corporation. The site is also impacted by a Primary Regional
Road reservation under the Metropolitan Region Scheme (MRS) and the applicant has been in discussion
with Main Roads WA because of the previous implications of the Roe 8/Freight Link proposals and future
intersection improvements at the junction of Canning and Stirling Highway.

The intent of the Scheme Amendment is to formulate a planning framework to guide the future
redevelopment of the subject site for high density mixed use purposes. Detailed design proposals for a
building/development on the site are not part of the Scheme Amendment. The Amendment comprises
Scheme provisions and development controls relevant only to the SCA that if adopted, would be applicable
to any development approval application for the site. The Scheme Map would be amended by introducing
a SCA to overlay the Mixed Use zone already applicable. An ‘additional provisions’ (development controls)

70



AGENDA FOR ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING
TUESDAY, 17 APRIL 2018

schedule is proposed to include specific requirements relating to land use, building height and setbacks,
plot ratio, vehicle parking, traffic and noise management, access, residential development/density and
general provisions. It should be noted that because the SCA additional clauses and provisions would be
specified in the Scheme Text the provisions override other clauses of the Scheme Text which allow Council
to vary development controls, thereby adding to the certainty with regard to the final development
outcome.

In 2016 the applicant undertook an informal (non-statutory) community consultation engagement exercise
by distributing information to nearby residents in the Plympton and Riverside Precincts and organising an
Open Day Forum at the Tradewinds Hotel. In June 2017 the WAPC advised the Amendment was suitable
for advertising for a 60 day period commensurate with the ‘complex’ classification applied to the
Amendment. The Amendment was subsequently advertised for a 60 day period from 29 June to 28 August.
Nineteen (19) submissions were received from local residents primarily objecting to the height and scale of
the proposal and expressing concerns regarding the impact of a development of the proposed scale on the
surrounding residential area in relation to the erosion of the heritage values of the Precinct, a visually and
physically imposing development, parking and traffic, access points, overlooking, privacy, retention of trees,
landscaping, pedestrian access and other more general issues related to residential amenity. Submissions
were received from the Heritage Council of WA, the EPA and the service authorities/departments all
indicating no objection to the Amendment with the exception of Main Roads WA. Main Roads WA
expressed concern with road widening requirements, setbacks and noise management.

Heritage
Two category C properties (downgraded from B to C in the 2015 Municipal Inventory review) occupy the

site. No. 93 Canning Highway is a Federation Bungalow (c1896) and has been in poor condition for a
considerable number of years. The remaining buildings at No. 91 Canning Highway are a series of
interconnected single storey buildings with a shopfront dating from the 1950s. The remainder of the site is
vacant land, containing a number of substantial trees. A dual use pathway runs alongside the eastern lot
boundary.

The development approval of Council is not required for demolition of existing buildings. The location of
the buildings on this very busy intersection is not conducive to their retention and/or restoration and has
most likely resulted in their state of disrepair and limited use over the past decade pending redevelopment
options being considered. In this case there is no objection to the demolition of the buildings for
redevelopment of the site for mixed use purposes. The proposal, however, was referred to the Heritage
Council for comment.

In early 2016 the applicant proposed a Scheme Amendment because prior to the gazettal of Amendment
No. 10 multiple dwellings (apartments) were classified as a ‘X’ use (i.e. not permitted). Whilst Amendment
No. 10 (gazetted October 2016) allowed for the development of multiple dwellings in a Mixed Use zone the
current Scheme provisions are very restrictive in respect to the scale and type of development envisaged
under the draft Local Planning Strategy 2016.

Following an informal community consultation exercise undertaken by the applicant in November 2016 to
gauge community reaction to the Amendment the Council, on 18 April 2017, resolved amongst other
things, the following:

“(3) Pursuant to Regulation 35(2) of the Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes)
Regulations 2015, the local government resolves that Amendment No. 14 is complex for the
reason that the Amendment is considered to be of a scale, or will have an impact, that is
significant relative to development in the locality;

4l



AGENDA FOR ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING
TUESDAY, 17 APRIL 2018

(4) Pursuant to Regulation 37 (1) the local government resolves to proceed to advertise the
amendment to the local planning scheme with modifications and that the applicant modify the
Scheme Amendment Report to reflect the Council resolution prior to the Amendment being
forwarded to the Western Australian Planning Commission;”

In support of the Amendment the applicant argued that the proposed Amendment will:

e respond to the dwelling infill targets identified for the Town and addresses the required density
increase as required under Perth and Peel @3.5 Million;

e provide diverse and high quality housing options for people of all ages, and allow for ageing-in-
place;

e provide additional local population to support the nearby Town Centre and George Street
Precincts;

e enable future creation of a well-designed, modern and attractive mixed use development, suited to
contemporary living;

e allow for optimisation of one of the Town’s most strategic and important sites;

e increase potential expenditure in the Town Centre and George Street business precincts;

e support a mixed use development which is greater than the current applicable density code of R40;

e offer local amenity (cafés, restaurant, commercial, and possibly retail) for residents and the
surrounding community; and

e allow for land uses which capitalise on the site’s location along a major public transport route.

The Scheme Amendment Report (dated 9 May 2017 - refer to Council Minutes of 18 April 2017) outlines in
detail the rationale for the building envelope along with the original Scheme Amendment provisions.

Details
The Local Planning Schemes Regulations 2015 states that Special Control Areas can be included in a
Planning Scheme to:

“..identify areas which are significant for a particular reason and where special provisions in
the Scheme may need to apply. These provisions would typically target a single issue or
related set of issues often overlapping zone and reserve boundaries. The special control areas
should be shown on the Scheme Map as additional to the zones and reserves. If a special
control area is shown on the Scheme Map, special provisions related to the particular issue
would apply in addition to the provisions of the zones and reserves. These provisions would set
out the purpose and objectives of the special control area, any specific development
requirements, the process for referring applications to relevant agencies and matters to be
taken into account in determining development proposals.”

The initial content and proposed modifications to the Planning Scheme were the result of a considerable
number of discussions and presentations to the Town’s planning officers and the Elected Members. The
Amendment documentation proposed the introduction of a Special Control Area into the Scheme Text and
a set of additional (development standards) provisions, set out in a schedule to the Scheme, in respect to
acceptable land uses, plot ratio, building height, setbacks and car parking. The building height and setback
provisions were also expressed in diagrammatic form as a 3D building enveloped. Preliminary clauses were
also required in respect to the introduction and operation of Special Control Areas in the Scheme Text.
Prior to this Scheme Amendment the Planning Scheme does not classify any land in this way. The specific
clause details for the SCA and additional provisions were discussed in detail in the Scheme Amendment
Report (dated 9 May 2017) and in the Officer’s Report contained within the Town Planning Minutes of 4
April 2017.
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The site abuts a Primary and Other Regional Road reservation under the MRS and is also within the
Fremantle Port Buffer Zone — Area 2 so referral to these authorities was undertaken. The Scheme
Amendment was also referred to the Heritage Council and the EPA as required under the Planning and
Development Act 2005.

Consultation

Advertising
The informal community and stakeholder engagement undertaken by the applicant involved the following:

. meetings with the Town of East Fremantle Planning Officers and Chief Executive Officer;
o a Councillor briefing session;

o stakeholder meetings/briefings;

. community Open Day session;

. distribution of Information and Frequently Asked Questions Booklet;

. phone and email correspondence with neighbours;

. face-to-face meetings with neighbours; and

. ongoing engagement with the Town of East Fremantle officers and Councillors.

On 7 June 2017 the WAPC consented to the Amendment being advertised as a complex Amendment.
The Commission advised that no modifications were required, however, the following comments were
provided:

e In accordance with Schedule 2, Part 6 of the Regulations, the local government may consider that a
local development plan (LDP) is required for the purposes of orderly and proper planning. In this
instance, a LDP may be appropriate in providing specific and detailed planning to guide and
coordinate development, including site and development standards.

e Public art and public spaces are generally not considered in local planning schemes.

The Amendment was officially advertised from 29 June to 28 August 2017 in accordance with the minimum
60 days required under the LPS Regulations. Advertisements were placed in the Fremantle Gazette and The
Herald for two consecutive weeks on 29 June and 5 July 2017.

The formal advertising process included:

o |etters sent to landowners and occupiers in the area bound by Marmion Street to the south, East
Street to the west, Bolton Street and Preston Point Road to the north and the Town Centre to the
east;

e information posted on the Town of East Fremantle web site (Form 4 on-line submission and ability
to download the form);

e Signs on all frontages of the Amendment site;

e EPA, Heritage Council and service authorities notified;

e Notices on the Town’s public notice board at Council’s administration office;

e Front counter copies available; and

e A media release and article in the East Fremantle Newsletter and eNews.

As required under the Planning and Development Act, 2005 the Amendment was referred to the EPA and
the Heritage Council. An environmental review was not required by the EPA and the State Heritage Office

commented as follows:

1. There is no objection to the proposal.
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2. Our records indicate there are two places contained within the Town of East Fremantle's

Municipal Inventory within the Subject area; Former Residence, 93 Canning Highway
(P19086), and Warehouse/Workshop (P19085). It is noted that the proposed amendment
allows for the demolition of these buildings. The Town may wish to consider the potential
impact of future development on the local heritage values of these places, and how this may
be addressed.

The subject site is adjacent to the State Registered Public Buildings, East Fremantle (P789).
Any development proposals which may affect this place will need to be carefully considered to
ensure that the heritage significance of the State Registered place is retained.

Submissions

Nineteen (19) submissions were received; eight (8) from service authorities, including submissions from
Fremantle Ports, Water Corporation (due to sewer easements) and Main Roads WA (future road widening
requirements and access restrictions). All community submissions objected to the proposal with the
exception of one, which only concerned the loss and protection of mature trees. The reasons for objection
or concern are summarised below and can be read in full in the Schedule of Submissions (refer to
Attachment 1):

10.

Height, scale and bulk of building — height, scale and bulk inappropriate in relation to Town Centre
and the primarily single storey Plympton Precinct. Redevelopment at this scale and height will have
a detrimental impact on the surrounding residential area and amenity and should be reduced.
Varying reduced heights were proposed.

Building setbacks — as proposed will have a detrimental impact on the residential area. Nil setbacks
will have result in imposing a bulky building form and the increased visual dominance of a building
will be detrimental to adjoining residential areas and setbacks should be increased.

Car parking and vehicle access — no concessions in regard to commercial or residential parking
requirements should be allowed. Any concessions allowed will have a detrimental impact on the
amenity of the surrounding residential area which is already under severe parking and traffic
pressures. Concerned with potential increase in no local traffic in the area.

Traffic impact and management— redevelopment of the site will result in an increased traffic impact
on surrounding streets. Existing intersections will be unable to cope resulting in traffic using local
streets to access major roads. Access points to the redevelopment site should be carefully
considered and not located where they will impact on residential amenity. Existing traffic and
parking issues within the Precinct and the Town Centre require a greater emphasis on traffic
management.

Heritage — detrimental impact on adjacent heritage precinct which will not be developed for
anything greater than two storeys. Proposed building envelope does not respect the modest and
small scale character of the heritage precinct.

Trees — trees on the site should be protected and retained or replaced with landscaping by the
developer.

Access to river foreshore and impact of redevelopment on pathway — the pedestrian and cycle
pathway along the river should remain and be enhanced to improve access to the river. This is a
valued community asset.

Views — views and outlook from existing properties will be impacted by a building of this scale.
Construction management — disturbance and impact on residents related to construction works
over a protracted period of time will be considerable.

Impact on Water Corporation services — past issues with the sewer system may indicate inadequate
capacity at present and necessitate upgrading of services to manage increased demand with
redevelopment.
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All but one submission objected to the height, bulk, and setbacks of the proposed building envelope and
overall residents were not of the view that the building envelope, if fully developed, would result in a
building which was respectful of the heritage character of the Plympton Precinct or would achieve an
aesthetically acceptable architectural outcome. Of particular concern is the impact of such a visually
prominent building in close proximity to single residential development and the domineering and
overwhelming physical impact such a building would have on the surrounding residential area and the
Town Centre. Particular individual concerns related to overshadowing, privacy, traffic, parking, access
(vehicle and pedestrian), landscaping, access to the dual use path and the number, type and cost of
apartment to be developed on the site.

In response to points 1 - 5 above it was decided to reconsider the Amendment provisions and look at
alternate built form possibilities for the site. The Town engaged an experienced urban design consultant to
provide detailed advice on alternate urban design outcomes, in particular overall building height and
building setbacks focusing on the submission comments, the surrounding suburban context, heritage
considerations, and the proximity of the Town Centre and river foreshore. The outcome of that work has
resulted in changes to the overall height, scale and bulk of the potential building envelope being reduced.
Other submission concerns related to over-development of the site and impact on residential amenity and
these issues have been addressed through more onerous development controls in respect to land use,
vehicle parking, access, noise and traffic management and residential development. The amended,
supplemented, and introduced provisions are believed to give adequate consideration to the submissions
and address the relevant planning considerations and matters raised. The Council response and
recommendation in respect to each submission is noted in the Schedule of Submissions (refer to
Attachment 1).

Other matters raised in the submissions but not considered relevant considerations in respect to the
Scheme Amendment provisions and development controls are listed below. The Schedule of Submissions
also contains a response and recommendation in relation to these matters.

e Retention of trees on private property;

e Access and impact of redevelopment on the dual use path adjacent to the eastern boundary and
located within the Stirling Highway road reserve;

e Loss of views due to the construction of a multi-storey building on the site;

e Construction management issues; and

e Impact on Water Corporation services.

Further advertising

Further advertising of the modifications is not recommended from the point of view that seeking further
comments on the scale or intensity of development and amenity impacts is unlikely to result in additional
modifications to the Amendment, especially considering the Town has made modifications to address the
concerns raised. Council has already determined that the development potential of the site should be
greater than the current Scheme provisions allow so if further advertising resulted in submissions of a
similar nature the response would not be to recommend further changes to the Amendment provisions.

However, Council has the option to resolve to advertise the modifications at this point if it considers it
warranted. If Council is inclined to support re-advertising of the modifications the advertising period cannot
be less than 42 days. It is also noted that the WAPC may require advertising to be undertaken following its
assessment of the proposed modifications. The LPS Regulations also allow for the Minister for Planning to
further advertising of the modifications.
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Statutory Environment

Planning and Development Act 2005

Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015
Local Planning Scheme No. 3

Policy Implications

Draft Local Planning Strategy 2016
Town Centre Redevelopment Guidelines
Municipal Inventory 2015 — Category C

Financial Implications
Nil

Strategic Implications

The proposed Amendment is in line with the recommendations for the site as outlined in the Town’s draft
Local Planning Strategy 2016 and with State strategic planning policies such as Directions 2031 and Beyond
and Perth and Peel @3.5Million. It is anticipated that the Amendment will ultimately facilitate the
development of this strategic site with additional dwellings and commercial floor space which will
contribute to the economic development of the Town Centre and the Town’s dwelling target under State
urban infill strategies. It is anticipated approximately 80 — 120 apartments may be constructed resulting in
approximately 10% of the Town’s dwelling density target being reached.

The Town of East Fremantle Strategic Community Plan 2017 — 2027 states as follows:
Built Environment

Accessible, well planned built landscapes which are in balance with the Town’s unique heritage
and open spaces.

3.1 Facilitate 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.

3.2 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 practices.
3.3.2 Optimal management of assets within resource capabilities.
3.3.3 Plan and advocate for improved access and connectivity.

Natural Environment
Maintaining and enhancing our River foreshore and other green, open spaces with a focus on
environmental sustainability and community amenity.

4.1 Conserve, maintain and enhance the Town’s open spaces.
4.1.1 Partner with Stakeholders to actively protect, conserve and maintain the Swan River
foreshore.
4.1.2 Plan for improved streetscapes parks and reserves.

4.2 Enhance environmental values and sustainable natural resource use.
4.2.1 Reduce waste through sustainable waste management practices.
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4.3 Acknowledge the change in our climate and understand the impact of those changes.
4.3.1 Improve systems and infrastructure standards to assist with mitigating climate change
impacts.

Site Inspection
March 2018

Environmental Implications

There are no known significant environmental implications associated with this proposal. The Amendment
was referred to the EPA for ‘Review’ and the Town was advised on 1 June 2017 that the proposed Scheme
Amendment should not be assessed under Part IV Division 3 of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 and
that it is not necessary for the EPA to provide any advice or recommendations.

Comment

As discussed above the submissions overwhelmingly raised objections to the Amendment provisions and
also consistently noted amenity related issues of significant concern to residents. This level of objection in
conjunction with the complexities of finalising a Scheme Amendment for this strategic site lead to a series
of workshops with Elected Members to further discuss these concerns and how to refine the development
controls for the site to address the issues raised. One of the outcomes resulted in the Town engaging an
experienced urban design consultant to provide more detailed input in regard to the planning, design and
development considerations for the site and inform the review of the building height and setback
provisions.

The consultant was engaged to undertake a built form review of the site. The review and further
workshops resulted in modifications to the development control provisions of the Amendment. The
revised built form controls were arrived at through a process that considered a number of development
scenarios for the site in the context of the existing Town Centre Redevelopment Guidelines Policy; the
nature of the surrounding development context; the concerns of the local community; the aspirations of
the landowner and emerging development trends throughout the Perth metropolitan area. The various
development scenarios were modelled digitally in 3D to better understand the likely building forms and
bulk and to determine the extent of overshadowing. These scenarios were explained and discussed with
Elected Members at various workshops. Following the workshops further meetings were held with the
applicant to discuss the submissions and explain the Town’s position, as well as to discuss the preferred set
of development controls and to seek their view on the proposed changes.

Further to the proposed modifications to the building height and setback provisions there were a number
of other modifications to the proposed development controls listed in Schedule 13 under the ‘Additional
Provisions’ column. The changes are noted below under the various provision subheadings. For clarity the
original provision is noted in plain text followed by discussion points explaining the modifications, the
modified provision is then noted in italics.

Land Use

Original provision
1. Land use permissibility within SCA 1 shall be designated for the Mixed Use zone in the
Zoning Table of the Planning Scheme with the following exceptions:
e Single House - X;
e Ancillary Accommodation - X;
e  Grouped Dwelling - D; and
e Aged and Dependent Persons Dwelling — D.
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2. Development of the site cannot be solely for commercial purposes. A residential
component is mandatory and developments shall incorporate a minimum of 60% net
lettable area of residential floor space.

Under a SCA it is necessary to differentiate between those uses permitted (‘P’) in a Mixed Use zone which
may not be viewed in the same light in a SCA with the same underlying zoning. Initially single houses,
ancillary, grouped and aged and dependent persons’ dwellings were not considered a suitable development
option for the site given its strategic location and opportunities for increased density. The opportunity to
develop the site for higher density residential development could be lost for the long term with
development of single or grouped dwellings.

On further consideration it was considered extremely unlikely anything other than multiple dwellings would
be developed and if the dwellings types noted above retained their ‘P’ (permitted) use class classification in
the Zoning Table it would simplify the Scheme provision and lessen the likelihood of requiring a Scheme
Amendment should a very small portion of the site be developed for a lesser density or other dwelling
types. The Council/DAP will still have the discretion to the refuse an application if it believed the site was
not being developed to its full potential and contributing to dwelling targets set down by the State Planning
Department and/or in accordance with the SCA objectives. As such it is recommended that the use class
permissibility for the dwelling types noted above remain as per the Zoning Table of the LPS 3.

Also, a provision has been included which requires all development fronting St Peters Road to be residential
with no commercial or vehicle parking component to be visible from or face the street. Similarly, no vehicle
parking bays are permitted in the front setback area and only one access point to parking and the site is
permitted from St Peters Road. This is considered to address concerns raised in submissions in relation to
maintaining residential amenity and a residential character to St Peters Road. The provisions will also
contribute to reducing the impact of commercial uses and development on the adjoining residential area
and therefore in maintaining a greater level of residential amenity. It also addresses the issue of
streetscape and that development is respectful of the existing residential area.

Modified Provision
1. Land use permissibility within SCA 1 shall be designated for the Mixed Use zone in the Zoning
Table of the Planning Scheme.

2. Notwithstanding 1. above, only residential development shall front St Peters Road. Commercial
development and vehicle parking is not permitted to front St Peters Road.

3. The setback area on St Peters Road is only to be used for the purposes of landscaping and/or
private open space.

4. Development of the site shall not be solely for commercial purposes. A residential component is
mandatory and developments shall incorporate a minimum of 60% net lettable area of
residential floor space.
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Building Height (Mass and Form)

Original provision

Building Height
All development is to be contained within the maximum building envelope shown in Figures 1 and

2 and outlined below:

Maximum Building Height:

Stirling Highway/Canning Highway:

e  Walls: 30m

e  Overall: 31.5m

St Peters Road:

e  Overall: 10m

Sewell Street (St Peters end (31m north of St Peters Road))
e Overall: 13m

Sewell Street (Canning Highway end (40m south of Canning Highway)):
e  Overall: 31.5m

Note: No habitable dwellings are permitted above the 30m building wall height. This area may
accommodate external fixtures, roof gardens and shade structures which are integrated into the
design of the building.

Any further development above the maximum height of 10m along St Peters Road and 13m along
Sewell Street (up to a maximum height of 31.5m), shall be set back so as not to exceed the
maximum winter solstice truncation line shown in Figure 1 and 2.

SEWELL ST
STIRLING HWY

F

BA__| AB

S
c

SECTION A

—

SECTION B

SEWELL ST

STIRLING HWY

ST PETERS RD

CANMING HWY

SECTION C

Figure 1 Figure 2

Since initiation of the Amendment and following consideration of submissions the Town has had cause to
reconsider the building envelope illustrated above in Figure 1 and 2. Reservations with the proposed
building heights and setbacks and consideration of the community’s views resulted in the urban design
consultant’s study and the consideration of various built form options and alternate provisions to those
outlined above. Over the course of workshops with the consultant, Elected Members and the applicant the
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Town’s Officers reached the conclusion that an alternate set of SCA provisions which modified the
Amendment should be considered by Council.

The preferred built form provisions would enable the development of a mixed use building(s) between two
and seven storeys in height, with the potential for Council/DAP to consider a small (reduced floor space)
eighth storey as an architectural feature or building/tenant amenities area (non- habitable floor space).
The modified built form provisions are considered to better respond to the differing nature of the
surrounding streets with an urban form that achieves what is considered an optimal development yield,
rather than a maximum development yield. In effect, the preferred built form scenario reflects the most
amount of development that could be accommodated on the site and further minimises the amenity
impacts for residents on, or in the vicinity of, the site.

In more detail the outcome would be a two to three storey residential building with frontage to St Peters
Road, and a seven storey mixed-use address to Canning Highway, with heights that transition between the
northern and southern ends of the site along Sewell Street and Stirling Highway (as outlined in Table 1
below). A potential building would ‘step’ back in stages along Sewell Street and Stirling Highway increasing
in height as the distance increased from the residential area; the highest section of the building being on
Canning Highway. Vehicle parking is proposed to be contained within a basement or a decked car park, or
both. The parking would be ‘sleeved’ or screened from the surrounding streets by active uses which would
front the roadways.

Increasing the distance between the highest sections of a building from the existing nearby residents,
results in reducing the visual presence and the prominence of a building in this context. The additional
building height initially considered is believed to be too much of a departure from the existing local
planning framework and, if entertained, would logically require a complete review of the Town Centre
Redevelopment Guidelines policy to ensure consistency across the Town Centre rather than responding to
development opportunities for individual sites. A review of the Town Centre Redevelopment Guidelines
policy could potentially extend the timeframe for any new planning framework for the site.

The preferred built form envelope is defined by a set of building heights and building setbacks from lot
boundaries as expressed in Table 1 below. This is intended to allow for a degree of flexibility in the
architectural design of any building on the site. Particular elements of the rationale behind the formulation
of Table 1 are as follows:

e A 4 metre (landscaped) setback to St Peters Road as a response to the suburban character of the
existing predominantly single storey heritage listed dwellings to the south.

e A street interface with St Peters Road with a domestic residential two storey scale, with subsequent
floors set further back from the street to reduce the visual presence of the additional floors on St

Peters Road.

e A three storey street interface to the remainder of the built form, with floors above set back by 3
metres to reduce the perceived scale and bulk of the taller parts of a building.

e A built form that avoids overshadowing of the residential lots to the south at 12pm in mid-winter.

e A stepping-up of the built form from the domestic residential scale of St Peters Road to the more
urban mixed use scale on Canning Highway.
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An additional partial eighth floor most likely positioned on the corner of Canning Highway and Sewell
Street to provide architectural emphasis to the street corner. This floor of the building could also
provide amenities for the tenants.

An allowance for the basement level to project 1 metre above the ground level to enable some
natural ventilation to the basement and to raise ground floor apartments above the adjacent
footpath.

The modified provisions have been prepared as a response to the surrounding context as well as the
concerns of the local community and Elected Members, the aspirations of the land owner (increasing the
development potential of the land beyond the current Mixed Use zone development controls).

Maodified Provision

Building Height and Setbacks

1

For the purposes of measuring height and setbacks, the site is divided into two sections — “north” and
“south”, as shown in Figure 1.

Figure: 1

cl\““m( ,"/&
%,
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E: riSouth l""»
N NN

PEre,,

Note: The site is divided into the North Section and South Section by a perpendicular line (i.e. drawn at a
right angle) to the site’s western boundary measured at a point 27 metres from the truncation point on
Sewell Street, as indicated in Figure 1.

2.

3.

Height within SCA 1 is to be measured from an Australian Height Datum level of 13.5 metres.

Overall maximum building height permitted:
i North section — 25.5 metres; and
ji. South section — 18.5 metres.

In addition to 3. above, all development is to be contained within the maximum building heights and
minimum building setbacks as specified in detail in Table 1 — Height and Setbacks.

Notwithstanding 3 i. above, additional maximum building height of up to 3.5 metres, to a total overall
height of 29 metres, may be considered by the local government in the North section of the site:
i to accommodate external fixtures, roof gardens, shade structures and/or other structures
(excluding habitable dwellings) which are integrated into the design of the building to provide
improved residential amenity; and
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ii.

Table 1 — Building Height and Setbacks

any such development is to be contained within an area with maximum dimension of 15 metres
x 30 metres, unless otherwise approved by the Local Government.

South Section of Site North Section of Site
Setback to | Setback to | Setback to | Setback to | Setback to | Setback to
Storey Maximum St Peters | Sewell Stirling Sewell Canning Stirling
height Road Street Highway Street Highway* | Highway
South South North L North**
Basement Im 4m Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil
1 (ground) 4.5 m* 4m 1.5m 1.5m Nil Nil 1.5m
2 8m* 4m 1.5m 1.5m Nil Nil 1.5m
3 11.5m* 7m 1.5m 1.5m Nil Nil 1.5m
4 15m* 10m 4.5m 4.5m 3m 3m 4.5m
5 18.5m* 16m 4.5m 4.5m 3m 3m 4.5m
6 22m* NA NA NA 3m 3m 4.5m
7 25.5m* NA NA NA 3m 3m 4.5m

* Projections and external services such as, solar collectors, air conditioning units, mechanical plant rooms,
lift overruns, antennae and communication masts may exceed maximum heights by up to 1.5m provided
they are not visible from the street and the Local Government determines any such projections do not
constitute another storey.

** Street setbacks for Canning Highway and Stirling Highway are based on the current lot boundaries. In the
event that the road reserve is amended, the setbacks will apply from the new gazetted road reserve
boundary/ies.

6. The difference in height between the floor level of Storey 1 and the floor level of Storey 2 shall be a
minimum of 3.2 metres, with a minimum floor to ceiling clearance of 3.0 metres.

7. Where there is a difference in height requirements at street corners, the lesser height requirement shall
prevail, unless otherwise approved by the Local Government.

8. Where there is a difference in setback requirements at street corners, the greater setback requirement
shall prevail, unless otherwise approved by the Local Government.

9. Balconies shall not protrude forward of the building setback line.
Plot Ratio

Original provision

Maximum Plot Ratio: 3.0:1. Irrespective of the maximum building height permitted maximum plot ratio
shall not be permitted to exceed 3.0:1.

A plot ratio of 3:1 has been proposed to match the plot ratio considered appropriate for development in
the Town Centre Canning Highway Precinct under the Town Centre Redevelopment Guidelines. This
amount of floor space was considered to result in a built form that would be reflective of a strategic
location along a major transport corridor; providing a reasonable transition between larger scale
development in the Town Centre and the domestic scale of adjacent residential development. This
combined with modulating and stepping the building mass, with appropriate setbacks is believed to create
visual interest and reduces the perceived scale of larger developments and the physical prominence of a
building. It is therefore considered this plot ratio, in conjunction with the building height and setback limits
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now proposed, should still be applied to the site. So the provision regarding plot ratio will remain
unchanged as outlined above.

Modified Provision
Maximum Plot Ratio: 3.0:1. Irrespective of the maximum building height permitted and minimum building
setbacks required, maximum plot ratio shall not be permitted to exceed 3.0:1.

Car Parking

Original provision

Car Parking
Car parking for commercial uses shall be provided in accordance with the standards set out in

Schedule 10 of the Scheme and the specifications in Schedule 11 of the Scheme. Where there are
no standards for a particular use or development the local government is to determine what
standards are to apply:

1.  Car parking for residential development shall be provided in accordance with State Planning
Policy 3.1 - Residential Design Codes - Part 6.

2. If the local government determines that demand for parking may be lessened due to
alternative modes of transport, reciprocal or shared parking arrangements the local
government may consider reducing the requirement for car parking spaces to a maximum
of 20% of the requirements under Schedule 10 of the Scheme where the residential
component accounts for at least 60% of the total plot ratio area and it can be demonstrated
to the satisfaction of the local government that:

(i) The peak demand for parking by two or more uses will not occur at the same time;

(i) The combined supply of car parking is sufficient to meet the estimated peak
combined demand;

(iii) The arrangements are secured and that any future change will not result in a
shortfall; and

(iv) Parking arrangements are detailed in a parking management plan.

The above car parking provisions were based on the requirement for developments to supply parking in
accordance with current Scheme and R-Code provisions for both residential and commercial uses. The
applicant also requested parking concessions be considered with mixed use developments so a more
detailed set of provisions was proposed that addressed this matter. The provisions proposed reducing the
requirement for car parking spaces to a maximum of 20% of the requirements under Schedule 10 of the
Scheme, where the residential component accounts for at least 60% of the total plot ratio area and it can
be demonstrated to the satisfaction of the local government that reciprocal and shared parking, if
proposed, would not result in a shortfall that would impact on the surrounding residential area and Town
Centre.

As noted above these arrangements need to be carefully considered and if applied enforceable by the
adoption of a parking management plan as part of any development approval for the site. However, the
submissions received indicated significant concern with the parking concession provisions given the already
high demand for on-street parking by residents in the Plympton Precinct and shortage in the George Street
area. The Town also had reservations about concessions if they were to result in an overall parking
shortfall in the Town and the demand for parking was not managed by the developer (i.e. there were 2 car
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bays proposed for every dwelling unit and insufficient residential visitor bays proposed). The potential
impact on the surrounding residential area if parking concessions were to be granted and the documented
shortage of parking in the George Street area has lead the Town to reconsider the vehicle parking
provisions and require that the development fully comply with LPS 3 requirements and those of the R-
Codes for both commercial and residential development. Parking must also be screened from the street
and there is to be no parking in the St Peters Road setback. The modified provision is outlined below.

Modified provision
1. Vehicle parking for commercial and other non-residential uses shall be provided in accordance with the
provisions of the Scheme and the standards set out in Schedule 10 of the Scheme and the specifications
in Schedule 11 of the Scheme.

2. Vehicle parking for residential development shall be provided in accordance with State Planning Policy
3.1 - Residential Design Codes.

3. Vehicle parking shall be located either behind street front tenancies or dwellings, below ground level
when viewed from the street, or otherwise suitably screened from view from the street to the
satisfaction of the Local Government.

4. All vehicle parking for the residential component of the development shall be provided on-site in
accordance with a traffic and parking management plan, to the Local Government’s satisfaction, being
submitted and approved at Development Approval application stage.

5. No vehicle parking is permitted within the building setback to St Peters Road.

Residential Development

Original provision

Residential Development

With exception of plot ratio, building height and building setbacks residential development shall be in
accordance with State Planning Policy 3.1 - Residential Design Codes - Part 6 for multiple dwellings and Part
5 for grouped and aged and dependent persons’ dwellings (dependent on the form of dwelling type for
aged and dependent persons’ dwellings Part 6 may be applied).

The dwelling density on the site will be primarily controlled by the plot ratio, building height and setbacks.
The 60% mandatory residential floor space component, as well as other constraining development
requirements such as the need to meet vehicle parking bay standards and the minimum floor space for
each dwelling will also constrain development potential. The remainder of the development standards for
residential development will be required to be in accordance with State Planning Policy 3.1 — R-Codes - Part
6 for multiple dwellings, which in addition to specifying a requirement for diversity in dwellings types and
sizes for buildings with more than 12 dwellings, also specifies that a residential development cannot
contain any dwelling less than 40m? plot ratio area.

Similarly, for grouped and aged and dependent persons’ dwellings Part 5 or Part 6 of the R-Codes would be
applied to residential development. The R-Codes state that any application that involves a mix of both
grouped and multiple dwellings is to be assessed against a combination of Parts 5 and 6 of the R-Codes with
the land apportioned to each dwelling type to calculate the minimum site area per dwelling and plot ratio.
Given the above development standards that would be applied to the site are akin to Table 4 of the R-
Codes a density control was not considered necessary. However, because the matter of dwelling density is
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not specified it is necessary to add an additional clause to ensure that Clause 5.3.4 of the Scheme that
requires that a density of R40 be applied to all residential development in non-residential zones be
disapplied. The additional and supplemented provisions below are therefore recommended for inclusion in
the SCA schedule.

Modified provisions

Residential Development
With exception of the Additional Provisions contained within this Schedule, residential development shall be
in accordance with State Planning Policy 3.1 — Residential Design Codes.

Residential Density
Clause 5.3.4 of the Scheme is disapplied in relation to development within SCA 1.

Public Art

Original provision

Public art shall be incorporated in the development or on public land within the vicinity of the
development (the location to be determined by the local government and the applicant) to the
value of 1% of the construction value or another amount as cash in lieu of public art as agreed to
by the local authority.

Since the initiation of Amendment No. 14 the Council has adopted a Percent for Public Art Policy (Policy
3.1.9) so the requirement for this provision in the Scheme Text is no longer required. Accordingly the
provision has been deleted from the proposed Amendment.

Public Art provision deleted.

Landscaping and Public Plaza

Original provision

Landscaping and Public Spaces

Landscape and street furnishings in the public domain shall use signage, materials, plants and
street furniture that have been agreed as acceptable by the local government.

For all mixed use developments with a commercial nett lettable area equivalent floor space of
more than 5,000m? a publicly accessible open space* with a combined area of at least 150m? shall
be provided.

* May include arcade type spaces that are partially open to the elements, but shall not include
fully enclosed internal floor space.

Initially this provision was included to ensure these components of design were given adequate
consideration in a development site of this size and scale. However, in the overall scheme of long term
development and rejuvenation of the Town Centre it would not be appropriate or in keeping with the Town
Centre Redevelopment Guidelines to foster larger public meeting places outside the Town Centre where
parking, pedestrian access and links to the Town Centre were not adequately developed or provided.
Accordingly the provision has been deleted from the Amendment.
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Landscaping and Public Spaces provision deleted.

General Planning Considerations

Under the Local Planning Schemes Regulations 2015 matters for a local government to consider in
determining development approval applications are listed in clause 67 of the Deemed Provisions. These
matters refer to the broader policy objectives of the Town, State planning matters and numerous other
factors which have the potential to impact the orderly and proper planning of a site. The following
provision is therefore recommended for inclusion in the SCA schedule so that Council has the capacity to
comprehensively apply sound site specific and regional planning principles and objectives in its
consideration and assessment of a development approval application for the site.

This provision has not been modified.

General
In addition to the matters referred to in Clause 67 of the Planning and Development (Local Planning
Schemes) Regulations 2015 the Local Government shall have regard to the objectives set out in the
preceding column when:
i. determining an application for planning approval; or
ji. making a recommendation on an application for subdivision approval in relation to land within SCA
1.

Additional provisions

A number of additional provisions have been included in the modified Scheme Amendment as a response
to comments received by State government departments during the submission period and by residents in
submissions. The provisions proposed are self-explanatory and are outlined below.

Noise
1. In considering a development approval application within SCA 1, the Local Government shall have
regard to the direct interface of any development with Canning Highway and Stirling Highway. The
developer shall submit to the Local Government a Noise Management Plan for approval as an
additional detail of a Development Approval application. The approved Noise Management Plan
shall be implemented to the satisfaction of the Local Government, having regard to any advice from
relevant State government authorities.

2. All development is to comply with WAPC State Planning Policy 5.4 ‘Road and Rail Transport Noise
and Freight Considerations in Land Use Planning’ and its implementation guidelines.

Note: The Local Government may consider requiring notifications on Certificates of Title as per Draft State
Planning Policy 5.4 — Road and Rail Noise.

Access
1. No vehicular access is permitted to or from Canning Highway and/or Stirling Highway.

2. No vehicular access is permitted to or from Sewell Street within 30 metres of the truncation of
Canning Highway and Sewell Street, unless otherwise approved by the Local Government in
consultation with Main Roads Western Australia.

3. Only one vehicular access is permitted to or from St Peters Road, unless otherwise approved by the
Local Government.
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Additional or supplemented administrative modifications

Addition of lot numbers to Schedule 13

The pro forma schedule for Special Control Areas as outlined in the Model Provisions for Local Planning
Schemes does not include a column for the description of the land. Although the Special Control Area is
indicated on the map and the Scheme Map is referred to in the Amendment documentation it was
considered helpful for an official description of the land to be included in Schedule 13 as such the following
has been added to the first column of proposed Schedule 13.

“SCA 1 comprises Lot 418 and Lot 419 Canning Highway, Lot 81 St Peters Road and Lot 423 King Streets.”

Text changes
Some minor wording changes are required due to either the deletion of provisions or to strengthen

provisions. These changes indicated below are not considered to change the intent of the provisions but
are noted as modifications to the Amendment.

e  Schedule 13: objective (a) insert the word ‘promote’ and delete ‘takes advantage of’;

e Schedule 13: objective (d) delete ‘Facilitate the creation of a public plaza area accessible to existing
and future residents; and

e Land Use: cl. 2. Insert term ‘shall not’ and delete ‘cannot’.

Conclusion

Amendment No. 14 proposes to introduce a SCA over four Mixed Use zoned lots on the south west corner
of Canning and Stirling Highway. The intent of the Amendment is to formulate a planning framework to
guide the future redevelopment of the site for high density mixed use purposes. The Amendment
comprises Scheme provisions and development controls relevant to any development approval application.

The provisions proposed by the Scheme Amendment are generally alighed with the key provisions and
objectives of the Local Planning Strategy and the Town Centre Redevelopment Guidelines. Since the
initiation of the Amendment and advertising the Town has had cause to reconsider the development
controls and the impact on adjoining residential amenity following feedback received in the submissions to
more suitably align with the draft Local Planning Strategy and the Town Centre Redevelopment Guidelines.

An experienced urban design consultant was engaged to review the development controls and prepare a
study to examine the impact of various built form outcomes for the site and wider locality. Subsequent to
this being completed, workshops and discussions with the Elected Members and the applicant to consider
the consultant’s urban design input and consideration of submissions has resulted in proposed
modifications. In the main the changes have impacted the development controls for building height and
setbacks. However, it is considered these modified provisions remain in line with the broader vision for
mixed use development and higher dwelling densities on this site and with the Town Centre
Redevelopment Guidelines.

The Town'’s officers also considered it necessary for a number of the SCA provisions to be supplemented
and some additional provisions introduced to the Schedule, primarily in response to the issues raised in
submissions and to ensure a more comprehensive set of development controls would apply to adequately
safeguard the community’s expectations in regard to amenity and the heritage character of the area and to
achieve a high standard of design for this prominent site. The provisions supplemented include vehicle
parking (traffic management), access, noise, residential development/density and land use.
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Primarily because the modifications proposed work towards addressing the concerns raised in community
submissions and by government departments, readvertising the modifications is not considered necessary.
The overall height, scale and bulk of the building has been reduced through lowered maximum building
heights and increased setbacks, particularly for the southern part of the site which is closest to the existing
residential area. In combination with other provisions restricting access points and the location of parking
as well as compliance with vehicle parking bay standards the above modifications are considered to give
due consideration to the amenity concerns expressed by residents.

Whilst the modifications do not accede to the preferred development outcome noted in the submissions
for a building of a much lesser height and massing, the changes proposed are considered to facilitate
redevelopment at a reasonable scale and dwelling density that the surrounding community are more
comfortable with and which respects their amenity, as opposed to the site remaining blighted and
undeveloped into the foreseeable future. The remaining concerns raised in submissions are matters that
would be addressed through the development approval assessment process and subsequent application of
conditions of development and building approval. It is noted that further advertising may either be
required by the Department of Planning and/or the Minister for Planning at a later stage in the process
where it may transpire the Amendment may be further modified.

In light of the above it is recommended the Council resolve to support the Amendment to LPS 3 with the
proposed modifications without further advertising as outlined in the Report and the Officer’s
Recommendation.
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12.1.1 OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

That Council
A. purs

uant to Section 75 of the Planning and Development Act 2005 and Regulation 41(3)(b) of the Local Planning Schemes Regulations 2015 resolve to

support Amendment No. 14 to Local Planning Scheme No. 3 with proposed modifications as outlined below:

(i)

(i)

(i)

Modifying Part 6: Special Control Areas of the Scheme Text by deleting the following:
“There are no special control areas which apply to the Scheme.”;

Modifying Part 6: Special Control Areas of the Scheme Text by introducing "Special Control Area No. 1" and inserting the following:

“6.1 OPERATION OF SPECIAL CONTROL AREAS

6.1.1 List of Special Control Areas

Special Control Areas have been identified as areas requiring comprehensive planning and for which specific controls to guide and co-ordinate

subdivision and development are needed. The following Special Control Areas are shown on the Scheme Map:

1. Special Control Area No. 1 — The site is generally bound by Canning Highway to the north, Stirling Highway to the east, St Peters Road to the
south and Sewell Street to the west in the suburb of East Fremantle.
Special Control Areas are marked on the Scheme Map according to the legend on the Scheme Map and are included in Schedule 13. The
purpose, objectives, and additional provisions that apply to each special control area are set out in Schedule 13.

6.1.2 Special Control Area Provisions Additional
Subject to any Scheme provision to the contrary, the provisions of Part 6 which apply to a Special Control Area are in addition to the provisions
applying to any underlying zone or reserve and any general provisions of the Scheme.”

6.1.3 Conflict with other Provisions of the Scheme
Where a provision of this clause 6 is inconsistent with any other provision of the Scheme, the provisions of this clause shall prevail to the extent of

the inconsistency”;
Modifying the “Schedules” section of the Scheme Text by introducing a new Schedule 13 into the Scheme Text to follow Schedule 12 as outlined

below:
Name of .. L. . .
Area Purpose Objectives Additional Provisions
SCA1 To facilitate |(a) Provide opportunities for a high | The following site and development standards apply to all development in SCA 1:
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(SCA 1
comprises
Lot 418
and Lot
419

Canning
Highway,
Lot 81 St
Peters

Road and
Lot 423
King

Streets.)

detailed site
planning for the
redevelopment
of No. 91 - 93
Canning Highway,
East Fremantle
for mixed use
purposes
incorporating
high density
residential
dwellings.

(b)

(c)

(d)

density mixed use development,
which encourages the inclusion of
multiple dwellings and promotes
the site’s strategic location;

Respond to the infill dwelling
targets for the Town of East
Fremantle through the
development of mixed use
buildings comprising small scale
commercial activities at ground
floor with predominantly
residential uses above;

Encourage a site responsive and
well integrated development,
which suitably interfaces with the
surrounding established residential
area; and

Ensure the provision of parking
and management of traffic takes
into account the proximity of the
established residential area and
results in a safe and secure
movement system that minimises
any conflict with the surrounding
uses, pedestrians and cyclists.

Land Use

1. Land use permissibility within SCA 1 shall be designated for the Mixed Use zone in the Zoning Table of the
Planning Scheme.

2. Notwithstanding 1. above, only residential development shall front St Peters Road. Commercial
development and vehicle parking is not permitted to front St Peters Road.

3. The setback area on St Peters Road is only to be used for the purposes of landscaping and/or private open
space.

4. Development of the site shall not be solely for commercial purposes. A residential component is
mandatory and developments shall incorporate a minimum of 60% net lettable area of residential floor
space.

Building Height and Setbacks
1. For the purposes of measuring height and setbacks, the site is divided into two sections — “north” and
“south”, as shown in Figure 1.

Note: The site is divided into the North Section and South Section by a perpendicular line (i.e. drawn at a right
angle) to the site’s western boundary measured at a point 27 metres from the truncation point on Sewell
Street, as indicated in Figure 1.

2.Height within SCA 1 is to be measured from an Australian Height Datum level of 13.5 metres.

3.0verall maximum building height permitted:
i. North section — 25.5 metres

ii. South section — 18.5 metres

4.In addition to 3. above, all development is to be contained within the maximum building heights and
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minimum building setbacks as specified in detail in Table 1 — Height and Setbacks.

5.Notwithstanding 3 i above, additional maximum building height of up to 3.5 metres, to a total overall height
of 29 metres, may be considered by the local government in the North section of the site:

i. to accommodate external fixtures, roof gardens, shade structures and/or other structures (excluding
habitable dwellings) which are integrated into the design of the building to provide improved
residential amenity; and

ii.  any such development is to be contained within an area with maximum dimension of 15 metres x 30
metres, unless otherwise approved by the Local Government.

Table 1 — Building Height and Setbacks

South Section of Site North Section of Site
Max Setback Setback Setback to | Setback Setback | Setback to
Storey height to St | to Sewell | Stirling Hwy | to Sewell | to Cng | Stirling Hwy
Peters Rd | St South South St North Hwy** North**
Basement | 1m 4am Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil
1 (Grd) 4.5 m* am 1.5m 1.5m Nil Nil 1.5m
2 8m* am 1.5m 1.5m Nil Nil 1.5m
3 11.5m* 7m 1.5m 1.5m Nil Nil 1.5m
4 15m* 10m 4.5m 4.5m 3m 3m 4.5m
5 18.5m* 16m 4.5m 4.5m 3m 3m 4.5m
6 22m* NA NA NA 3m 3m 4.5m
7 25.5m* NA NA NA 3m 3m 4.5m

* Projections and external services such as, solar collectors, air conditioning units, mechanical plant rooms, lift
overruns, antennae and communication masts may exceed maximum heights by up to 1.5m provided they are
not visible from the street and the Local Government determines any such projections do not constitute
another storey.

** Street setbacks for Canning Highway and Stirling Highway are based on the current lot boundaries. In the
event that the road reserve is amended, the setbacks will apply from the new gazetted road reserve
boundary/ies.

6.The difference in height between the floor level of Storey 1 and the floor level of Storey 2 shall be a
minimum of 3.2 metres, with a minimum floor to ceiling clearance of 3.0 metres.

7.Where there is a difference in height requirements at street corners, the lesser height requirement shall
prevail, unless otherwise approved by the Local Government.

8.Where there is a difference in setback requirements at street corners, the greater setback requirement shall
prevail, unless otherwise approved by the Local Government.

9.Balconies shall not protrude forward of the building setback line.
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Plot Ratio
Maximum Plot Ratio: 3.0:1. Irrespective of the maximum building height permitted and minimum building
setbacks required, maximum plot ratio shall not be permitted to exceed 3.0:1.

Vehicle Parking
1.Vehicle parking for commercial and other non-residential uses shall be provided in accordance with the

provisions of the Scheme and the standards set out in Schedule 10 of the Scheme and the specifications in
Schedule 11 of the Scheme.

2.Vehicle parking for residential development shall be provided in accordance with State Planning Policy 3.1 -
Residential Design Codes.

3.Vehicle parking shall be located either behind street front tenancies or dwellings, below ground level when
viewed from the street, or otherwise suitably screened from view from the street to the satisfaction of the
Local Government.

4.All vehicle parking for the residential component of the development shall be provided on-site in accordance
with a traffic and parking management plan, to the Local Government’s satisfaction, being submitted and
approved at Development Approval application stage.

5.No vehicle parking is permitted within the building setback to St Peters Road.
Residential Development

With exception of the Additional Provisions contained within this Schedule, residential development shall be
in accordance with State Planning Policy 3.1 — Residential Design Codes.

Residential Density
Clause 5.3.4 of the Scheme is disapplied in relation to development within SCA 1.

Noise

1.In considering a development approval application within SCA 1, the Local Government shall have regard to
the direct interface of any development with Canning Highway and Stirling Highway. The developer shall
submit to the Local Government a Noise Management Plan for approval as an additional detail of a
Development Approval application. The approved Noise Management Plan shall be implemented to the
satisfaction of the Local Government, having regard to any advice from relevant State government authorities.

2.All development is to comply with WAPC State Planning Policy 5.4 ‘Road and Rail Transport Noise and
Freight Considerations in Land Use Planning’ and its implementation guidelines.
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Note: The Local Government may consider requiring notifications on Certificates of Title as per State Planning
Policy 5.4 — Road and Rail Noise.

Access
1.No vehicular access is permitted to or from Canning Highway and/or Stirling Highway.

2.No vehicular access is permitted to or from Sewell Street within 30 metres of the truncation of Canning
Highway and Sewell Street, unless otherwise approved by the Local Government in consultation with Main
Roads Western Australia.

3.0nly one vehicular access is permitted to or from St Peters Road, unless otherwise approved by the Local
Government.

General

In addition to the matters referred to in Clause 67 of the Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes)
Regulations 2015 the Local Government shall have regard to the objectives set out in the preceding column
when:

i. determining an application for planning approval; or

ii. making a recommendation on an application for subdivision approval in relation to land within SCA 1.

B.
C.

resolve that the submissions made be received and those who made a submission be notified of this decision; and

resolve that the Scheme Map be amended accordingly.




TOWN OF EAST FREMANTLE
LOCAL PLANNING SCHEME NO. 3 - AMENDMENT NO. 14
SCHEDULE OF SUBMISSIONS

| 4%

No Summary Council’s
) of Submission Recommendation
1 The provisions relating to SCA 1 (listed in Schedule 13) have been modified or

Heritage

The Plympton Ward holds special historical relevance dating to the early beginnings of WA. Any
developments should be sympathetic and complement the East Fremantle/Plympton Ward
architecture and history. There are few areas in WA that have such historical importance and
these areas should be preserved for future generations. Any development in the Plympton
Ward should consider this fact. In my opinion a 9 storey building, which is 3 times higher than
other historical buildings in the area is too high.

Scale and bulk of the building

| notice in the Council document it makes reference to other buildings in East Fremantle /
Fremantle that are of a similar height as the rational for this building to be 9 storeys. The
previous approval and development of these building have created an eye sore and a scar within
the suburb that many generations to come have to live with. These building are far from gold
standard developments and any reference to rationalise 9 storeys based on these development
is ridiculous. Ignoring the previous poor developments the highest building in the immediate
area is 3 storeys. The Trade Winds Hotel and the development should be considered within
context.

Building height

We also notice within development planning there is a current approach to staggering building
heights to manage the impact of the scale and bulk of a building. This approach was used at the
Richmond Quarter. From Canning Highway there is the initial building facade, the next floor is
set back which staggers the building and decreases its impact on the streetscape of Canning
Highway. From this perspective the Richmond quarter building is visually pleasant and fits
within the streetscape of grand historical buildings. However, when viewing the Richmond
Quarter from other perspectives, particularly from the south it is clear that little consideration
was given to how the scale and bulk of the development impacted upon the rest of the suburb
other than the Canning Highway perspective. Despite the step down approach being used at the
back of the building. The development sits out of proportion with its environment and shows no
respect to the suburb and the little cottages that are nearby.

Traffic and parking

This is already a significant problem in the Plympton Precinct. To my knowledge little has been
done to address the current issues. If as suggested 100 people are to be accommodated and

supplemented in response to the issues raised.

The State Heritage Office did not object to the Scheme Amendment, per se,
but noted that any development of the site should be mindful of local heritage
values and proximity of State registered heritage places in the Town Centre.
The proposed lowered height limit and increased building setbacks are
considered to reduce the overall bulk of the building in its immediate context
and reduce its scale and height in relation to the Town Hall and Post Office
(heritage buildings) in the Town Centre.

The specific provisions relating to building height and lot boundary setbacks
have been modified in response to resident concerns. It is considered the
amended provisions will result in future development of the site having a less
dominant visual presence which in turn will mean a building(s) will be less
prominent in the suburban context. Furthermore, the overall reduced height
across the site is considered to be less of a departure from the existing local
planning framework (i.e. the Town Centre Redevelopment Guidelines policy).

The modified built form provisions would enable development of a mixed use
building(s) between two and seven storeys in height, with the potential for a
small (reduced floor space) eighth storey as an architectural feature or
building/tenant amenities area (non- habitable floor space). The modified built
form provisions are considered to better respond to the differing nature of the
surrounding streets with an urban form that achieves what is considered an
optimal development yield, rather than a maximum development yield.

In more detail the outcome would be a two to three storey residential frontage
to St Peters Road, and a seven storey mixed-use address to Canning Highway,
with heights that transition between the northern and southern ends of the
site along Sewell Street and Stirling Highway.

Increasing the setback distance between the highest sections of a building
from the existing nearby residents, results in reducing the visual presence and
the prominence of a building in this context. The additional building height
initially considered is believed to be too much of a departure from the existing
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small businesses with clientele, it is reasonable to think there will be extra cars. As we live on
Sewell street this development will significantly increase traffic and parking problems on the
streets around the building. Further compounding the current traffic and parking issues.
Parking will need special consideration.

Environmental/ passive solar design

I notice in this proposal the 9 storeys are to start at Canning Highway and step down at the back
of the building which will face Sewell and King street. This will minimises the impact of over
shadowing on the houses nearby. However, the step down storeys at the back of the building
will be overshadowed by the 9 storeys at the front, making them ice boxes in winter. That is not
a very ‘Freo’ environmentally sound approach to building.

An important consideration which is often over looked is landscaping. | have recently read of
the concern of the disappearing green space in Fremantle and of moves to preserve green
space. Good landscaping can go a long way to minimising the impact a building has upon its
environment and makes a wonderful contribution to the community. As we move towards
more urban infill, all building development should include a percentage of green space/
landscaping. | refer to the recent Leighton development which has extensive native plant
landscaping. In my opinion the landscaping at this development has seen the building quickly
blend in to its setting.

We are aware of current goals to be reached in regards to urban infill. For some time we have
watched many developments unfold, some good and some awful, urban infill is here and will
impact on us all. All we wish for is a development that is appropriate and benefits all. Not a
development that focusses on fitting in as many people as possible to reach current policy
targets or one that just makes money for a developer. Despite the concerns expressed, if done
well | believe this is an exciting opportunity to add another wonderful facility to our area. | wish
the Council good luck and hope by taking time to express our thoughts this will help contribute
to a development that will benefit all that live in the area.

local planning framework and, if entertained, would logically require a
complete review of the Town Centre Redevelopment Guidelines policy to
ensure consistency across the Town Centre rather than responding to
development opportunities for individual sites.

Provisions relating to commercial and residential vehicle parking, access and
traffic management have been modified, supplemented or introduced to
ensure that vehicle parking must be fully compliant with Scheme standards
and provisions and that traffic impacts are minimised. Also vehicle parking
concessions in relation to commercial and residential visitor parking have been
removed from the provisions and full compliance with Scheme provisions is
required for both residential and commercial development.

Also, provisions have been included to require a Development Approval
application for all residential and commercial development to be accompanied
by a traffic and parking management plan prepared in consultation with the
local government and being approved and submitted to the local government’s
satisfaction.

The Town envisages it will conduct a full parking and traffic management study
for the Plympton Precinct in the near future. The study will also consider
potential parking restrictions, traffic flow and access related issues.

Matters related to privacy and overlooking in respect to residential
development are assessed under the provisions of the R-Codes. All residential
development on the site would be subject to the provisions of the R-Codes in
this respect as specified in the provisions outlined in Schedule 13 of the
Amendment.

Recommendation for modification:
Changes to the Amendment proposals and/or documentation recommended
and planning basis noted.

Environmental and sustainability construction requirements under the Building
Code of Australia are addressed at Building Permit application stage and must
meet relevant Australian Standards. It would be inappropriate for these
standards to be included in Planning Scheme provisions, however, the Town
will require the highest standards of building design in respect to sustainability
and aesthetics. This is reflected in one of the SCA 1 objectives which states as
follows:

Encourage a site responsive and well integrated development, which suitably
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interfaces with the surrounding established residential area.

It should also be noted, however, that the provisions of a Planning Scheme do
not specify development controls in respect to the architectural details of a
building’s design. To some degree this is guided by the Town Centre
Redevelopment Guidelines which addresses the street interface and urban
structure elements of site redevelopment and will be an assessment factor in
any development proposal.

Landscaping of the perimeter of the site will be limited due to the proposed
setbacks. However, communal open space for multiple dwellings must be
provided under provisions of the R-Codes and retention of existing mature
trees will be encouraged wherever possible. It is also noted that the proposed
suite of State Planning Policies relating to ‘Apartment Design’ will require deep
soil zones for the planting of mature trees/vegetation. A landscaping plan to
the local government’s satisfaction would be recommended as a condition of
planning approval with any Development Approval application submitted.

Achieving the residential dwelling target for the Town under Perth and Peel
@3.5M will be assisted through the redevelopment of the site; at least 60% of
floor space must be residential. Whilst the Town cannot control the type of
apartment developed, a provision of the R-Codes requires that for multiple
unit developments diversity in unit types is required (i.e. a minimum 20% 1
bedroom dwellings up to a maximum of 50% and a minimum of 40% 2
bedroom dwellings).

Not recommended for modification:

No change to the Amendment proposals or documentation recommended
and justification noted in regard to comments relating to landscaping and
environmental/sustainability.

Views

The site is located adjacent to our apartment building and it will have substantial impacts on our

views.

Building height

The proposed scheme amendment would allow for a 31.5m frontage to address Stirling Highway
and Canning Highway. This potential building height will dominate our view that is currently
over the tree tops of East Fremantle and Cantonment Hill. | note that this building envelope
height is intended to 'complement Richmond Quarter', however, in figure 4 it appears to exceed

In regard to comments related to building height and scale,
landscaping/vegetation and building design/architecture refer to response and
Council recommendation for Submission No. 1 above.

Recommendation for modification:
Changes to the Amendment proposals and/or documentation recommended
and planning basis noted.

Comments in relation to views are noted. It is acknowledged that views will be
impacted with the construction of a multi-storey building on the site.
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| believe a nine level development is excessive and out of proportion to the surrounding areas. |

No Summary Council’s
) of Submission Recommendation
the height of Richmon rter. | consider th ilding mass of Richmon rter t . . .
y 'elg . ornic ) ond Qu'a er. fco §|de .  building mass of Richmond Quarter to b? Views are not protected under the provisions of the Planning Scheme and
domineering and find that it has negatively impacted the surrounds though overshadowing and . . . - L
. . . . . . whilst views can be taken into consideration in the overall assessment of a
having a window tunnel effect without any street amenity such as building awnings. | would . . .
- . . Development Approval application the protection of every aspect of a private
suggest that these building heights be reconsidered. . . . .
o view cannot be guaranteed regardless of whether the views pre-existed a site
Existing trees being redeveloped. The impact of views from public vantage points within the
There is a line of substantial trees along the Stirling Highway site boundary. | note that the Town and the river foreshore has been reviewed and this consideration
impact of the development on these trees was raised as a concern in the community resulted in lowering of the overall building heights and increasing building
consultation. These trees contribute to our view and are a valuable natural asset. Retaining setbacks. This is considered to have assisted in maintaining some views.
these trees would soften the visual impact of a large development and would likely provide -
. P & . P VP Not recommended for modification:
greater amenity for the future occupants of the potential development. | would suggest that .
. . No change to the Amendment proposals or documentation recommended
reference to these trees be included in the Scheme Amendment. C e . . . .
and justification noted in regard to comments relating to views.
High quality architectural outcome
Finally, I would like to reinforce how important achieving a high quality architectural outcome is
for this site; both in terms of having a well-considered ground plane as well as a highly resolved
building form. The site is in a prominent location at the gateway of Fremantle/East Fremantle
and could set a precedent for future infill developments in the area. | would implore the Council
to have high expectations in this regard.
3| Asresidential ratepayers, we strenuously object to the (proposed) extraordinary height of 9 In regard to comments related to building height and scale, vehicle parking,
levels in a residential area. It is an enormous difference in height compared to the 2/3 storey access and traffic management, vegetation and building design refer to
commercial residences nearby (e.g. Tradewinds Hotel). response and Council recommendation for Submission No. 1 above.
The Tradewinds Hotel is in sync with the neighbourhood and fits in well with the landscape. The | Recommendation for modification: .
nearby commercial buildings are one and two storeys. This building at the proposed height will Changes to the Amendment proposals and/or documentation recommended
be an eyesore dominating the landscape. Considering that currently any proposed new and planning basis noted.
residence in the adjoining streets must be in keeping with the nearby streetscape, it seems
wrong that such a tall edifice would even be considered in a residential area which has only one
road as commercial (Canning Highway) fronting the neighbourhood.
This area is not the same as Silas Street and should not be considered as such.
Lower King Street still has no adequate parking for tradesmen or visitors due to its outdated
bottleneck design, continuous yellow lines and median strip. This results in traffic parking on the
green nature strip. Often heavy trucks cause damage to underground cables and pipes which
then take ages to be fixed. So how a 9 storey building is going to cope with the parking it will
require is anyone's guess? The Tradewinds has 2 levels of parking and is a lot less than 9 storeys
-] i i
ol in height.
4 In regard to comments related to building height, scale and bulk refer to

response and Council recommendation for Submission No. 1 above.
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of Submission Recommendation
ZI:\(l)etl)srl)l;veent;h;fttthh;s_r[;r\;E%s::tr:|ght will undo the current town planning scheme and recent Recommendation for modification:
Changes to the Amendment proposals and/or documentation recommended

I recall the planning logic of the current scheme was to provide residents and visitors with a and planning basis noted.
visual identity to the town centre— the area was to be the tallest in the neighbourhood
(currently 5-6 levels). The current scheme recognised the “centre” and then reduced the
surrounding height in order to frame what is the centre of the Town - building a nine level
building nearby will confuse and fragment, creating a potential disconnect to the Town Centre
and Town Hall.

5 In regard to comments related to traffic management and vehicle parking refer

| have been a resident of East Fremantle for over twenty years (living in Richmond Raceway) and
during that time | have witnessed numerous changes (not all positive) to this lovely suburb. A
couple that come to mind are:

1. The substantial Richmond Quarter apartment complex situated opposite the Council
building.

2. The conversion of the Brush Factory building situated at No. 36 - 42 Duke Street.

| have already pointed out to the previous CEO of East Fremantle Council that there has been an

increase to the traffic flow within the Richmond Raceway Estate in particular along Speedy

Cheval Street and Silas Street. Both myself and fellow residents have noticed that the increased

traffic flow is mainly between the hours of 7.30 -9.30 AM and again between 3.00- 5.30 PM.

It would appear that drivers use this route as a "rat" run to/from the shops located at the end of
Silas Street. This is impacted further by a quantity (possibly a third who work in the eastern
suburbs) of the residents of the Richmond Quarter apartment complex also driving through the
estate rather than using Moss Street and George Street - both of which are much wider than the
streets within Richmond Raceway.

Over the past couple of years the number of children living within the estate has increased
substantially with around nine small children living close to my home in Speedy Cheval Street. In
my opinion it is only a matter of time before an accident occurs as children cross the street to
access the nearby park in the centre of the estate. My worries increased when | read the plan to
construct a nine story complex- No. 91-93 Canning Highway (comprising Lot 418 and Lot 419
Canning Highway, Lot 81St Peters Road and Lot 423 King Street), East Fremantle.

It is fair and reasonable to think that a proportion of the expected residents (maybe a third who
would work in the eastern suburbs) will access the new nine story complex by way of Speedy
Cheval Street, Silas Street, St Peters Road. This being the case it will only further exacerbate the
traffic problem we are already experiencing within the estate.

I am not totally against development however when considering planning applications | would
very much like Council to give thought to the traffic flows which come hand in hand with new
development. The streets (in the main) around George, King, Duke, St Peters Road and within

to response and Council recommendation for Submission No. 1 above.

Recommendation for change:
Changes to the Amendment proposals and/or documentation recommended
and planning basis noted.

It is noted the submission also refers to a comment regarding LPS No. 3
Amendment No. 15 (Royal George Hotel site).
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Richmond Raceway are narrow and are already quite busy with traffic.
The other proposal for a nine storey complex for the car park {on Duke Street) behind the Royal
George Hotel will result in more parking and traffic flow implications. Will some of these
residents (and visitors) access their apartments by driving through Richmond Raceway Estate by
way of Speedy Cheval Street, Silas Street, St Peters Road and Duke Street. My concern is that
they most probably will.

6 The Department of Fire & Emergency Services (DFES) provides the following comments pursuant | All servicing authorities to be advised of the outcome of Amendment 14.
to State Planning Policy 3.7 Planning in Bushfire Prone Areas (SPP 3.7) and the Guidelines for
Planning in Bushfire Prone Areas (Guidelines).

The proposed LPS No. 3 Amendment No. 14 Special Control Area 1 does not fall into an area
designated as bushfire prone pursuant to the Fire and Emergency Services Act 1998 (as
amended) as identified on the Map of Bush Fire Prone Areas.

7| At present, Telstra Corporation Limited has no objection. | have recorded this in our All servicing authorities to be advised of the outcome of Amendment 14.
Development database and look forward to further correspondence in the future.

8 It is noted that the Amendment and Transport Report gives little regard to the Town's Port Notgd arwd comment.s acknowledged. Should a Developmen.t Approva!
Buffer guidelines or the proximity of the site to the working port. Similarly the volume of freight appllcatlon be _Sme'Fted the Fremantle Port Buffer Zone GU|.deI|.nes will be
using both Canning and Stirling Highway has minor recognition in the transport report. given due consideration .and the Development Approval application referred to
Given the ongoing 24/7 operations of the working port and the volume of freight using Canning Fremantle Ports and Ma.”? Roads W.A for comment a's part of the Scheme and

. . . . . L DAP referral and advertising obligations. The Council Report on the Scheme
and Stirling Highways | would suggest that this be given more planning priority and accounted e .

. e . . . . Amendment notes the proximity to the working Port and the need for
for in the amendment report. Similarly the inclusion of the requirements of the Town's Buffer referrals
Zone Guidelines would be appropriate. ’
The lack of recognition of the working port, a major land use in the Fremantle region, freight Not recommended for modification: )
transport and the Town's Buffer Zone guidelines may be considered to diminish the No change to the Amendment proposals or documentation recommended
completeness of the Amendment Report. and justification noted in respect to the Port Buffer Zone.
All servicing authorities to be advised of the outcome of Amendment 14.
9 A Development Approval application for the site will be referred to the

It is noted that the proposed development anticipates that between 50 and 100 residential
dwellings are intended for this development and that there is an infill housing target of 900
dwellings for East Fremantle by 2050.

Notwithstanding that a percentage of the proposed dwellings within the proposed amendment
area will be one bedroom dwellings it would be beneficial to identify how many will be two or
more bedroom dwellings. This would assist the Department in analysing the potential student
yield and its effect on the local East Fremantle Primary School.

This development is located within the East Fremantle Primary School local intake area. This

Department of Education for comment in accordance with the Town’s Planning
Scheme and DAP application advertising and referral procedures.

All servicing authorities to be advised of the outcome of Amendment 14.
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No Summary Council’s
) of Submission Recommendation
school has a student capacity of 393.
Any aged dependent dwellings within this development will also be exempt from calculations
involving the primary school.
10 In regard to comments related to building height and scale, vehicle parking,

Traffic

This is our greatest concern. The traffic study undertaken considering the current road
conditions but we noticed that some of the recommendations were that the bottom section of
Sewell Street (near Canning Highway) be made into a two-way street. We have already voiced
strong opposition to changing the one way system on our road (in a separate survey). We also
feel that the increased traffic estimates to Sewell Street are very conservative as this would be
an occupant’s quickest route from Stirling Highway with or without the changes to the one-way
system. We would be very concerned about this as we feel it would substantially increase the
traffic on Sewell Street. We have two young children and chose this location for our home
because of its safe neighbourhood. We don't want increased traffic and increased risk to our
little ones. We are also concerned that the construction process itself will lead to a large
number of construction vehicles using the road (and the additional noise, road blockages and
inconveniences they create). We are also quite disappointed that we received the other road
survey asking about changes to the one way system without any explanation of this proposal
because it is blatantly obvious that they are linked. We did not fall in the initial mail-out
catchment for this proposal last year which is also extremely disappointing given it is on our
street and clearly will affect us. It seems the proposal for this amendment went to a
disproportionate number of businesses, instead, who would of course be happy with the
increased patronage and less concerned about other factors, biasing the comments.

Parking

Parking on Sewell Street is already a real problem. We are very fortunate to have a driveway,
but already vehicles often park partially blocking it, and visiting friends find it difficult to find a
spot on the street. We understand that there is a requirement for parking bays to be provided
in the finished complex but we are concerned that the construction vehicles and worker vehicles
during the building process will increase the burden of George Street patrons parking on Sewell
Street. We also noticed that the plan allows for a 20% leeway in parking bays which it seems
would lead to quite a large difference in parking availability.

Size of building

A nine-storey building is enormous! We are concerned that it will be out of keeping and an
eyesore, it will be visible from a wide range of locations (including from the Monument). It
brings to mind images of the disastrous Rendezvous Hotel in Scarborough (I know it is a full 17
stories but you get the idea). Saying it will be similar in size (in fact larger) to the Richmond
Quarter is not at all comforting as that is neither a small, nor attractive building, and hugely

access and traffic management refer to response and Council recommendation
for Submission No. 1 above.

It is acknowledged that views will be impacted with the construction of a multi-
storey building on the site.

Individual views are not protected under the provisions of the Planning
Scheme and whilst views can be taken into consideration in the overall
assessment of a Development Approval application the protection of every
aspect of a private view cannot be guaranteed regardless of whether the views
pre-existed a site being redeveloped. However, the impact of views from
public vantage points within the Town and the river foreshore has been
reviewed and this consideration resulted in lowering of the overall building
heights and increasing building setbacks. This is considered to have assisted in
maintaining some views from private property and minimising the impact on
views from public places.

Recommendation for modification:
Changes to the Amendment proposals and/or documentation recommended
and planning basis noted.

L'L°CL 140d3d

I INJNHOVL1LV



LO1

YuU¥

No Summary Council’s
) of Submission Recommendation

overlooks nearby residents. To change the Planning Scheme so drastically from 3 to 9 stories is
concerning. Both for what it means for the building being proposed (in terms of blocked views,
capacity, extra people, the look of the building, etcetera); but also as a concern that it may open
the floodgates by setting precedent for other future developments. We are not opposed to the
redevelopment of the lot in theory, but would be much happier with a smaller building (5
storeys, as many of the comments in the documentation in the proposal suggest).
In summary we are strongly opposed to the proposal as it stands and to such a drastic
amendment to the planning scheme.

11 | No objection subject to existing gas mains and gas infrastructure being recognised by the All servicing authorities to be advised of the outcome of Amendment 14.
developers and factored into any future designs for the areas where the Atco Gas assets and the
safety of the development

12| No objection provided all developments are required to connect to Scheme water and The Town has introduced provisions to the Scheme Amendment which address
reticulated sewerage. noise management issues and a Development Approval application must be

. S . L . referred to Fremantle Ports due to proximity to the Port. At this Development
The Town should also use the opportunity to minimise potential negative impacts of the mixed o . P .y. . - P
. . . o ) . Approval application stage servicing authorities will have the opportunity to

use development such as noise, odour, light and other lifestyle activities. Public health impacts comment on bublic health related issues and request the DAP applv conditions
draw attention to those issues and they should be appropriately and adequately addressed at . P q PPl
this stage of approval if deemed necessary.
To minimise adverse impacts on the residential component, the Town could consider All servicing authorities to be advised of the outcome of Amendment 14.
incorporation of additional sound proofing/insulation, double glazing on windows, or design
aspects related to air conditioning units and other appropriate building / construction measures.

13 The Water Corporation comments were forwarded to the land owner’s

Water

Reticulated water is currently available to the subject control area. Due to the increase in
development density, upgrading of the current system may be required to prevent existing
customers being affected by the proposed development. When the proposed demands are
provided the Water Corporation can have another review of the proposed development.

Wastewater
Reticulated sewerage is currently available to the subject control area.

The Special Control Area is traversed by a number of Sewers with associated easements .
The proposed development should be able to be served by one external connection to the
Wastewater system therefore the gravity sewers and manhole North of the DN685/600mm and
their associated easements should be able to be removed. However, a further easement on Lots
418 & 419 over the existing DN685mm sewer will be required.

Given the depth of the main sewer it "may" be possible to build over the DN685/600mm main
sewer this would be subject to favourable building details minimizing the load on the sewer.

representatives as requested by the Water Corporation on 29 August 2017.

The Town has noted the Water Corporation has requested another review in
regard to the demands of the site on redevelopment. A Development
Approval application would be referred to the Water Corporation seeking input
when the details of a development proposal were available or a DAP
application submitted.

All servicing authorities to be advised of the outcome of Amendment 14.
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At the very least the Water Corporation will require vehicle access to the manhole on the main
sewer for maintenance purposes this access would be from St Peters Road over the existing
DN150mm VC sewer entering the manhole from the South.

However, to completely free the site from easements and restrictions it is recommend that
consideration should be given to realigning the DN685/600mm main sewer south into St Peters
Road.

General Comments

This proposal will also require approval by our Building Services section prior to commencement
of works. Infrastructure contributions and fees may be required to be paid prior to approval
being issued.

The principle followed by the Water Corporation for the funding of subdivision or development
is one of user pays. The developer is expected to provide all water and sewerage reticulation if
required. A contribution for Water, Sewerage and Drainage headworks may also be required. In
addition the developer may be required to fund new works or the upgrading of existing works
and protection of all works. Any temporary works needed are required to be fully funded by the
developer. The Water Corporation may also require land being ceded free of cost for works.

701
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The proposed Scheme Amendment raises a number of concerns:

1.Increase in allowable building height to 9 storeys (31.5 metres) on Canning Highway. In
accordance with East Fremantle’s Local Development Plan for this site, any future development
should be sympathetic with the desired future character of the area. The site is directly adjacent
to residential properties and in an area of low profile development, dominated by historic
homes. As such, allowing a 9 storey development adjacent to this area would not be
sympathetic with the character of the area. It would look extremely out of place. The maximum
allowable height should be no higher than six storeys, so that as a minimum the development
relates to the development at Richmond Quarter.

Furthermore, we have significant concerns regarding the potential for overshadowing of our
property with a proposed building envelope that allows nine storeys. Despite the northern
orientation of our home, we were required to install insulation in all wall cavities to meet 6-star
energy requirements. There were concerns that during winter the house would require too
much heating without insulation, making the home non-compliant with the energy rating
requirements. Therefore, any loss of winter sun due to overshadowing will have a significant
impact on the property. A solar power system is also installed and any overshadowing would
affect the performance of this system.

2. The Scheme Amendment Report makes a number of incorrect claims to provide the case for
the proposed Amendment. One such claim is that the residential properties adjacent to the site
do not ‘front’ the site, and that the allowable height will ‘not impact on surrounding residences’

In regard to comments related to building height and scale, building setbacks,
vehicle parking, traffic management, access points, noise management,
overshadowing and privacy refer to response and Council recommendation for
Submission No. 1 above.

The Town has introduced provisions to the Scheme Amendment which address
noise issues and a noise management plan must be submitted with a
Development Approval application development approval application must be
referred to Fremantle Ports due to proximity to the Port. Also, at this stage
servicing authorities will have the opportunity to comment on public health
related issues and request conditions of approval be applied if deemed
necessary. The application is subject to assessment under State Planning
Policy 5.4 ‘Road and Rail Transport Noise and Freight Considerations in Land
Use Planning’ and its implementation guidelines.

The capacity of and the problems noted with the sewer are the responsibility
of the Water Corporation. These matters would be considered on referral of a
Development Approval application. The upgrading of works to supply and
accommodate redevelopment of the site is the responsibility of the developer
in consultation with the Water Corporation.

The comments regarding construction issues are noted, however, this is not a
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(p. 29). This statement seeks to suggest minimal impact of the proposed Scheme Amendment
and any subsequent development on those properties. However, our property is directly
adjacent to the site and has a northern orientation. Full height windows in all living areas (i.e.
lounge, kitchen, dining) and all windows on the second storey (i.e. bedrooms, including our two
young daughters bedrooms) directly face the site. Therefore, any development on St Peters
Road would have significant impact on our residence, with direct viewing into our home. To
support this, during the building approval process East Fremantle Councillors noted the design
of our residence provided pleasing/sympathetic views from St Peters Road even though King
Street was technically the street frontage. While a restriction of a building height limit of three
storeys on St Peters Road is positive, the Scheme Amendment should contain requirements to
ensure any future development on the site does not allow overlooking or overshadowing. This
may be through controls to ensure only commercial development along St Peters Road, with
window coverings to inhibit overlooking and limitations to external spaces such as unscreened
balconies.

3. The rationale to support a nil minimum setback in the proposed Scheme Amendment is that it
will ‘allow future development to activate the street’ (p. 30). Whilst street activation may be a
sought for an outcome along Canning Highway, it would be a negative outcome on St Peters
Road. Increasing pedestrian traffic adjacent to residential properties is not a sought after
outcome for those residing in the area. As such, a nil minimum setback along St Peters Road is
unjustifiable, particularly if it results in changing the road position or width thereby moving
traffic closer to residential properties. The setback along St Peters Road should be consistent
with those currently in the Plympton Ward (6 metres), as per the East Fremantle Residential
Design Guidelines, which states, ‘The pattern of setback is critical to the character of each
Precinct’, and that, ‘New developments are to be constructed with front and side setbacks to
match the traditional setbacks of the streetscapes’. Furthermore, in accordance with the
Residential Design Codes of Western Australia, it is important that a setback distance is enforced
to ‘moderate the visual impact of the building bulk on neighboring properties’.

4. With a Scheme Amendment that allows high density development there will be a significant
increase in vehicle traffic. While the Scheme Amendment Report suggests the impact of vehicle
traffic will be minimal the report only considers traffic directly passing the site (e.g. on roads
that bound the site) rather than considering the main access/entry points for vehicles in the
area. For example, under current vehicle traffic, it is extremely difficult to turn right from Council
Place and May Street onto Canning Highway, and subsequently to access Stirling Highway
heading north. These are primary access routes for a majority of residents in the area, and
therefore, the ability of these intersections to accommodate increased traffic volumes should be
considered in any traffic assessment. Furthermore, Canning Highway only accommodates west
bound traffic from Sewell Street. These restrictions generate concern that there will be
significant increases in traffic cutting its way through the Plympton Ward and the old Richmond

planning consideration relevant to the Amendment. Such matters are dealt
with during the Development Approval and Building Permit application process
and would be subject to the local government requirement for a construction
management plan to the local government’s satisfaction being submitted prior
to the Building Permit application being issued.

Recommendation for modifications:
Changes to the Amendment proposals and/or documentation recommended
and planning basis noted.

The capacity of and the problems noted with the sewer are the responsibility
of the Water Corporation. These matters would be considered on referral of a
development approval application.

Not recommended for modification:

No change to the Amendment proposals or documentation recommended
and justification noted with regard to the sewer and water Corporation
issues and subsequent approvals.
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Raceway areas. The addition of the Richmond Quarter has already demonstrated the impact
such developments have on local streets. An increase in traffic is of particular concern for our
household as our driveway is situated on St Peters Road and is directly opposite a proposed
entry/exit point for the new development.

5. It has been suggested (in the Scheme Amendment Report) that development on this site will
act as a noise barrier to Stirling Highway (p. 29). The development site sits to the west of King
Street and will therefore be unlikely to block traffic noise. Rather, a high-density development
that results in a building of significant height could direct or “funnel’ traffic noise up King and
Duke Streets. This is supported by comments in the Scheme Amendment report of local
residences experiencing “noise echo” due to the development of the Richmond Quarter.
Consequently, it would be appropriate to add to the Scheme Amendment for development on
this site to include works to reduce traffic noise. For example, through the construction of a
sound proof wall along Stirling Hwy. This would benefit both the new development and existing
residents.

6. A development of the proposed size on the nominated site will require extreme earth works.
Extensive digging and compacting will be required to accommodate a nine storey structure that
includes an underground (below street level) parking area. There are significant concerns these
works will have a detrimental effect on the structural integrity of our dwelling. Vibrations are
felt throughout the house on occasion when trucks are travelling along Stirling Hwy; the
significant earthworks required for the proposed devolvement that is 12 to 15 metres from our
property will likely create levels of vibration that compromises the structural integrity of our
home.

7. In the last three years we have had six instances where the sewerage mains passing behind
our property were blocked and overflowed into our property (as we are the closest to the end of
the sewerage mains). This sewer main is currently accessed from the site of the proposed
Scheme Amendment. Therefore, it is assumed any new development would also ‘plumb’ into
this sewer main increasing the volume of waste that it will be required to accommodate. The
Water Corporation has made no changes/upgrades to the sewerage line to address this current
issue and therefore any increase in the number of properties feeding into the mains will likely
have significant implications.

N1
VUF
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As an owner of a property on King Street | live close by to the development. | drive through the
intersection of King Street and St Peter's Road on a daily basis taking my children to school. We
regularly walk through the current access track on the development site to the river.

1. 1 am concerned about the height of the building (9 storeys) being very different to the houses
and buildings around it. | would like to see the height reduced to fit in better with the
surroundings and have as much green space as possible retaining as many of the tress as

In regard to comments related to building height and scale, building setbacks,
access points, vehicle parking and noise and traffic management,
overshadowing, landscaping and privacy refer to response and Council
recommendation for Submission No. 1 above.

The Town has introduced provisions to the Scheme Amendment which address
noise issues and a development approval application must be referred to
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possible on the existing site to maintain the look and feel of the surrounding single to double
storey homes.

2.1 am concerned about the extra traffic and parking issues the development will create. There
is already a lack of parking around the local streets adjoining the development site and the extra
residential and commercial traffic needs to be accommodated for, plus visitor parking.

3. 1 would like to be able to continue to access the river and | am concerned that | will be walking
my young children too close to Stirling Hwy once this development is constructed. | would like
to see the fence and as much greenery as possible maintained along the side of the
development adjoining Stirling Highway to ensure pedestrians are kept safe when accessing the
river and public transport along Canning Highway.

4.1 am concerned about access to the development site. The intersection of King Street and St
Peters Road is already very busy at peak times with cars using King Street as a through road to
Canning Hwy or Richmond Quarter. Maybe the speed needs to be reduced if extra traffic is to
be coming in and out of the development site or have the car park entry to be located off Sewell
Street only.

5. As a local resident of the area, | see a lot of changes to commercial tenants on George Street
and a lot of vacant commercial premises in the general Fremantle area. We also have a lot of
commercial space available in the Richmond Quarter building. It will be nice to keep the
community feel of East Fremantle by adding less commercial space and more residential to the
development.

6. Another comment would be to have a building with a more natural design rather than a
concrete block, using sustainable materials. It would be more in keeping with the heritage of the
area and more appealing to buyers and local residents.

Fremantle Ports due to proximity to the Port. At this stage servicing
authorities will have the opportunity to comment on public health related
issues and request conditions of approval be applied if deemed necessary. The
application is subject assessment under State Planning Policy 5.4 ‘Road and
Rail Transport Noise and Freight Considerations in Land Use Planning’ and its
implementation guidelines.

It is also noted that the proposed Scheme Amendment provisions state that
“Development of the site shall not be solely for commercial purposes. A
residential component is mandatory and developments shall incorporate a
minimum of 60% net lettable area of residential floor space.”

This is considered to address the concerns regarding the balance of
commercial and residential floor space, however, the specific economic and
development outcomes for private property cannot be determined by the local
government.

Environmental and sustainability construction requirements under the Building
Code of Australia are addressed at Building Permit application stage and must
meet relevant Australian Standards. It would be inappropriate for these
standards to be included in Planning Scheme provisions, however, the Town
will require the highest standards of building design in respect to sustainability
and aesthetics. This is reflected in one of the SCA 1 objectives which states as
follows:

Encourage a site responsive and well integrated development, which suitably
interfaces with the surrounding established residential area.

It should also be noted, however, that the provisions of a Planning Scheme do
not specify development controls in respect to the architectural details of a
building’s design. To some degree this is guided by the Town Centre
Redevelopment Guidelines which addresses the street interface and urban
structure elements of site redevelopment.

Recommendation for modifications:
Changes to the Amendment proposals and/or documentation recommended
and planning basis noted.

The dual use pathway runs alongside the site and is not within the boundaries
of the Amendment site. There are no plans by the applicant to realign or
remove the pathway and the Town’s standpoint would be for the pathway to
be improved wherever possible and access to the pathway to be enhanced
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with any redevelopment proposal for the site. Any plans that impacted on the
pathway would be discussed in depth with Main Roads WA.
16 We are very concerned about the proposed height of this development. In regard to comments related to building height, scale and bulk, building
We feel that 31.5 metres (about 9 storeys) is too high setbacks, vehicle parking and traffic management, overshadowing and privacy
’ ¥ gn- refer to response and Council recommendation for Submission No. 1 above.
This height is out of character with the area. Everything to the west of Stirling Highway is one or . o
two storeys high. It will be excessively visible to local residences. We expect that it will appear Recommendation for modification: )
overbearing from our view of King Street. We believe that it should not exceed 4 or 5 storeys Changes to the Amendment proposals and/or documentation recommended
maximum in height. and planning basis noted.
The building should be made of materials that will blend with the local built environment. The Town’s records indicate that a letter was sent to the submitter’s address
We are also very concerned about parking issues during and after the construction of the inviting comment on the proposed Scheme Amendment.
building. There is currently already insufficient parking in this area. The Town cannot comment on whether the submitter received the
We are very concerned about the increase in traffic during and after construction in the local consultation material from the applicant as this community engagement
area and especially on King Street. exercise was not conducted by the Town and was part of the informal
King Street is already excessively busy compared to other streets in the area. As Sewell and community engagement exercise undertaken by the applicant. Although
Hubble Streets are no-through roads from Canning Highway, all the traffic is pushed down to endorsed by the Town the Town had no involvement or responsibility for the
King Street. exercise and distribution of information.
We are very concerned about the appearance of this building and its impact on the aesthetics of | The comments regarding construction issues are noted, however, this is not
the whole area. planning consideration relevant to the Amendment provisions. Such matters
We are very concerned about the noise and dust that will be produced during construction of are dealt with during the Development Approval and Building Permit
the building. application process and would be subject to the local government requirement
. . . for a construction management plan, to the local government’s satisfaction,
We are also very concerned that we did not receive any communication from East Fremantle beine submitted & P &
Council regarding the opportunity to comment and make a submission. g ’
We never received a letter dated 23 June 2017 from the Town of East Fremantle. We happened | Not recommended for modification:
to find out about the information from our neighbours. No change to the Amendment proposals or documentation recommended
. . . . nd justification n ith regar nstruction i nd th r
We feel there has been a lack of information about this development before this as well. fe dujil::tr:'i:ec:tt:;or ::S:r:;:n Ei?/edt::e;oms:tucuo issues and the statutory
Apparently we were meant to receive flyers or other correspondence about the development 9 g )
and we received nothing.
We were completely unaware that there was a public information evening that was apparently
held sometime recently. It is very concerning about the lack of information and communication
about this.
17 In regard to comments related to the Town Centre, heritage, building height,

I understand the infill targets the Council is trying to meet by 2050 as set by the state
government and that all local governments must play their part to provide infill dwellings.
However, we consider that allowing a nine storey mixed use apartment block in an area of single
storey heritage homes is unacceptable.

scale and bulk, building setbacks, vehicle parking, traffic and noise
management, overshadowing, privacy, dwelling targets and building
design/aesthetics refer to response and Council recommendation for
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It was considered unacceptable by the Council in its own Town Centre Redevelopment
Guidelines in 2011 and it is extremely disappointing to see the Council abandon its own
sustainability and heritage values by supporting a proposal for a nine storey building now. | do
support the Council's move to create a Special Control Area to be able to have some input into
any development proposal on this site and agree that land along Canning Highway lends itself to
improvement generally, but consider that the Amendment to the proposed Planning Scheme
needs radical overhaul. To maintain heritage character in an area, it is important to maintain
the heritage of whole precinct and not just individual buildings. New buildings of different
height and appearance immediately undermine the heritage character of a whole area. The
heritage character of East Fremantle has value and is worth protecting.

Research by the Grattan Institute has shown that communities who profess to value
sustainability and build positive and cohesive communities should be building two to three
storey terrace style homes with narrower street frontage and small outdoor garden space,
rather than high-density apartment buildings. These terrace-style homes promote positive
community interactions between residents, and respect the existing inhabitants while being
sympathetic to the existing style of dwellings. If this Canning Highway development is approved,
the height of any building on this site should not exceed two to three storeys in keeping with
existing buildings and absolutely not exceed that of the Richmond Quarter development.

The Council should not be taking the position of infill at any cost. One of the key purposes of
sustainable infill development is to allow those who might ordinarily have to live on the city
outskirts for economic reasons access established communities that have quicker access to the
CBD and improved infrastructure and amenity. This results in a greater equity in social and
economic outcomes and quality of life (Reference: "City Limits" by Kelly and Donegan 2015).
Whether this is the profile of those who will be able to afford to buy or rent such a property in
this proposed development scheme is highly questionable. If it merely spreads wealth
inequality by lining the pockets of wealthy investors or results in high rental prices, then any
more honorable purpose of infill development is already defeated. The Council needs to be
satisfied that any proposed infill developments are in fact meeting their broader intended
purpose of reducing wealth inequality.

A nine storey high building will immediately massively reduce the privacy of residences on King
Street, in particular at the bottom of King Street such as at No. 9 where there are two small
children living who will likely have 9 storeys of people looking down on them in their backyard.
No correctly scaled images of a 3D model showing both the proposed development and existing
residences have been shown, so that residents can easily visualise the true scale and effect of
what is being proposed and how it will tower over existing homes, creating long shadows and
dominating the streetscape and skyline. Providing such scaled 3D models should surely be a
mandatory part of the application process, with digital technology to do so being so easily

Submission No. 1 above.

Recommendation for modification:
Changes to the Amendment proposals and/or documentation recommended
and planning basis noted.

Environmental and sustainability construction requirements under the Building
Code of Australia are addressed at Building Permit application stage and must
meet relevant Australian Standards. It would be inappropriate for these
standards to be included in Planning Scheme provisions, however, the Town
will require the highest standards of building design in respect to sustainability
and aesthetics. This is reflected in one of the SCA 1 objectives which states as
follows:

“Encourage a site responsive and well integrated development, which suitably
interfaces with the surrounding established residential area”.

It should also be noted, however, that the provisions of a Planning Scheme do
not specify development controls in respect to the architectural details of a
building’s design. To some degree this is guided by the Town Centre
Redevelopment Guidelines which addresses the street interface and urban
structure elements of site redevelopment.

Landscaping of the perimeter of the site will be limited due to the proposed
setbacks. However, communal open space for multiple dwellings must be
provided under provisions of the R-Codes and retention of existing mature
trees will be encouraged wherever possible. It is also noted that the proposed
suite of State Planning Policies relating to “Apartment Design” will require
deep soil zones for the planting of mature trees/vegetation. A landscaping
plan to the local government’s satisfaction would be recommended as a
condition of planning approval with any Development Approval application
submitted.

Achieving the residential dwelling target for the Town under Perth and Peel
@3.5M will be assisted through the redevelopment of the site; at least 60% of
floor space must be residential. Whilst the Town cannot control the type of
apartment developed, a provision of the R-Codes requires that for multiple
unit developments diversity in unit types is required (i.e. a minimum 20% 1
bedroom dwellings up to a maximum of 50% and a minimum of 40% 2
bedroom dwellings). Furthermore, the Town cannot control the cost of
housing. This is market driven and subject to economic forces and higher level
government economic and social policy beyond the Town’s control.
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available. Several diagrams in the documents provided have either inadequate scale bars or no
scale bars at all, especially lateral scales to show how quickly this building will rise in height over
a very short distance. It is also very unclear how the development proposal relates to the
maximum allowable envelope. If any such development is approved, there should be no
windows permitted on the St Peters Road side that allow a view into the backyards and homes
of existing residences, especially when King Street in particular has several families with young
children living on it. To suggest that the proposed three to four storey street frontage on St
Peters Road which grades up to nine storeys will alleviate this concern or somehow reduce the
"bulk appearance" of the building is ridiculous when the block width is so narrow and the
normal street setbacks have been waived.

High density apartment blocks that have previously been approved in East Fremantle decades
ago are now effectively impossible to remove and have created unattractive aging towers that
dominate the skyline for everyone reducing the attractiveness and heritage character of the
whole suburb. The Plympton Ward has had its fair share of these buildings already, and should
not be turned into an apartment hub just to appease infill targets, especially while other wards
are not being requested to accept such developments. There may be pockets of land available at
the end of King Street along the Canning Highway, but that should not lead to the development
of multiple nine storey apartment blocks when we should be heeding past lessons about the
unattractive outcomes of such developments from previous experience. The developer claims to
have delivered information to residents within a 200m zone about the proposed development
but we most certainly have received no information to date at all about it and were unaware of
the proposal until we received the letter from the East Fremantle Council calling for
amendments to the planning scheme. This is despite us being shown on a map provided by the
developer as one of the residences who were delivered this information.

In the event of any development the Council should also not agree to any reduction in parking
provisions. On more than one occasion the Council has waived parking provisions for local
businesses and accepted money in lieu but this must not happen with the proposed scale of
development on this site. It seems unlikely that public transport (buses only) will be used by
many residents in this apartment block, and given it is proposed to be for mixed use, it would be
expected that more parking will be required to be provided by the developer than would be
required for a normal residential block. Given that every dwelling is likely to need 2 parks plus
space for residential visitors, and the required parking needs of commercial tenants and their
customers and any patrons of any entertainment venues, all parking spaces need to all be
included in the building itself. Surrounding streets already have a growing problem with
insufficient parking for the number of residents and visitors to the Plympton Ward and this
problem would become quite dangerous not to mention extremely frustrating and invasive for
residents.

The Town’s records indicate that a letter was sent to the submitter’s address
inviting comment on the proposed Scheme Amendment.

The Town cannot comment on whether the submitter received the
consultation material from the applicant as this community engagement
exercise was not conducted by the Town and was part of the informal
community engagement exercise undertaken by the applicant. Although
endorsed by the Town the Town had no involvement or responsibility for the
exercise and distribution of information.

The dual use pathway runs alongside the site and is not within the boundaries
of the Amendment site. There are no plans by the applicant to realign or
remove the pathway and the Town’s standpoint would be for the pathway to
be improved wherever possible and access to the pathway to be enhanced
with any redevelopment proposal for the site. Any plans that impacted on the
pathway would be discussed in depth with Main Roads WA.

Not recommended for modification:
No change to the Amendment in respect to landscaping and architectural
details.
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St Peters Road is not a wide road and gets traffic moving at high speed. Crossing the road at the
bottom of King Street for pedestrians is already risky due to the speed at which traffic enters St
Peters Road from the Sewell Street end and comes up from under the Stirling Highway bridge.
This situation would become considerably more dangerous with the increased traffic from the
proposed development scheme. Any new development should have vehicle access entering and
exiting from Sewell Street, opposite the Tradewinds hotel, to minimise the potential for serious
accidents. It is also possible that constructing basement parking may prove geologically difficult
and a developer may apply to have parking levels built above street level. If this happens the
number of storeys approved for actual apartment development should be reduced by a
commensurate amount so the absolute height of the building does not increase.

Currently King Street residents are able to walk down the end of the road and through a
pathway to access the Canning Highway/Stirling Highway intersection and pathway down to the
riverfront. Any development proposal for this site should have provision to maintain access for
Plympton residents and the wider public to this important access pathway.

From a sustainability point of view, the Council has an important role to play in improving the
construction of any new dwellings including at the Canning Hwy site. | would like to see the
Council promote its own sustainability values and stipulate that developers introduce solar
panels, rainwater collection and grey water recycling into any building plans, as well as features
such as double glazing (or similar) of windows to improve temperature and noise control within
the building and emanating from the building. Provision should also be made in any
development proposal for giving back to the community in the form of green space including soil
and trees. Soil and trees assist in reducing pollution and improving the mental health of
residents within a community as well as providing localised temperature moderation. Large
concrete buildings with no setbacks do not allow for adequate soil and trees along the
streetscape to moderate the effects of the temperature increases such buildings cause or
alleviate the appearance of so much concrete on peoples' mental health.

This proposed development has the potential to take away significantly from existing residents
in terms of privacy, property values, access to the riverfront, ease of traffic movement and
parking, increasing street level temperature, and heritage character and appearance of our
suburb. As much as | enjoy public art and consider it important, putting up a public artwork
would not compensate for the loss of this amenity and the effects this development will have on
our homes and lives. On such a small block, it is difficult to see that sufficient area can be
allocated for a plaza for wider public use. This building would not be an extension of a Town
Centre in a true public amenity sense, but simply an unattractive high rise building that is totally
unsympathetic to the heritage character of the area and unaffordable to those who need to be
the beneficiaries of infill policies. We do not oppose development of the site, but feel that the
proposal of a nine storey apartment building is totally inappropriate for the area (as did the
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Council just a few years ago) and may not actually fulfill the intended purpose of infill
development. The financial wellbeing of a developer and requirement for 80 dwellings to make
something viable should never be the primary concern of the Council. The Council should
reduce the number of dwellings they wish to have on the site in accordance with current
sustainability research and make several smaller buildings with a higher proportion of public
space instead.

18 | | notice in East Fremantle and elsewhere, that when a block comes up for development, the first | Comments noted.
thing t(_) happen is that every tree on the site is cleared as a matter of course, regardless of The trees referred to are located on private property and cannot be protected
necessity. under the provisions of the Planning Scheme, however, it may be possible to
This seems to be happening all over the metropolitan area, with mature trees disappearing at a require retention of the trees in the assessment of a Development Approval
constant rate, to the great detriment of wildlife, air quality, and indeed sheer beauty. application for the site depending on the building footprint design. The Town's
I know developers will argue "We plant more!", but nothing can replace the lost mature trees, at | @PProach to tree removal on private property is to endeavour to retain as
least for the next 30 years. many mature plants on the site as possible.
So what | am asking is that consideration be given to the trees already on these sites, and that No change to Scheme Amendment proposed.
the routine "clear felling" strategy be curtailed and only trees that need to be removed will be.
I am also asking for special dispensation for a particularly large and beautiful tree on the corner
of the Stirling Highway near the traffic lights - | don't know it's type, but it is the sort of tree that
brightens up the day: it would be a terrible shame to see it go; and indeed if retained it would
act as a buffer between the development and the road.

19 Comments are noted and acknowledged in relation to access and transport

Unable to support the introduction of a SCA over the above site as presented.

It is Main Roads understanding that Council is aware of a proposed amendment to the MRS for
Canning Highway which includes an additional future road widening requirement for this site as
shown in Drawing 201232- 01591. For Council’s information, Main Roads have had discussions
with the owners of the site and they are fully aware of this future requirement.

As it is anticipated that this LPS amendment and the development of the site is likely to precede
the advancement of the MRS amendment, the following alteration to the building setback is
required:

Minimum Street Setback:

Canning Hwy: As per dimensions on Plan 2011232 - 0159 -1
Stirling Highway : Nil

Sewell Street: Nil

St Peters Road Nil.

noise. The Amendment provisions have been modified accordingly. The
Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage have advised that the lot
boundary setbacks applicable to any development should be based on the
current lot boundaries. The Department will initiate an amendment to the
MRS when the outcome of the review of road widening requirements for the
site have been finalised.

Recommendation for modification:
Changes to the Amendment proposals and/or documentation recommended
and planning basis noted.

All servicing authorities to be advised of the outcome of Amendment 14.
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The following additional provisions are requested:
Motor Vehicle Access:

No motor vehicle access will be permitted to or from Canning Hwy and or Stirling Hwy, not
within 30 metres of the truncation of Canning Highway and Sewell Street.
Transport Noise:

As this site abuts two major freight transport corridors, any development must implement
measures to ameliorate the impact of transport noise.

The development is to comply with WAPC State Planning Policy 5.4 ‘Road and Rail Transport
Noise and Freight Considerations in Land Use Planning’ and its implementation guidelines.
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REPORT 12.1.1 ATTACHMENT 2

Modified Amendment No. 14 Provisions — LPS No. 3 Scheme Text

(i)

(ii)

Modifying Part 6: Special Control Areas of the Scheme Text by deleting the
following:

“There are no special control areas which apply to the Scheme.”;

Modifying Part 6: Special Control Areas of the Scheme Text by introducing "Special
Control Area No. 1" and inserting the following:

“6.1 OPERATION OF SPECIAL CONTROL AREAS
6.1.1 List of Special Control Areas

Special Control Areas have been identified as areas requiring comprehensive
planning and for which specific controls to guide and co-ordinate subdivision and
development are needed. The following Special Control Areas are shown on the
Scheme Map:

1. Special Control Area No. 1 — The site is generally bound by Canning Highway to
the north, Stirling Highway to the east, St Peters Road to the south and Sewell
Street to the west in the suburb of East Fremantle.

Special Control Areas are marked on the Scheme Map according to the legend on the
Scheme Map and are included in Schedule 13. The purpose, objectives, and
additional provisions that apply to each special control area are set out in Schedule
13.

6.1.2 Special Control Area Provisions Additional

Subject to any Scheme provision to the contrary, the provisions of Part 6 which apply
to a Special Control Area are in addition to the provisions applying to any underlying
zone or reserve and any general provisions of the Scheme.”

6.1.3 Conflict with other Provisions of the Scheme
Where a provision of this clause 6 is inconsistent with any other provision of the
Scheme, the provisions of this clause shall prevail to the extent of the inconsistency.”;

(iii) Modifying the “Schedules” section of the Scheme Text by introducing a new

Schedule 13 into the Scheme Text to follow Schedule 12 as outlined below:
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NiT:aOf Purpose Objectives Additional Provisions

SCA 1 To facilitate |(a) Provide opportunities for a | The following site and development standards apply to all development in SCA 1:

(SCA 1 | detailed site high density mixed use

comprises | planning for the development, which | Land Use

Lot 418 | redevelopment of encourages the inclusion of | 1. Land use permissibility within SCA 1 shall be designated for the Mixed Use zone in the Zoning Table of the Planning
and Lot | No. 91 - 93 multiple dwellings and | Scheme.

419 Canning Highway, promotes the site’s strategic | 2. Notwithstanding 1. above, only residential development shall front St Peters Road. Commercial development and
Canning East  Fremantle location; vehicle parking is not permitted to front St Peters Road.

Highway, for mixed use 3. The setback area on St Peters Road is only to be used for the purposes of landscaping and/or private open space.

Lot 81 St | purposes (b) Respond to the infill dwelling | 4. Development of the site shall not be solely for commercial purposes. A residential component is mandatory and
Peters incorporating targets for the Town of East | developments shall incorporate a minimum of 60% net lettable area of residential floor space.

Road and | high density Fremantle through the

Lot 423 | residential development of mixed use | Building Height and Setbacks

King dwellings. buildings comprising small | 1. For the purposes of measuring height and setbacks, the site is divided into two sections — “north” and “south”, as
Streets.) scale commercial activities at | shown in Figure 1.

(c)

ground floor with
predominantly residential
uses above;

Encourage a site responsive
and well integrated
development, which suitably
interfaces with the
surrounding established
residential area; and

Ensure the provision of
parking and management of
traffic takes into account the
proximity of the established
residential area and results in
a safe and secure movement
system that minimises any
conflict with the surrounding
uses, pedestrians and cyclists.

Figure: 1

North =
AT -
E South %,
{_——_\ \\
ST, PETERS
Ro

Note: The site is divided into the North Section and South Section by a perpendicular line (i.e. drawn at a right angle)
to the site’s western boundary measured at a point 27 metres from the truncation point on Sewell Street, as
indicated in Figure 1.

2. Height within SCA 1 is to be measured from an Australian Height Datum level of 13.5 metres.

3. Overall maximum building height permitted:
i.  North section —25.5 metres.

'L°Cl L40d3d
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iii. South section — 18.5 metres

4. In addition to 3. above, all development is to be contained within the maximum building heights and minimum
building setbacks as specified in detail in Table 1 — Height and Setbacks.

5. Notwithstanding 3 i. above, additional maximum building height of up to 3.5 metres, to a total overall height of
29 metres, may be considered by the local government in the North section of the site:

i to accommodate external fixtures, roof gardens, shade structures and/or other structures (excluding
habitable dwellings) which are integrated into the design of the building to provide improved residential
amenity; and

iii. any such development is to be contained within an area with maximum dimension of 15 metres x 30
metres, unless otherwise approved by the Local Government.

Table 1 — Building Height and Setbacks

South Section of Site North Section of Site
Setback Setback Setback Setback Setback Setback to
Storey Maximum | to St | to Sewell | to Stirling | to Sewell | to Stirling
height Peters Street Highway Street Canning Highway
Road South South North Highway | North**
ko
Basement | 1m 4m Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil
1 4.5 m* 4m 1.5m 1.5m Nil Nil 1.5m
(ground)
2 8m* 4m 1.5m 1.5m Nil Nil 1.5m
3 11.5m* 7m 1.5m 1.5m Nil Nil 1.5m
4 15m* 10m 4.5m 4.5m 3m 3m 4.5m
5 18.5m* 16m 4.5m 4.5m 3m 3m 4.5m
6 22m* NA NA NA 3m 3m 4.5m
7 25.5m* NA NA NA 3m 3m 4.5m

* Projections and external services such as, solar collectors, air conditioning units, mechanical plant rooms, lift
overruns, antennae and communication masts may exceed maximum heights by up to 1.5m provided they are not
visible from the street and the Local Government determines any such projections do not constitute another storey.
** Street setbacks for Canning Highway and Stirling Highway are based on the current lot boundaries. In the event
that the road reserve is amended, the setbacks will apply from the new gazetted road reserve boundary/ies.

6. The difference in height between the floor level of Storey 1 and the floor level of Storey 2 shall be a minimum of
3.2 metres, with a minimum floor to ceiling clearance of 3.0 metres.

7. Where there is a difference in height requirements at street corners, the lesser height requirement shall prevail,
unless otherwise approved by the Local Government.

L'L°CL 140d3d
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8. Where there is a difference in setback requirements at street corners, the greater setback requirement shall
prevail, unless otherwise approved by the Local Government.

9. Balconies shall not protrude forward of the building setback line.

Plot Ratio
Maximum Plot Ratio: 3.0:1. Irrespective of the maximum building height permitted and minimum building setbacks
required, maximum plot ratio shall not be permitted to exceed 3.0:1.

Vehicle Parking

1. Vehicle parking for commercial and other non-residential uses shall be provided in accordance with the provisions
of the Scheme and the standards set out in Schedule 10 of the Scheme and the specifications in Schedule 11 of the
Scheme.

2. Vehicle parking for residential development shall be provided in accordance with State Planning Policy 3.1 -
Residential Design Codes.

3. Vehicle parking shall be located either behind street front tenancies or dwellings, below ground level when
viewed from the street, or otherwise suitably screened from view from the street to the satisfaction of the Local
Government.

4. All vehicle parking for the residential component of the development shall be provided on-site in accordance with
a traffic and parking management plan, to the Local Government’s satisfaction, being submitted and approved at
Development Approval application stage.

5. No vehicle parking is permitted within the building setback to St Peters Road.
Residential Development

With exception of the Additional Provisions contained within this Schedule, residential development shall be in
accordance with State Planning Policy 3.1 — Residential Design Codes.

Residential Density
Clause 5.3.4 of the Scheme is disapplied in relation to development within SCA 1.

Noise

1. In considering a development approval application within SCA 1, the Local Government shall have regard to the
direct interface of any development with Canning Highway and Stirling Highway. The developer shall submit to the
Local Government a Noise Management Plan for approval as an additional detail of a Development Approval
application. The approved Noise Management Plan shall be implemented to the satisfaction of the Local

L'L°CL 140d3d
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Government, having regard to any advice from relevant State government authorities.

2. All development is to comply with WAPC State Planning Policy 5.4 ‘Road and Rail Transport Noise and Freight
Considerations in Land Use Planning’ and its implementation guidelines.

Note: The Local Government may consider requiring notifications on Certificates of Title as per Draft State Planning
Policy 5.4 — Road and Rail Noise.

Access
1. No vehicular access is permitted to or from Canning Highway and/or Stirling Highway.

2. No vehicular access is permitted to or from Sewell Street within 30 metres of the truncation of Canning Highway
and Sewell Street, unless otherwise approved by the Local Government in consultation with Main Roads Western
Australia.

3. Only one vehicular access is permitted to or from St Peters Road, unless otherwise approved by the Local
Government.

General
In addition to the matters referred to in Clause 67 of the Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes)
Regulations 2015 the Local Government shall have regard to the objectives set out in the preceding column when:

i. determining an application for planning approval; or

ii. making a recommendation on an application for subdivision approval in relation to land within SCA 1.

L'L°CL 140d3d
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AGENDA FOR ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING

TUESDAY, 17 APRIL 2018 TOWN OF
EAST FREMANTLE \!

12.2 FINANCE REPORTS

12.2.1 Monthly Financial Activity Statement 31 March 2018

File ref F/FNS2

Prepared by Natalie McGill, Acting Manager Administration and Finance
Supervised by Peter Kocian, Acting Executive Manager Corporate Services
Meeting Date 17 April 2018

Voting requirements Simple Majority

Documents tabled Nil

Attachments 1. Monthly Financial Activity Statement

Purpose

For Council to receive the Monthly Financial Activity Statement.

Executive Summary

To provide timely financial information to elected members including regular review of the net
current asset forecast as at 30 June 2018. This statement compares actual performance against
budget estimates, and summarises operating and capital results in accordance with statutory
requirements.

Staff recommend that Council receives the Financial Activity Statement for the period ending 31
March 2018.

Background
The report comprises the monthly financial results with commentary focusing on comparisons to the
year to date budget position.

The monthly Financial Activity Statement for the period ending 31 March is appended and includes
the following:

e  Financial Activity Statement

¢ Notes to the Financial Activity Statement including schedules of investments, rating information
and debts written off.

e  Capital expenditure Report

The attached Financial Activity Statements are prepared in accordance with the amended Local
Government (Financial Management) Regulations 1996; together with supporting material to
provide Council with easy to understand financial information covering activities undertaken during
the financial year.

Consultation
Nil.

Statutory Environment
Local Government Act 1995 (As amended)
Local Government (Financial Management) Regulations 1996 (As amended)

Policy Implications
Significant accounting policies are adopted by Council on an annual basis. These policies are used in
the preparation of the statutory reports submitted to Council.
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EAST FREMANTLE \!

Financial Implications
The March 2018 Financial Activity Statement shows variances in income and expenditure when
compared with year to date draft budget estimates.

There are no proposed changes to the current budget forecast.
All amounts quoted in this report are exclusive of GST.

Strategic Implications
The matter being put to the Council is not likely to have a direct impact on the strategies of the
council.

4.9 A financially sustainable Town — Provide financial management services to enable the Town to
sustainably provide services to the community.

Site Inspection
Not applicable

Triple Bottom Line Assessment

Economic implications

The 2017/18 Budget remains a balanced budget supporting the current level of service, whilst
funding capital works including asset renewals.

Social implications
There are no known significant social implications associated with this proposal.

Environmental implications
There are no known significant environmental implications associated with this proposal.

Comment
Council has adopted a level of materiality of either 10% or $10,000 (at program level for operating
expenditure/income and by asset class for capital expenditure), whichever is the greatest, for
reporting purposes. Commentary on variances is included in the appended Monthly Financial Activity
Statement.

A review has been undertaken by the Acting Executive Manager Corporate Services and a number
of suggested items identified for further consideration during the budget process.

12.2.1 OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

That Council receives the Financial Activity Statement for the period ending 31 March 2018.
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REPORT 12.2.1

ATTACHMENT 1

TOWN OF
EAST FREMANTLE

FINANCIAL ACTIVITY STATEMENT
For the Period 1 July to 31 March 2018

OPERATING

OPERATING REVENUE
General Purpose Funding
Governance

Law, Order, Public Safety
Health

Education and Welfare
Housing

Community Amenities
Recreation and Culture
Transport

Economic Services

Other Property and Services

TOTAL OPERATING REVENUE

OPERATING EXPENDITURE
General Purpose Funding
Governance

Law, Order, Public Safety
Health

Education and Welfare
Housing

Community Amenities
Recreation and Culture
Transport

Economic Services

Other Property and Services

TOTAL OPERATING EXPENDITURE

Adjustments for non-cash items
Depreciation on Assets
(Profit)/Loss on Asset Disposals

TOTAL NON-CASH ITEMS
TOTAL OPERATING CASH POSITION

CAPITAL EXPENDITURE

Purchase Land & Buildings
Purchase Infrastructure Assets
Purchase Plant & Equipment
Purchase Furniture & Equipment
TOTAL CAPITAL EXPENDITURE

EINANCING ACTIVITIES

Proceeds from Disposal of Assets
Proceeds from New Debentures
Transfers to Reserves

Transfers from Reserves

TOTAL FINANCING ACTIVITIES

Add: Net Current Assets 1 July 2017

Net Current Assets YTD

ORIGINAL REVISED YTD YTD YTD
NOTE BUDGET BUDGET BUDGET ACTUALS Variance Variance
$ $ $ % $
7,929,114 7,989,058 7,891,934 7,885,100 100% (6,834)
13,200 30,200 28,888 37,150 129% 8,262
30,560 28,180 22,265 26,533 119% 4,268|
12,340 15,540 14,899 14,126 95% (774)
904,040 917,040 732,355 736,924 101% 4,569
88,800 70,000 47,800 58,845 123% 11,045
193,600 182,100 158,504 148,940 94% (9,564)
511,550 417,150 346,341 338,904 98% (7,437)
431,785 404,399 346,784 368,499 106% 21,715
194,800 141,800 93,070 73,662 79% (19,408)
30,300 73,700 66,116 55,200 83% (10,916)
10,340,089 10,269,167 9,748,956 9,743,883 100% (5,073)
(83,324) (83,324) (62,478) (54,561) 87% 7,917
(1,090,031) (970,164) (589,942) (701,420) 119% (111,478)
(134,097) (124,847) (97,952) (77,139) 79% 20,813
(209,881) (186,081) (139,742) (114,136) 82% 25,606
(1,336,370) (1,348,770) (1,021,372) (853,904) 84% 167,468
(58,228) (74,210) (60,420) (21,546) 36% 38,874
(2,508,795) (2,572,336) (1,932,790) (1,482,182) 7% 450,607
(3,589,657) (3,053,777) (2,383,822) (2,023,315) 85% 360,507
(2,697,702) (2,712,202) (2,033,720) (2,089,888) 103% (56,168)
(146,403) (116,403) (73,108) (60,949) 83% 12,159
(159,239) (231,239) (221,138) (208,553) 94% 12,585
(12,013,727) (11,473,353) (8,616,484) (7,687,593) 89% 928,890
2,438,301 2,438,301 1,828,692 2,023,659 111% 194,967
(12,900) (12,900) (9,675) (14,444) 149% (4,769)
2,425,401 2,425,401 1,819,017 2,009,215 110%) 190,198
751,763 1,221,215 2,951,489 4,065,504 138%) 1,114,015
(2,188,707) (2,254,245) (2,254,245) (1,883,078) 84% 371,167
(1,820,792) (1,740,654) (1,740,654) (932,165) 54% 808,489
(181,850) (232,950) (232,950) (172,332) 74% 60,619
(260,500) (251,000) (251,000) (83,217) 33% 167,783
(4,451,849) (4,478,849) (4,478,849) (3,070,792) 69%) 1,408,057
54,181 89,500 89,500 52,455 59% (37,045)
500,000
(259,082) (259,083) (42,722) (53,161) 124% (10,439)
2,040,262 2,040,262 -
2,335,361 1,870,679 46,778 (707) -2%) (47,485)
1,364,725 1,386,955 1,386,955 1,386,955 100% -
0 0 (93,627) 2,380,960, -2543% 2,474,587
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Monthly Report March 2018 - Notes to the Financial Activity Statement

SUMMARY

Budget Forecast
The Financial Activity Statement for the period ended 31 March 2018 indicates a balanced budget to
30 June 2018. The following analysis compares year to date variations against the forecast.

Operating YTD Actuals
Operating Revenue 100%; is $5,000 less than the YTD budget (Unfavourable).

Operating Expenditure 89%; is $929,000 less than the YTD budget (Favourable).

After non-cash adjustments, the total operating cash position is $1,114,000 more than the YTD
budget (Favourable).

Capital Programs YTD Progress
Land & Buildings 84% expended

Infrastructure Assets 54% expended
Plant and Equipment 74% expended
Furniture and Equipment 33% expended

Capital Expenditure is $1,408,000 less than the YTD budget (Favourable), which is the value of
uncompleted works.

Materiality in Financial Reporting

Material programme income and expenditure variance thresholds of either the greatest of 10% or
$10,000 (reported at Program level and by asset class for capital expenditure) are explained below
and variances are reported to the nearest $’000:
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OPERATING REVENUE & EXPENDITURE

REVENUE — UNFAVOURABLE $5,000

There is an unfavourable YTD operating revenue variance, which is due to a combination of the
following items:

HOUSING - FAVOURABLE $11,000

Allen Street rentals has a favourable year to date budget timing variance amounting to $11,000
which should be offset during the year.

COMMUNITY AMENITIES — UNFAVOURABLE $10,000
There are no significant items of variance within this program.

TRANSPORT - FAVOURABLE $22,000

Parking Facilities
Fines and Penalties has a favourable year to date budget timing variance amounting to $35,000
which will be monitored.

ECONOMIC SERVICES — UNFAVOURABLE $19,000

Building Control
Building Services Levy has an unfavourable year to date budget timing variance amounting to
$20,000 which will be monitored.

OTHER PROPERTY & SERVICES - UNFAVOURABLE $11,000

Unclassified
There are no significant items of variance within this program.

EXPENDITURE — FAVOURABLE $929,000

There is a favourable YTD operating expenditure variance which is due to a combination of the
following items:

GOVERNANCE — UNFAVOURABLE - $111,000

Members of Council

Communications, Advocacy and Public Relations has a favourable year to date budget timing
variance amounting to $61,000 as the projects are in their early stages. The account should be offset
during the year.

General Administration
Employee Costs has a favourable year to date budget timing variance amounting to $74,000 which
will be monitored.

Computer System Support has a favourable year to date budget timing variance amounting to
$21,000 which should be offset during the year.
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LAW, ORDER, AND PUBLIC SAFETY — FAVOURABLE $21,000

The ESL on Council property has a favourable year to date budget variance amounting to $12,000 as
the ESL has been expensed to individual properties.

HEALTH — FAVOURABLE $26,000

Employee Costs has a favourable year to date budget timing variance amounting to $10,000 which
should be offset during the year.

EDUCATION & WELFARE — FAVOURABLE $167,000

Care of Families & Children
There are favourable year to date budget timing variances for; HACC Salaries $73,000 and HACC
Service Unit Assessment $39,000 which will be monitored.

HOUSING - FAVOURABLE $39,000

Building Maintenance for the Allen Street units has a favourable year to date budget timing variance
amounting to $39,000 which should be offset during the year as projects proceed.

COMMUNITY AMENITIES — FAVOURABLE $450,000

Sanitation — Household Refuse

There are favourable year to date budget variances for the following as contractor invoices for
February and March have yet to be processed; Domestic and Commercial Recycling $41,000,
Domestic Refuse Collection $97,000, SMRC Waste Composting Facility $74,000, SMRC Materials
Recovery $26,000, City of Cockburn Tip Disposal Fees $28,000 and Annual Bulk and Green Waste
$10,000.

Town Planning & Regional Development
There are favourable year to date budget timing variances for; Consultants $29,000, Town Planning
Salaries $24,000 and Strategic Town Planning $24,000 which will be monitored.

RECREATION & CULTURE — FAVOURABLE $361,000

Other Recreation & Sport

There are favourable year to date budget timing variances for; East Fremantle Oval Building
Demolition $20,000, Merv Cowan Park $11,000, WH Kitson Park $10,000, John Tonkin Park $17,000,
and Henry Jeffrey Oval $18,000 which is due to pending works to be undertaken and should be
offset during the year.

Wauhop Park has an unfavourable year to date budget timing variance amounting to $21,000 which
is due to greater emphasis having been placed on the ground in the earlier stages of the financial
year and should be offset during the year.

Preston Point Reserve — EF Lacrosse has an unfavourable year to date budget timing variance
amounting to $12,000 which is due to required routine maintenance on light towers and should be
offset during the year
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East Fremantle Oval has a favourable year to date budget timing variance amounting to $32,000
which will be monitored.

The John Tonkin Contribution — DPAW - has a favourable year to date budget timing variance
amounting to $90,000 which should be offset during the year.

The East Fremantle Oval Masterplan has a favourable year to date budget timing variance
amounting to $100,000 which should be offset during the year.

The East Fremantle Rowing Club — CSRFF Grant has a favourable year to date budget timing variance
amounting to $41,000 which will be offset during the year.

Other Culture
There are favourable year to date budget timing variances for; Community Events $10,000 and East
Fremantle Festival $17,000 which should be offset during the year.

TRANSPORT — UNFAVOURABLE $56,000

Maintenance Streets, Roads & Bridges

There are unfavourable year to date budget timing variances for; Verge Maintenance $16,000 and
Street Tree Pruning $20,000, which is mainly due to greater emphasis having been placed on these
operations as at this time of the year.

There are also unfavourable year to date budget timing variances for; Footpath and Cycleway
Maintenance $29,000 and Street Cleaning $46,000 which will be monitored.

There are favourable year to date budget timing variances for; Road and Street Maintenance
$10,000 and Tree Replacements $34,000 which should be offset during the year.

Parking Facilities
Employee Costs has a favourable year to date budget timing variance amounting to $21,000 which
will be monitored.

The Parking and Traffic Feasibility Study has a favourable year to date budget timing variance
amounting to $21,000 as the project is in its early stages.

ECONOMIC SERVICES — FAVOURABLE $12,000
There are no significant items of variance within this program.
OTHER PROPERTY & SERVICES — FAVOURABLE $13,000

Public Works Overheads expenditure is greater than the year to date budget as project management
costs have yet to be allocated to capital works.

Plant Operation Costs are $42,000 under the year to date budget, whilst the Recovery of Plant
Operation costs is $64,000 under the year to date budget, based on plant hour usage volumes.
Internal charge-out rates need to be assessed and more than likely increased.
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CAPITAL EXPENDITURE

There are favourable year to date Capital Expenditure timing variances of $1,408,000 given that the
works program is 69% completed.

Land & Buildings
Town Hall Remedial Works - Payments have been made to the following:

. Peter Hunt Architects for Stage 3 Design Development - Stage 4 - Construction Documents and
Stage 5 - Tender Documents — Stage 6 - Commencement of on-site work.

. Steens Gray & Kelly Pty Ltd - Mechanical Design and Contract Documentation - Claims 6 to 10.

. Fire Designs Solutions - Engineering Report.

. BPA Engineering - Structural Consultancy

. Best Consultants - Electrical Design and Contract Documentation - Phase 3

. ICS Australia have been paid for year to date services as per Certificates 01 to 07.
. lan Lush and Associates — Building Certification Services

. Azcom Electrics — Fibre Optic Works

The Council contribution towards the Glyde-In Community Centre Art Shed project has been paid.
The Sumpton Green Childcare Verandah Repairs has been completed.

The East Fremantle Bowling Club — Solar Panels Project proposal has been accepted.

Plant & Equipment
The Operations Supervisor’s vehicle has been replaced.

The Mini Excavator with trailer has been replaced.
The Ride-on Mower has been replaced.
The Mitsubishi Canter truck has been replaced.

Furniture & Equipment
A deposit has been paid for the Town Hall furniture and a Samsung 55” screen has also been
purchased. A Bain Marie trolley has also been purchased.

One digital camera has been purchased.

A compactus system has been purchased together with wire file racks for the Town Hall
Administration Centre.

The installation of the Town Hall AV equipment has been completed.
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Infrastructure
The John Tonkin Interpretation Node Project (carpark) is progressing.

The John Tonkin Power Upgrade is progressing.

The Swimming Areas — Foreshore Erosion Control program is progressing.

The East Fremantle Oval “Ring Main” Irrigation Upgrade has been completed.
The East Fremantle Oval “Bore Pump” Irrigation Upgrade has been completed.

The Bi-Centennial Falls Retaining Walls project has commenced with the proposed slope and
retaining wall inspection having been undertaken by the consultant.

The Merv Cowan Pedestrian Bridge repairs have been completed.

Footpath Renewal — Fortescue Street — Marmion Street to Fletcher Street — Western Side has been
completed.

Footpath Renewal — Oakover Street — Millenden Street to Canning Highway — Western side has been
completed.

Footpath Renewal — Petra Street (slabs) — Fraser Street to View Terrace — Western side has been
completed.

Footpath Renewal — Walter Street — Canning H'way to Fraser Street — Western side has been
completed.

Footpath Renewal — Windsor Road — Canning Highway to Fraser Street — Eastern side has been
completed.

Initial works to Road Resurfacing — Andrews Road has been completed.

Initial works to Road Resurfacing — Clayton Street has been completed.

Road Resurfacing — Fletcher Street has been completed.

Road Resurfacing — George Street has been completed.

Road Resurfacing — Moss Street has been completed.

Road Resurfacing — Munro Street has been completed.

Initial works to Road Resurfacing — Riverside Road Carpark 7 has been completed.
Road Resurfacing — View Terrace has been completed.

Initial works to Road Resurfacing — Wolsely Road has been completed.

Road Resurfacing — Woodhouse Road has been completed.

The Town Depot Car Park Resurfacing has been completed.
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Road Resurfacing — Eastern Street is has been completed.

The New Town Entry Statement project has commenced with the East Fremantle Community Centre
signage and Council logo having been installed.

SCHEDULE OF INVESTMENTS

Surplus funds are held in interest bearing term deposits. The General Purpose interest year-to-date
budget for the Municipal and Reserve funds is $85,000 compared to the actual interest received
which amounts to $97,000. The timing of interest received on investments is dependent on the
placement and maturity dates of term deposits. Rate revenue received will be placed on investment
as surplus funds and spread forward over various months to satisfy ongoing cash flow requirements.
Interest earnings are reflected as investments mature.

The graph displays the mix of investments and how funds compare with the limits of the Town’s
Investment policy placement (Maximum 100% with AA rated and maximum 80% with A rated
institutions).

Prior to placing investments, preference is given to competitive quotations from financial institutions
that are deemed not to invest in or finance the fossil fuel industry where;

a) theinvestment is compliant with Council’s investment policy with regards to risk management
guidelines, and

b) the investment rate of return is favourable to Council relative to other investment quotations
that may be on offer within a competitive environment.

For this period, we have been re- investing and spreading funds on a one month term. What we have
noticed when currently sourcing competitive quotes is that non-fossil fuel institutions tend to be
more competitive on longer placements but are not as competitive on the shorter terms. Subject to
cash flow requirements, we will be seeking a range of longer investment terms as investments
mature.
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TOWN OF EAST FREMANTLE
INVESTMENTS

DETAILS OF INVESTMENTS HELD AS AT 31 MARCH 2018

FINANCIAL STANDARD REF. NO RATE | PERIOD |INVESTMENT|MATURITY | MUNICIPAL TRUST RESERVE HIGHEST (LT) % RATE MATURED INTEREST COMMENTS
INSTITUTION & POOR'S % DATE FUND FUND FUND QUOTED-NON FOSSIL INVEST. 17/18
(LT) RATING VARIOUS FUEL BANKS
ANZ AA- 977712247 $501,261.33|  $1,261.33|General Account
BANKWEST AA- 4607122 $200,517.81 $517.81|General Account
BANKWEST AA- 4612256 $753,277.19]  $3,277.19|General Account
BANKWEST AA- 4634819 $501,695.21  $1,695.21|General Account
BANKWEST AA- 4636049 $501,571.92|  $2,506.17|General Account
BANKWEST AA- 4686084 $404,489.09|  $4,489.09|General Account
BANKWEST AA- 4693444 2.10 30 12-Mar-18| 11-Apr-18| $400,000.00 BOQ - 1.75% - S&P (BBB+) General Account
BANKWEST AA- 4663895 $804,451.42|  $4,451.42|General Account
BANKWEST AA- 4677336 $300,731.26 $731.26|General Account
COMMONWEALTH BANK AA- 169591 $350,575.34 $575.34|General Account
NAB AA- 73659474 $503,234.40|  $3,234.40|General Account
NAB AA- 817620116 $402,246.14|  $2,246.14|General Account
SUNCORP A+ 4190926 $503,708.35|  $3,708.35|General Account
SUNCORP A 4191279 2.35 60 12-Feb-18| 13-Apr-18[ $800,000.00 BEND./ADEL.BANK - 2.10% - (BBB+) General Account
WESTPAC AA- 36086035937 $552,931.73|  $2,931.73|General Account
WESTPAC AA- 36067614124 $703,760.44|  $3,760.44|General Account
WESTPAC AA- 36067614247 $150,699.78 $699.78|General Account
WESTPAC AA- 35071192038 $700,563.84 $563.84|General Account
BANKWEST AA- 4607116 $1,290,280.82 $5,280.82|Various Reserves
NAB AA- 792654685 2.00 36 01-Mar-18| 06-Apr-18 $1,306,596.69|BOQ - 1.75% - S&P (BBB+) $16,315.87|Various Reserves
WESTPAC AA- 36032581668 2.60 90 09-Jan-18| 09-Apr-18 $1,998,189.83|BOQ - 2.40% - S&P (BBB+) $31,564.58|Various Reserves
COMMONWEALTH BANK AA- 169592 2.05 30 21-Mar-18| 20-Apr-18 $771,287.65 BOQ - 1.80% - S&P (BBB+) $10,790.64|Trust Account
VARIOUS $6,727.77[Interest set off/Trans.in
$1,200,000.00| $771,287.65| $3,304,786.52 $9,125,996.07| $107,329.18
General Alc Maturity Dates: Interest Balances:
1) 11-Apr-18 $400,000.00 Account No: 103188 General $43,377.27
1) 13-Apr-18 $800,000.00 1689 Reserves $53,161.27
$1,200,000.00 223 Trust $10,790.64
$107,329.18
INSTITUTION $ % (LT) RISK (LT) RISK RATING PORTFOLIO $ %
ANZ BANK $0 0.00% AA- AAA MAX 100%
BANKWEST $400,000 7.58% AA- AA MAX 100% $4,476,074 84.84%
COMMONWEALTH BANK $771,288 14.62% AA- A (DIVESTMENT) MAX 80% $800,000 15.16%
NATIONAL AUST. BANK $1,306,597 24.76% AA-
WESTPAC $1,998,190 37.87% AA-
BENDIGO/ADELAIDE BANK BBB+ $5,276,074 100.00%
BANK OF QUEENSLAND BBB+
RURAL BANK BBB+
SUNCORP $800,000 15.16% A+
$5,276,074 100.00%
RISK RATING
INSTITUTION

W

= ANZ BANK

= BANKWEST

= NATIONAL AUST. BANK = WESTPAC

= BANK OF QUEENSLAND = RURAL BANK

COMMONWEALTH BANK

BENDIGO/ADELAIDE BANK

= SUNCORP

= AAA MAX 100% = AA MAX 100%

A (DIVESTMENT) MAX 80%
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REPORT 12.2.1

TOWN OF EAST FREMANTLE

SCHEDULE OF CAPITAL WORKS

ATTACHMENT 1

2017/18 Revised
COA Description 2017/18 Budget Budget 2017/18 Actual Progress %

Land & Buildings
E04604 ildings - Town Hall dial Works $2,094,462| $2,020,000) 1,848,823 92%
|E08613 Glyde-In Ci ity Learning Centre $25,000] $25,000] 25,000 100%
|E10606 Green Childcare - Verandah Repairs $9,245 $9,245 7,950 86%
|E10607 Green Fence Replac $0| $25,000] - 0%
|E11706 East Fr Bowling Club - Solar Panels $15,000 $15,000 1,306 9%
|E11708 Richmond Raceway - Security Bars $0| $15,000] - 0%
|E11709 EFFC - Upgrade of Toilets and Showers Contrib. (Unisex Convers) $0| $20,000 - 0%
E11710 |EF Football Club - Roof Repairs $0| $15,000] - 0%
E11711 |EF Tennis Club - Structural Building Repairs $0 $35,000 - 0%
E11623 ildi - EF Junior Football Clubroom - CapEx $45,000] $45,000] - 0%
E14604 |Depot Administration Building Upgrade $0 $30,000 - 0%

Land & Buildings Total $2,188,707, $2,254,245) 1,883,078 84%

Plant & Equipment
E04626 |EMCCS - Vehicle Ct $0| $30,000 - 0%
|E11707 Replacement of Ride-On Mower TORO 27000 $36,000 $26,500 26,200 99%
|E12802 Mini Excavator 1.8T with Trailer $36,950 $36,950 36,856 100%
|E12803 | of 2008 Mif ishi Canter with 2017 Isuzu NPR 75-190 $70,000 $74,000 74,040 100%
|E12806 Operations - Vehicle Ct $0| $30,000] - 0%
E12804 I; of Dual Cab Utility - Operations Supervisor $38,900 $35,500 35,236 99%

Plant & Equipment Total $181,850) $232,950) $172,332] 74%

Furniture & Equipment
E04606 |Town Hall Furniture $170,000 $170,000 28,345 17%
|E04613 Admin - Records Compactus Unit CapEx $20,000] $15,000] 9,700 65%
|E04616 Digital Cameras (2) $5,000) $2,500) 2,206 88%
|E04617 Surebind System (Binder) $4,500 $4,500 - 0%
|E04620 Town Hall AV $45,000 $43,000 42,965 100%
|E04621 Work Station C: [ $16,000 $16,000 - 0%
| Furniture & Equi Total $260,500) $251,000 83,217 33%
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REPQRT 12.2.1 ATTACHMENT
COA Description 2017/18 Budget )17/18 Revised Budgd 2017/18 Actual Progress %
Infrastructure Assets

E10605 |[Inf - Jetty Treatment and Major Program - Infrastructure CapEx $21,576 $21,576 - 0%
E11602 |Inf - John Tonkin Interpretation Node Project (Carpark). CapEx $10,788| $11,788| 6,665 57%
E11704 [Inf - John Tonkin Power Upgrade $161,819 $166,819 37,137 22%
E11687 |Inf- Areas - Foreshore Erosion Control - CapEx $474,067| $474,067| 420,235 89%
Swan River Foreshore Infrastructure Sub-Total $668,250] $674,250] 464,037 69%

E11700 |Inf - East Fremantle Croquet Courts Upgrade $16,182] $11,182] -
|511701 Inf - Henry Jeffrey Cricket Nets $34,669 $41,122 - 0%
|E11702 Inf - EF Oval - Irrigation Upgrade - Ring Main $43,152] $47,152] 46,566 99%
|E11703 Inf - EF Oval - Irrigation Upgrade - Bore Pump $43,151 $31,151 28,375 91%
|E11696 Inf - ial Falls Walls - CapEx $11,435 $12,835 1,750 14%
|E11697 Inf - I.G Handcock Reserve Stage 2 - CapEx $5,349) $5,891] - 0%
|E11705 Inf - Merv Cowan Pedestrian Bridge $6,934 $6,934 5,480 79%
|511712 INF - Glasson Park - Bore Repl $0) $21,500 - 0%
E11713 |INF - Parks/ Reserve Sign Replacement $0| $16,500] - 0%
E12761 |Inf - Drainage - of Drainage - Merv Cowan Park - CapEx $17,335 $9,335] - 0%
Clubs/Parks Infrastructure Sub-Total $178,207| $203,602] $82,171 40%
E12789 |Infr - Footpath Renewal - Allen Street - Marmion to Fletcher Street - Eastern Side (322m) $37,558 $38,632 - 0%
|E12790 Infr - Footpath Renewal - Canning H'way - Town Centre to Old Post Office $79,740] $91,082] - 0%
|E12791 Infr - Footpath Renewal - Fortescue Street - Marmion Street to Fletcher Street - Western Side $46,226 $42,163 33,512 79%
|E12792 Infr - Footpath Renewal - Marmion Street - Hubble Street to Sewell Street - Northern Side $13,289 $20,346| - 0%
|E12793 Infr - Footpath Renewal - Oakover Street - Millenden Street to Canning H'way - Western Side $4,623| $24,817 23,388 94%
|E12794 Infr - Footpath | - Pensk Street - Pier Street to View Terrace - Eastern Side $13,289 $2,346 - 0%
|E12795 Infr - Footpath Renewal - Petra Street (slabs) - Fraser Street to View Terrace - Western Side $34,669 $36,122 36,895 102%
|E12796 Infr - Footpath Renewal - St. Peters Road - Sewell Street to King Street - Southern Side $28,891] $24,102] - 0%
|E12797 Infr - Footpath Renewal - Walter Street - Canning H'way to Fraser Street - Western Side $46,226 $37,163 27,617 74%
E12798 |Infr - Footpath Renewal - Windsor Road - Canning H'Way to Fraser Street - Eastern Side $40,445| $38,143 32,838 86%
Footpath Infrastructure Sub-Total $344,956 $354,916 $154,251 43%
E12776 |Inf - Roads - Reconstruct Pavement - Aldgate Place $9,245 $1,633| - 0%
|E12777 Inf - Roads - Road Resurfacing - Andrews Road $29,794 $33,262 24,186 73%
|E12778 Inf - Roads - Road Resurfacing - Clayton Street $24,269| $27,786| 24,901 90%

|512747 Inf - Roads - Parking Machines $75,000 $0 -
|E12779 Inf - Roads - Road Resurfacing - Fletcher Street $62,405| $47,021] 40,927 87%
|E12780 Inf - Roads - Road Resurfacing - George Street $19,461 $19,437 16,840 87%
E12781 [Inf - Roads - Road Resurfacing - King Street $60,094 $47,613] - 0%
E12782 [Inf - Roads - Road Resurfacing - Moss Street $14,303 $17,025 18,237 107%
E12783 [Inf - Roads - Road Resurfacing - Munro Street $19,617| $20,464 16,975 83%
|E12784 Inf - Roads - Road Resurfacing - Riverside Road Carpark 7 $19,345 $22,917 12,571 55%
|E12785 Inf - Roads - Road Resurfacing - Silas Street $17,335 $20,561] - 0%
|E12786 Inf - Roads - Road Resurfacing - View Terrace $17,335 $18,061 15,000 83%
|E12787 Inf - Roads - Road Resurfacing - Wolsely Road $17,335 $19,561] 16,607 85%
|E12788 Inf - Roads - Road Resurfacing - Woodhouse Road $83,206 $41,693 26,308 63%
|E11603 Inf - East Fremantle Tennis Club - Court Resurfacing $49,624 $49,624] - 0%
|E12799 Inf - Town Depot Car Park Resurface $12,195 $15,153 7,602 50%
|E12800 Inf - Road Resurfacing - Eastern Street $12,143 $12,644 10,508 83%
|E12807 INF - View Terrace Bus Stop $0 $10,000, - 0%
|E12808 INFR - Footpatt | - May St (Adjacent Car Park) $0| $13,000] - 0%
|E12809 INF - Release Retention Money - Prior Year Roadworks $0| $30,000 - 0%
|E12805 Inf - New Town Entry $86,673 $40,431 1,044 3%
| Road Infrastructure Sub-Total $629,379 $507,886 $231,706 46%
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E PC) RT 1 2 . 2 . 1 Infrastructure Assets Total $1,820,792 $1,740,654} ATTAQJ- M EN T 1
Total All Capital Works $4,451,849) $4,478,849) 3,070,792.070 69%
RESERVE - TRANSFERS
000217 |TRANSFER TO LEGAL FUNDS RESERVE $3,470 $3,470) - 0%
000221 |TRANSFER TO PLANT RESERVE $6,312] $6,312| 0%
000224 |TRANSFER TO STRATEGIC PLAN AND INFRASTRUCTURE RESERVE $163,753 $163,753| - 0%
000225 |TRANSFER TO STAFF LEAVE RESERVE $9,929| $9,929 0%
000226 | TRANSFER TO OFFICE RESERVE $1,850) $1,850) - 0%
000228 |TRANSFER TO CIVIC BUILDING RESERVE $15,360] $15,360] 0%
000229 |TRANSFER TO HACC RESERVE $5,286, $5,286| - 0%
000251 |TRANSFER TO ARTS & SCULPTURE RESERVE $48,579 $48,579] 0%
000341 |TRANSFER FROM STRATEGIC PLAN AND INFRASTRUCTURE RESERVE -$460,000 -$460,000| - 0%
000343 |TRANSFER FROM OFFICE RESERVE -$149,842)] -$149,842 0%
000344 |TRANSFER FROM UNSPENT GRANTS RESERVE -$186,251 -$186,251 186,251 100%
000350 |TRANSFER FROM CIVIC BUILDING RESERVE -$1,244,169) -$1,244,169 0%
NET TRANSFER TO / (FROM) RESERVES -$1,785,723) -$1,785,723) 186,251 10%
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RATES BALANCES

31 MARCH 2018

31-March-2018 Levied GST Receipts Balance

Rates - Current 7,569,246.67 0.00 6,851,030.96 718,215.71
Rates - Arrears 221,007.27 0.00 125,074.57 95,932.70
Interest 53,980.75 22,919.02 31,061.73
Legal Costs - Current 9,228.40 0.00 696.17 8,532.23
Excess Receipts 0.00 0.00 34,201.06 -34,201.06
Back Rates 13/14 9.14 0.00 9.14
Back Rates 16/17 3,007.41 3,007.41 0.00
Additional Recycling Bin 2,250.00 0.00 2,250.00 0.00
Additional Refuse Bin 8,800.69 8,467.13 333.56
Additional Refuse - Arrears 650.38 0.00 404.38 246.00
ESL Penalty Current 3,418.70 0.00 1,502.93 1,915.77
ESL Penalty Arrears 2,864.26 0.00 1,344.67 1,519.59
Instalment Admin Fee Current 41,613.00 41,613.00 0.00
Instalment Interest Current 40,279.06 0.00 40,279.06 0.00
Refuse & Recycling Service 85,500.00 85,000.00 500.00
Refuse & Recycling Service 491.00 0.00 491.00 0.00
Swimming Pool 8,210.84 8,076.44 134.40
Swimming Pool - Arrears 119.89 105.49 14.40
Emergency Services Levy - Current 1,245,084.26 0.00 1,136,678.69 108,405.57
Emergency Services Levy - Arrears 22,887.47 0.00 11,409.87 11,477.60
3288 Properties 9,318,649.19 0.00 8,374,551.85 944,097.34
Less Deferred Rates - GL Account 10001070 -52,576.76
Less Deferred ESL - GL Account 10001070 -4,861.06
BALANCE OF COLLECTIBLE RATES AS AT 31 MARCH 2018 886,659.52
TOTAL GRV VALUATIONS AS AT 31 MARCH 2018 107674015

TOTAL % OF COLLECTIBLE OUTSTANDING RATES AS AT 31 MARCH 2018 9.51]

GL Balances

RATES CONTROL ACCOUNT
ESL CONTROL ACCOUNT
EXCESS RATES

DEFERRED RATES

GL TOTAL

LESS RATES TRIAL BALANCE
VARIANCE

-

w
w

10001060
10001110
10001240
10001070

802,334.30
118,526.28
-34,201.06

57,437.82

944,097.34

944,097.34

0.00

PARKING INFRINGEMENTS WRITTEN OFF FOR THE MONTH OF MARCH 2018

- Current Infringements deemed uncollectable

- Interstate/overseas Infringements deemed uncollectable

MONTHLY ADVICE OF DEBTS WRITTEN OFF

$2,054.25
$700.00

$2,754.25

1'2°C1 140d3d
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REPORT 12.2.1 TOWN OF EAST FREMANTLE ATTACHMENT 1
NOTES TO AND FORMING PART OF THE STATEMENT OF FINANCIAL ACTIVITY

For the Period 1 July to 31 March 2018

NET CURRENT ASSETS

YTD 2017/18
Composition of Estimated Net Current Asset Position Actual Budget

$ $

Cash - Unrestricted 1,746,869 538,968
Cash - Restricted Reserves 3,304,891 1,470,550
Receivables 1,068,918 -

6,120,679 2,009,518
LESS: CURRENT LIABILITIES
Payables and Provisions (831,999) (936,141)
NET CURRENT ASSET POSITION 5,288,680 1,073,377
Less: Cash - Restricted (3,304,891) (1,470,550)
Add: CashBacked Leave Reserve 397,173 397,173
ESTIMATED SURPLUS/(DEFICIENCY) C/FWD 2,380,961 (0)
Restricted Cash Breakup
Plant Replacement Reserve 256,852 258,792
Staff Leave Reserve 404,051 407,102
Office Reserve 150,554 0
Legal Costs Reserve 141,216 142,282
HACC Reserve 215,112 216,737
Strategic Plan Reserve 559,661 253,888
Civic Buildings Reserve 1,250,087 0
Unspent Grants 181,708 0
Arts & Sculpture Reserve 145,650 191,749

3,304,891 1,470,550
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AGENDA FOR ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING

TUESDAY, 17 APRIL 2018 TOWN OF ()2
EAST FREMANTLE \!

12.2.2 Accounts for Payment — March 2018

File ref F/FNS2

Prepared by Natalie McGill, Acting Manager Finance & Administration
Supervised by Peter Kocian, Acting Executive Manager Corporate Services
Meeting Date 17 April 2018

Voting requirements Simple Majority

Documents tabled Nil

Attachments 1. Monthly List of Payments — March 2018

Purpose

For Council to receive the monthly list of accounts paid.

Executive Summary
To endorse the list of payments made under delegated authority for the month of March 2018.

It is therefore recommended that Council receives the Lists of Accounts paid for the period 1 March
to 31 March 2018, as per the summary table.

Background
The Chief Executive Officer has delegated authority to make payments from the Municipal and Trust
Accounts in accordance with budget allocations.

The Town provides payments to suppliers by electronic funds transfer, cheque or credit card.
Attached is an itemised list of all payments made under delegated authority during the said period.

Consultation
Nil.

Statutory Environment
Regulation 13: Local Government (Financial Management) Regulations 1996 (as amended)

Policy Implications
Policy F8.1 Ordering of Goods and Services.

Financial Implications
Accounts for Payment are sourced from budget allocations.

All amounts quoted in this report are inclusive of GST.

Strategic Implications
The Town of East Fremantle Strategic Community Plan 2017 — 2027 states as follows:

STRATEGIC PRIORITY 5: Leadership and Governance
A proactive, approachable Council which values community consultation, transparency and
accountability.

Site Inspection
Not applicable.

135



AGENDA FOR ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING
TUESDAY, 17 APRIL 2018

TOWN OF (@
EAST FREMANTLE

Comment
The attached itemised list of payments is prepared in accordance with Regulation 13 of the amended
Local Government (Financial Management) Regulations 1996.

12.2.2 OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

That the list of accounts paid for the period 1 March to 31 March 2018 be received, as per the
following summary table:

MARCH 2018
Voucher No Account Amount
5140 -5145 Municipal (Cheques) 398.30
EFT25483 — EFT25648 Electronic Transfer Funds $1,261,825.63
Payroll Electronic Transfer Funds $245,806.37
Superannuation Electronic Transfer Funds $38,344.29
Credit Card Corporate Credit Card $3,172.01

Total Payments $1,549,546.60
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REPORT 12.2.2

ATTACHMENT 1

TOWN OF EAST FREMANTLE

List of Accounts paid by the Chief Executive for March 2017 & submitted for the information of the Council Meeting to be held on 17 April 2018

Cheque ;:::nent Supplier Description Inv Amount Cheque
CHEQUES $ $
5140 02/03/2018 |TOWN OF EAST FREMANTLE RESPITE CENTRE PETTY CASH RECOUP 20/02/18 488.85 488.85
5141 07/03/2018 |EAST FREO FARM INC COMMUNITY ASSISTANCE GRANT 300.00 300.00
5142 07/03/2018 |BAFC SETTLEMENTS RATES REFUND 411.86 411.86
5143 21/03/2018 |[TOWN OF EAST FREMANTLE ADMIN PETTY CASH RECOUP 28/02/18 182.30 182.30
5144 21/03/2018 |TOWN OF EAST FREMANTLE RESPITE CENTRE PETTY CASH RECOUP 12/03/18 180.00 180.00
5145 21/03/2018 |BRAD BLANCHARD REFUND OF OVERPAYMENT OF PARKING FEES - LAUNCHING RAMP CAR 36.00 36.00
PARK
CHEQUE TOTAL $ 398.30 | $ 398.30
EFTs Supplier Description Inv Amount EFT
EFT25483 |02/03/2018 |INDUSTRIAL ROADPAVERS ROADWORKS AS PER RFT03-2017/18 VARIOUS LOCATIONS 154,744.32 154,744.32
(WA) PTY LTD THROUGHOUT THE TOWN
EFT25484 |02/03/2018 |SUEZ RECYCLING & COMMERCIAL REFUSE, COMMERCIAL RECYCLING, DOMESTIC 29,240.93 29,240.93
RECOVERY PTY LTD RECYCLING, DOMESTIC REFUSE, LITTER BINS COLLECTION AS PER
RFT05-17-18 - DECEMBER 2017
EFT25485 |07/03/2018 |ASHA SELVENDRA BOND REFUND 304.00 304.00
EFT25486 |07/03/2018 |MICHAEL BISHAW BOND REFUND 1,500.00 1,500.00
EFT25487 |07/03/2018 |ATO GST PAYABLE FEBRUARY 18 7,404.00 7,404.00
EFT25488 |07/03/2018 |AUSTRALIAN SERVICES UNION |PAYROLL DEDUCTIONS FEBRUARY 18 54.90 54.90
EFT25489 |07/03/2018 |CHILD SUPPORT AGENCY PAYROLL DEDUCTIONS FEBRUARY 18 661.58 661.58
EFT25490 |07/03/2018 |BUNNINGS VARIOUS HARDWARE ITEMS 755.16 755.16
EFT25491 07/03/2018 |OFFICEMAX AUSTRALIA ADMIN STATIONERY - ORDERED 14 FEB 2018 457.88 457.88
EFT25492 |07/03/2018 |BOC LIMITED GAS BOTTLE FEES DEC - JAN 18 34.05 34.05
EFT25493 |07/03/2018 |CITY OF COCKBURN TIP PASSES MONTH OF JAN 2018 - 36 PASSES 1,980.00 1,980.00
EFT25494 |07/03/2018 |CITY OF FREMANTLE INITIAL CONCEPT -JOHN TONKIN RESERVE PARKING, DESIGN WORKS 8,547.00 8,547.00
FOR DUKE STREET PARKING
EFT25495 |07/03/2018 |EAST FREMANTLE YACHT ROOM HIRE/ CATERING MEETINGS JANUARY/FEBRUARY 2108 1,905.40 1,905.40
CLUB
EFT25496 |07/03/2018 |EAST FREMANTLE BOWLING 2017/18 SPONSORSHIP EAST FREMANTLE BOWLING CLUB - SECOND 5,500.00 5,500.00
CLUB CONTRIBUTION
EFT25497 |07/03/2018 |MCLEODS LOCAL GOVERNMENT RESPONSE TO "WHADJUK" AND "SWAN RIVER 223.23 223.23
PEOPLE 2" NATIVE TITLE CLAIMS - FEES SPLIT BETWEEN 23 LOCAL
GOVERNMENTS
EFT25498 |07/03/2018 |OPTUS MOBILE PHONE USE 22/01/18 - 21/02/18 303.35 303.35
EFT25499 |07/03/2018 |MAYOR JIM O'NEILL SITTING FEES, ICT ALLOWANCE & MAYORAL ALLOWANCE FOR MARCH 3,633.00 3,633.00
2018
EFT25500 [07/03/2018 |TELSTRA TOWN HALL PHONE LINES 74.15
RESPITE CENTRE PHONE 131.00
CEO MOBILE PHONE USE 16/01/18 - 15/02/18 114.95 320.10
EFT25501 07/03/2018 |WA FIRE PROTECTION 6 MONTHLY FIRE EQUIPMENT CHECKS AT TRICOLORE CENTRE 771.21 771.21
EFT25502 |07/03/2018 |SYNERGY POWER SUPPLY VARIOUS LOCATIONS 2,874.15 2,874.15
EFT25503 |07/03/2018 |FASTA COURIERS COURIER COSTS 0102/18 - 15/02/18 55.63 55.63
EFT25504 |07/03/2018 |POOLEGRAVE ENGRAVERS WA|ENGRAVING OF METAL STRIPS FOR COUNCIL HONOUR BOARD 55.00 55.00
EFT25505 |07/03/2018 |TOTAL PACKAGING (WA) PTY 15 CARTONS (60 BOXES) OF CANINE BAGS 1,761.76 1,761.76
EFT25506 |07/03/2018 |ALSCO PTY LTD SANITARY SERVICES FOR DOVENBY, OLD POLICE STATION & DEPOT 28.57 28.57
EFT25507 |07/03/2018 |KOOL LINE ELECTRICAL & EAST FREMANTLE FESTIVAL 2017 - 5 X GENSET / 9 X SITE BOARDS & 5,975.00 5,975.00
REFRIGERATION LEADS
EFT25508 |07/03/2018 |SOUTHERN METROPOLITAN MSW GATE FEES FOR FEBRUARY 18 - 01/02/18 - 11/02/18 18,547.26 18,547.26
REGIONAL COUNCIL
EFT25509 |07/03/2018 |HAVILAH LEGAL DEBT RECOVERY - GENERAL PROCEDURE CLAIM 233.20 233.20
EFT25510 |07/03/2018 |WESTERN AUSTRALIA LOCAL |TRAINING FOR RANGER -ELEARNING (A) EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 215.00 215.00
GOVERNMENT ASSOCIATION FUNDAMENTALS
EFT25511 |07/03/2018 |WATERLOGIC AUSTRALIA EQUIPMENT MAINTENANCE 01/03/18 - 31/05/18 - DEPOT & DOVENBY 357.50 357.50
HOUSE
EFT25512 |07/03/2018 |KENNARDS HIRE GENERATOR HIRE - 4KVA INVERTER: 25/02/18 150.00
GENERATOR HIRE - 6.5KVA INVERTER: 15/02/18 189.55 339.55
EFT25513 |07/03/2018 |DEPARTMENT OF FIRE AND 2017/18 ESL QUARTER 3 CONTRIBUTION OPTION B AGREEMENT 373,177.67 373,177.67
EMERGENCY SERVICES
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REPORT 12.2.2

ATTACHMENT 1

EFT25514 |07/03/2018 |CR. JENNY HARRINGTON SITTING FEES & ICT ALLOWANCE FOR MARCH 2018 1,542.00 1,542.00
EFT25515 |07/03/2018 |NORTH LAKE ELECTRICAL REPAIRS TO PUMP 11,458.76
CHECK FAULT BORE PUMP TRANSFORMER 1,122.00 12,580.76
EFT25516 |07/03/2018 |WOOLWORTHS WEEKLY SHOPPING FOR RESPITE CENTRE 19/02/18 125.13
WEEKLY SHOPPING FOR RESPITE CENTRE 26/02/18 286.06 411.19
EFT25517 |07/03/2018 |CYNTHIA WILLIAMSON - HEART |EVENT MANAGEMENT - POST EVENT PAYMENT (50%) 4,400.00 4,400.00
INSPIRED EVENTS
EFT25518 |07/03/2018 |CR. CLIFF COLLINSON SITTING FEES FOR MARCH 2018 1,292.00 1,292.00
EFT25519 |07/03/2018 |DAVID GRAY & CO.PTY LTD 30 x MGB WHEELS 154.00
30 DARK GREEN BINS AND LIDS, 30 YELLOW BIN LIDS, 30 MGB LID 1,506.78 1,660.78
HINGES
EFT25520 |07/03/2018 |MARQUEE MAGIC VARIOUS EQUIPMENT HIRE - EAST FREMANTLE FESTIVAL 2017 5,555.00 5,555.00
EFT25521 |07/03/2018 |CR. DEAN NARDI SITTING FEES & ICT ALLOWANCE FOR MARCH 2018 1,542.00 1,542.00
EFT25522 |07/03/2018 |TRADEWINDS HOTEL ELECTORS MEETING 30/1/18 (ROOM HIRE AND REFRESHMENTS) 500.00 500.00
EFT25523 |07/03/2018 |FOLEY BURGE CONVEYANCING |RATES REFUND 571.54 571.54
EFT25524 |07/03/2018 |SPICE DIGITAL IMAGING EAST FREMANTLE FESTIVAL 2017 - ARTISAN STALLS SIGNAGE 299.20 299.20
EFT25525 |07/03/2018 |COMM-LINK ENTERPRISES SERVICE SHED ROLLER DOORS AND SUPPLY NEW GATE REMOTES 1,639.00 1,639.00
EFT25526 |07/03/2018 |KONICA MINOLTA BUSINESS KONICA MINOLTA BIZHUB C658 - COPY CHARGES 13/01/18 - 12/02/18 526.09
SOLUTIONS
RELOCATION OF BIZHUBC658 COPIER FROM OLD POLICE STATION TO 275.00 801.09
TOWN HALL
EFT25527 |07/03/2018 |SUNNY SIGN COMPANY PTY STREET SIGNS AS REQUESTED 297.00 297.00
LTD
EFT25528 |07/03/2018 |DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORT |VEHICLE SEARCH FEES - JANUARY 18 - 161 SUCCESSFUL & 6 559.45 559.45
UNSUCCESSFUL
EFT25529 |07/03/2018 |FOCUS NETWORKS 3X HRS PROJECT NETWORK LABOUR A/H - SATURDAY 10TH OF FEB, 789.25
ATTEND SITE WITH CABLING CONTRACTORS TO ASIST WITH FIBRE RE-
TERMINATIONS IN ADMIN & DOVENBY. ENSURE SWITCHES ARE
OPERATING WITH REDUNDANT FIBRE LINK. REPLACE OLD POWER
BOARD WITH RACK MOUNT PDU, 1X RACK MOUNT 8 WAY HORIZONTAL
POWER UNIT (PDU)
PROVISION VIRTUAL PC WITH 80GB STORAGE /4GB, DESKTOP BUILD - 467.50
EXISTING IMAGE
DESKTOP BUILD - EXISTING IMAGE - MAYOR COMPUTER HP DESKTOP 286.00
PRO G600
OFFICE RELOCATION PROJECT - ONSITE POST MIGRATION SUPPORT 4 4,851.00 6,393.75
HOURS BUSINESS HOURS, OFFICE RELOCATION PROJECT -2
TECHNICIANS ONSITE SATURDAY 24-25/2/18 FOR PATCHING,
RECONNECTING AND TESTING, OFFICE RELOCATION PROJECT - CAT6
PATCH CORD SLIM BOOT 0.5M PURPLE, OFFICE RELOCATION PROJECT -
CAT6 PATCH CORD SLIM BOOT 0.5M BLUE, OFFICE RELOCATION
PROJECT - CAT6 UTP PATCHCORD 1.0M BLUE, OFFICE RELOCATION
PROJECT - CAT6 UTP PATCHCORD 2.0M BLUE, OFFICE RELOCATION
PROJECT - CAT6 UTP PATCHCORD 3.0M BLUE
EFT25530 |07/03/2018 |TYREPOWER BOORAGOON WHEEL ALIGNMENT, WHEEL ROTATION AND BALANCING - RANGER 129.00 129.00
VEHICLE
EFT25531 |07/03/2018 |METRO CONCRETE LAY AND SUPPLY NEW MOUNTABLE KERB GLYDE STREET 4,202.00
REMOVE AND REPLACE LIMESTONE FOOTPATH SEWELL STREET 2,904.00 7,106.00
EFT25532 |07/03/2018 |CANDACE WILLIAMSON EAST FREMANTLE FESTIVAL 2017 - EVENT STAFF (13 HOURS) 390.00 390.00
EFT25533 |07/03/2018 |ZEPHYR CAFE & KIOSK FOOD TRUCK TRIAL 2018, USE OF JOHN TONKIN / ZEPHYRS TOILETS ON 1,000.00 1,000.00
THURSDAY'S 1, 8, 15 & 22 FEBRUARY
EFT25534 |07/03/2018 |NORTHSTAR ASSET TRUST MOVIE LICENCES: FRIDAY 9 MARCH 2018 "TROLLS" AND SATURDAY 10 1,870.00 1,870.00
T/AS ARTISTRALIA MARCH 2018 "DIRTY DANCING"
EFT25535 |07/03/2018 |LANDGATE GRV INTERIM VALUATIONS DATED 27/01/18 - 09/02/18 AND 10/02/18 - 96.24 96.24
23/02/18
EFT25536 |07/03/2018 |THE INFORMATION OFFSITE TAPE STORAGE ARCHIVE 01/02/18 - 28/02/18 153.48 153.48
MANAGEMENT GROUP (TIMG)
EFT25537 |07/03/2018 |CR. MICHAEL MCPHAIL SITTING FEES, ICT ALLOWANCE & DEPUTY MAYORAL ALLOWANCE FOR 1,867.00 1,867.00
MARCH 2018
EFT25538 |07/03/2018 |CR. TONY WATKINS SITTING FEES & ICT ALLOWANCE FOR MARCH 2018 1,542.00 1,542.00
EFT25539 |07/03/2018 |HORIZON WEST LANDSCAPE & |REPAIR ELECTRICAL FAULT AT WAUHOP PARK 1,459.65 1,459.65
IRRIGATION PL
EFT25540 |07/03/2018 |PALMYRA VETERINARY BOARDING & VETERINARY CARE FOR FELINE 02/02/18 to 10/02/18 335.83
HOSPITAL
FELINE VACCINATION FOR IMPOUNDED CAT 119.00 454.83
EFT25541 |07/03/2018 |BREADBOX MARKETING SOCIAL MEDIA MANAGEMENT - JANUARY 2018 1,374.98 1,374.98
EFT25542 |07/03/2018 |BRYCE WILLIAMSON EAST FREMANTLE FESTIVAL 2017 - EVENT ASSISTANCE (6 HOURS) 180.00 180.00
EFT25543 |07/03/2018 |VOCUS COMMUNICATIONS UNLIMITED INTERNET SERVICE STANDARD FIBRE 4 MBPS - 59 ALLEN 701.25
STREET 01/04/18 - 30/04/18,
UNLIMITED INTERNET SERVICE ENHANCED FIBRE 20MBPS - 135 1,163.25 1,864.50
CANNING HWY - 01/04/18 - 30/04/18,
EFT25544 |07/03/2018 |CR. ANDREW McPHAIL SITTING FEES & ICT ALLOWANCE FOR MARCH 2018 1,542.00 1,542.00
EFT25545 |07/03/2018 |CR. ANDREW WHITE SITTING FEES & ICT ALLOWANCE FOR MARCH 2018 1,542.00 1,542.00
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EFT25546 ]07/03/2018 |APARC AUSTRALIAN PARKING |REPAIRS TO PARKING TICKET MACHINES - CREDIT CARD READERS 145750
& REVENUE CONTROL PTY LTD
MONTHLY CHARGES FOR PARKING MACHINES INCL LICENCE AND 165.00 1,622.50
COMMUNICATION COSTS -FEB 18
EFT25547 |07/03/2018 |FREMANTLE CHAMBER OF FREMANTLE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, BUSINESS MEMBERSHIP, 01 285.00 285.00
COMMERCE JANUARY 2018 TO 30 JUNE 2018
EFT25548 |07/03/2018 |ZIRCODATA OFFSITE STORAGE, TRANSPORTATION, LODGEMENT AND PURCHASE 4214 4214
OF BARCODES AND BOXES 26/01/18 - 25/02/18
EFT25549 |07/03/2018 |CELLARBRATIONS AT EAST  |REFRESHMENTS PURCHASED 23/02/18 130.00 130.00
FREMANTLE
EFT25550 |07/03/2018 |AZCOM ELECTRICS REPAIR OF THE FIBRE OPTIC TERMINATIONS 1,265.00 1,265.00
EFT25551 |07/03/2018 |SPECIALISED SECURITY 3'x 240 LITRE DESTRUCTION BIN SERVICE - JANUARY 18 20.24 20.24
SHREDDING
EFT25552 |07/03/2018 |STOTTHOARE MICROSOFT WINDOWS 10 PRO FOR SECURITY VIRTUAL PC 446.60 446.60
EFT25553 |07/03/2018 |SIMPLEPAY SOLUTIONS SIMPLE PAY CREDIT CHARGE TRANSACTIONS FOR LEEUWIN BOAT 375.10 375.10
RAMP FROM FEB 18
EFT25554 |07/03/2018 |BPA ENGINEERING PROVIDE STRUCTURAL CONSULTANCY SERVICES FOR TOWN HALL 1,870.00 1,870.00
REFURBISHMENT - COMPACTUS LOAD CHECK - 2 X SITE VISITS
EFT25555 |07/03/2018 |KEYS BROS STORAGE OF FURNITURE FROM TOWN HALL 28/01/18 - 24/02/18 260.00 260.00
EFT25556 |07/03/2018 |KAREN DORE REIMBURSEMENT OF COSTS - 2 X DVDS FOR MOVIE NIGHTS 27.95
MOTOR VEHICLE TRAVEL CLAIM REQUEST - 08/02/18 - 28/02/18 - 33 KMS 25.74 53.69
@ 0.78C PER KM
EFT25557 |07/03/2018 |CR TONY NATALE SITTING FEES & ICT ALLOWANCE FOR MARCH 2018 1,542.00 1,642.00
EFT25558 |07/03/2018 |ANITA DOWNES FOOD TRUCK FEB - BUSKER RETAINER : 22 FEBRUARY 2018, 6PM TO 50.00 50.00
9PM
EFT25559 |07/03/2018 |COASTLINE MOWERS 6 X ROLLS OF 2.4MM BRUSHCUTTER CORD, 6 X 20-2 AUTO FEED HEADS, 925.70 925.70
6 X 20-2 AUTO FEED HEAD CAPS, 1 X 5 LITRE HP ULTRA 2 STROKE OIL,
10 LITRE OF CHAIN BAR OIL
EFT25560 |07/03/2018 |MITCHELL SPENCER EAST FREMANTLE FESTIVAL 2017 - EVENT ASSISTANCE 210.00 210.00
EFT25561 |07/03/2018 |AUSSIE OUTDOOR CINEMAS  |50% DEPOSIT PAYMENT ON 2 X MOVIE NIGHT, FRI 9 & SAT 10 MARCH 1,044.00
2018, PARKVIEW THEATRE PACKAGE / POPCORN MACHINE &
CONSUMABLES / BEAN BAGS (10)
2 X MOVIE NIGHT, FRI 9 & SAT 10 MARCH 2018, PARKVIEW THEATRE 1,044.00 2,088.00
PACKAGE / POPCORN MACHINE & CONSUMABLES / BEAN BAGS (10) -
FINAL PAYMENT
EFT25562 |07/03/2018 |GRAVITY GROUP EAST FREMANTLE FESTIVAL - EVENT SUPPORT HOURS (12) 360.00 360.00
EFT25563 |07/03/2018 |SOFTWARE SITE ADOBE ACROBAT PRO 2017 575.00 575.00
EFT25564 |07/03/2018 |MANOTEL PTY LTD RATES REFUND 9,769.53 9,769.53
EFT25565 |07/03/2018 |MR SIMON CARLIN REFUND OF OVERPAYMENT OF PARKING TICKET - LEEUWIN 36.00 36.00
LAUNCHING RAMP
EFT25566 |07/03/2018 |T & M BAILEY T/AS PICNIC EAST FREMANTLE FESTIVAL 2017 - HIRE OF PINE PICNIC TABLES & 1,534.50 1,534.50
TABLES HIRE UMBRELLAS
EFT25567 |07/03/2018 |VIVID ADS PTY LTD 2 X BRANDED 4FT STRETCHED TABLE THROWS - THREE SIDED OPEN 351.00 351.00
BACK (WHITE PRINT ON BLACK CLOTH)
EFT25568 |07/03/2018 |CLEAR BRIDGE GROUP PTY  |BRANDED 3X3 35 SERIES MARQUEE - BLACK POLYESTER, 2 X MULTI- 1,952.80 1,952.80
LTD WALL, 2 X SOLID WALL, 1 X WHEELED BAG, 4 X WEIGHTS, 2 X LOCK BAR
(4 CONNECTORS)
EFT25569 |07/03/2018 |ALEX BIRNIE OGG RATES REFUND 2,536.82 2,536.82
EFT25570 |07/03/2018 |OCTAGON LIFTS PTY LTD INDEPENDENT INSPECTION OF PLATFORM LIFT TOWN HALL 1,126.40 1,126.40
EFT25571 |07/03/2018 |KAREN REKOWSKI RATES REFUND 350.99 350.99
CONVEYANCING
EFT25572 |07/03/2018 |CUSTOM SETTLEMENTS RATES REFUND 420.97 420.97
EFT25573 |07/03/2018 |MICHAEL HUGHES LEGAL RATES REFUND 792.08 792.08
EFT25574 |07/03/2018 |KERR NASSKAU HOLDINGS RATES REFUND 658.34 658.34
EFT25575 |07/03/2018 |MRS CHRISTINE SHEEHAN REIMBURSEMENT 1,100.00 1,100.00
EFT25576 |07/03/2018 |ALINTA ENERGY GAS USE JP MCKENZIE CENTRE 21/11/17 - 22/02/18, 36.55
GAS USE GLYDE-IN 21/11/17 - 22/02/18 46.65 83.20
EFT25577 |21/03/2018 |AUSTRALIA POST POSTAGE COSTS FEBRUARY 18 2,742.08 2,742.08
EFT25578 |21/03/2018 |CONSTRUCTION TRAINING CONSTRUCTION TRAINING FUND COLLECTED FEBRUARY 18 43525 43525
FUND
EFT25579 |21/03/2018 |BUNNINGS GARDENING EQUIPMENT FOR HACC 85.34
2 x HAZARDOUS CHEMICAL SIGN 23.76
VARIOUS HARDWARE 375.11
VARIOUS HARDWARE 182.72 666.93
EFT25580 |21/03/2018 |OFFICEMAX AUSTRALIALTD |25 X WASTE BIN FOR TOWN HALL STAFF 362.18 362.18
EFT25581 |21/03/2018 |BOC LIMITED GAS BOTTLE RENTAL 29/01/18 - 25/02/18 50.11 50.11
EFT25582 |21/03/2018 |COMMUNITY NEWSPAPERS  |ADVERTISING COUNCIL ADOPTION OF LOCAL PLANNING POLICY - 141.02
PERCENT FOR PUBLIC ART
ADVERTISING - LEASE OLD POLICE STATION/ DOVENBY HOUSE 282.04 423.06
(GAZETTE 13 & 20 FEBRUARY)
EFT25583 |21/03/2018 |CITY OF COCKBURN TIP FEES FEBRUARY 18 - 27 X PASSES 1,485.00 1,485.00
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EFT25584 |21/03/2018 |CITY OF FREMANTLE CONTRIBUTION TO THE CITY OF FREMANTLE'S LIBRARY & TOY LIBRARY 110,000.00 110,000.00
OPERATIONAL COSTS FOR 2017/18 - SECOND INSTALMENT
EFT25585 |21/03/2018 |LANDGATE SLIP SUBSCRIPTION SERVICES 4,477.00 4,477.00
EFT25586 |21/03/2018 |EAST FREMANTLE YACHT MEETING ROOM/CATERING TP MEETING 6/3/18 250.80 250.80
cLUB
EFT25587 |21/03/2018 |FREMANTLE HERALD NOTICE FINAL ADOPTION WASTE AMENDMENT LOCAL LAW (SAT 10 115.06 115.06
MARCH)
EFT25588 |21/03/2018 |SUEZ ENVIRONMENT SCHEDULED WASTE COLLECTION FOR FEB 18 2,328.22 2,328.22
RECYCLING & WASTE
RECOVERY
EFT25589 |21/03/2018 |STATE LAW PUBLISHER ADVERTISING WASTE AMENDMENT LOCAL LAW IN GOVERNMENT 210.96 210.96
GAZETTE 27/02/18
EFT25590 |21/03/2018 |SOUTH WEST GROUPS 2017/18 CONTRIBUTION TO NRM FACILITATOR POSITION 11,000.00 11,000.00
EFT25591 |21/03/2018 |O'CONNOR LAWNMOWER &  |HONDA 21" CUTTING BLADES FOR HACC. 51.60 51.60
CHAINSAW CENTRE
EFT25592 |21/03/2018 |TELSTRA RESPITE CENTRE PHONE 114.61
HACC MOBILE PHONE 0400046402 8.14
TOWN HALL PHONE LINES 77.57 200.32
EFT25593 |21/03/2018 |TOTAL EDEN PTY LTD SPRINKLERS AND RETIC PARTS 1,093.93 1,093.93
EFT25594 |21/03/2018 |VINIDEX P5 TELSTRA TRAFFICABLE PITS, LIDS AND EXTENSIONS 455.40 455.40
EFT25595 |21/03/2018 |CHEFMASTER AUSTRALIA ONE CARTON 240 LITRE BIN LINERS 197.95 197.95
EFT25596 |21/03/2018 |SYNERGY POWER SUPPLY VARIOUS LOCATIONS 27,448.60 27,448.60
EFT25597 |21/03/2018 |ZIPFORM PTY LTD RATES 4TH INSTALMENTS - PRINTING & POSTING 1,927.36 1,927.36
EFT25598 |21/03/2018 |SMRC LOAN REPAYMENT RRRC LOAN REPAYMENT FOR MARCH 18 PRINCIPAL + INTEREST 28,492.70 28,492.70
ACCOUNT
EFT25599 |21/03/2018 |GHD PTY LTD DRAINAGE INVESTIGATION RIVERSIDE ROAD - PROGRESS CLAIM NO. 7 2,835.58 2,835.58
EFT25600 |21/03/2018 |MCGEES NATIONAL PROPERTY |SEABED RENT, POSTAGE AND PETTIES & MANAGEMENT FEES 01/03/18 - 11,821.60 11,821.60
CONSULTANTS 31/05/18
EFT25601 |21/03/2018 |KOOL LINE ELECTRICAL & INSTALLATION OF SPRINKLERS AND PIPE TO PUMP WELL 34829, 1,585.00
REFRIGERATION
REPLACEMENT GLOBES, BALLAST AND CAPACITORS 2,641.51
REPAIR SODIUM VAPOUR GLOBE BURN OUT 395.00 4,621.51
EFT25602 |21/03/2018 |SOUTHERN METROPOLITAN  |OVER COMPACTION FOR FEBRUARY 18 - 01/02/18 - 28/02/18 64.68
REGIONAL COUNCIL
GREEN WASTE GATE FEES FOR FEBRUARY 18 - 01/02/18 - 28/02/18 457265
MRF GATE FEES FOR FEBRUARY 18 - 01/02/18 - 28/02/18 1,255.26
GREENWASTE GATE FEES FOR FEB18 - TRAILER PASS 01/02/18 - 30.00
28/02/18
MSW GATE FEES FOR FEB 18 - 12/05/18 - 28/02/18 32,610.21 38,532.80
EFT25603 |21/03/2018 |BUILDING COMMISSION BUILDING SERVICES LEVY COLLECTED FEBRUARY 18 677.40 677.40
EFT25604 |21/03/2018 |HAVILAH LEGAL ONCOSTING LEGAL COSTS - VARIOUS RATES RECOVERY 181.50
ONCOSTING LEGAL COSTS - VARIOUS RATES RECOVERY 7150
ONCOSTING LEGAL COSTS - VARIOUS RATES RECOVERY 71.50
ONCOSTING LEGAL COSTS - VARIOUS RATES RECOVERY 264.00 588.50
EFT25605 |21/03/2018 |KENNARDS HIRE EQUIPMENT HIRE - 6.5KVA INVERTER GENERATOR 314.00 314.00
EFT25606 |21/03/2018 |CANCELLED EFT CANCELLED 0.00 0.00
EFT25607 |21/03/2018 |PETRACLEAN CLEANING OF DEPOT, TOWN HALL, DOVENBY HOUSE, POLICE STATION, 5,169.41 5,169.41
SUMPTON GREEN, TRICOLORE FOR FEBRUARY 18 PLUS CLEANING
CONSUMABLES
EFT25608 |21/03/2018 |FRANK GILMOUR PEST ANNUAL PEST CONTROL -VARIOUS LOCATIONS 6,701.20 6,701.20
CONTROL
EFT25609 |21/03/2018 |MUSEWARES EAST FREMANTLE FESTIVAL 2017 - ENTERTAINMENT 150.00 150.00
EFT25610 |21/03/2018 |WOOLWORTHS WEEKLY SHOPPING FOR RESPITE CENTRE 06/03/18 131.13
WEEKLY SHOPPING FOR RESPITE CENTRE 12/03/18 161.93 293.06
EFT25611 |21/03/2018 |EAST FREMANTLE CROQUET |COMMUNITY ASSISTANCE GRANT - CROQUET BALLS 925.00 925.00
cLUB
EFT25612 |21/03/2018 |AMARE SAFETY PTY LTD PURCHASE 3 X FIRE BLANKETS 76.73 76.73
EFT25613 |21/03/2018 | THE PAPER COMPANY OF 50 REAMS A4 COPY PAPER & 5 REAMS A3 COPY PAPER 239.25 239.25
AUSTRALIA
EFT25614 |21/03/2018 |WEST COAST SHADE PTY LTD |CARRY OUT REPAIRS TO SHADE SAILS AT JOHN TONKIN RESERVE 825.00
REINSTALL SHADE SAIL - JOHN TONKIN RESERVE 396.00 1,221.00
EFT25615 |21/03/2018 |KONICA MINOLTA BUSINESS  |KONICA MINOLTA PHOTOCOPIER CONTRACT 2017-2018 (4374610) - 18.65
SOLUTIONS 01/01/18 - 31/01/18 and 01/02/18 - 28/02/18
KONICA MINOLTA BIZHUB C658 - COPY CHARGES 13/02/18 - 12/0/18 383.57 40222
EFT25616 |21/03/2018 |CARINYA OF BICTON HACC RESPITE CENTRE MEALS 01/02/18 - 16/02/18 466.40
HACC RESPITE CENTRE MEALS 17/02/18 - 28/02/18 475.20 941.60
EFT25617 |21/03/2018 |SUNNY SIGN COMPANY 30 x NO STOPPING ROAD OR VERGE SIGNS, & 30 x RED ARROW D/POINT 618.75 618.75
SIGNS
EFT25618 |21/03/2018 |DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORT |VEHICLE SEARCH FEES FEBRUARY 18 - 133 SUCCESSFUL, 4 409.95 409.95
UNSUCCESSFUL AND 1 MANUAL SEARCH
EFT25619 |21/03/2018 |POTHOLE MASTERS PTY LTD |FOOTPATH REPAIRS VARIOUS LOCATIONS 3,151.50 3,151.50
EFT25620 |21/03/2018 |ENVIRO SWEEP SWEEPING OF DESIGNATED STREETS - OCTOBER 17 4,510.00 4,510.00
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EFT25621 |21/03/2018 |THE TURBAN INDIAN CATERING - CONCEPT FORUM 13/03/18 286.90 286.90
RESTAURANT
EFT25622 |21/03/2018 |LOCAL GOVERNMENT 2 X STAFF ATTENDANCE @ LGPA BREAKFAST - RESHAPING OUR 160.00 160.00
PLANNERS ASSOCIATION SUBURBS
EFT25623 |21/03/2018 |BARBARA STEPHENSON ENTERTAINMENT FOR HACC CENTRE BASED DAY CARE. 23/03/18 120.00 120.00
EFT25624 |21/03/2018 |FUJI XEROX RELOCATION OF FUJI XEROX COPIER SERIAL NO. 770447 FROM 302.50
DOVENBY HOUSE TO TOWN HALL
FUJI XEROX DC5C6675T - COPY CHARGES 01/02/18 - 28/02/18 305.43 607.93
EFT25625 |21/03/2018 |.ID CONSULTING PTY LTD ANNUAL SUBSCRIPTION FEE MARCH 2018 TO FEBRUARY 2019 - 8,800.00 8,800.00
FORECAST ID & PROFILE ID
EFT25626 |21/03/2018 |VOCUS COMMUNICATIONS INTERNET SERVICE (HACC) 01/04/18 - 01/05/18, 50.00
SESSION INITIATION PROTOCOL (SIP) LINES / SERVICES CHARGES FOR 473.52 523.52
VOICE OVER INTERNET PROTOCOL (VOIP) 01/04/18 - 01/05/18
EFT25627 |21/03/2018 |CORPORATE LIVING OFFICE FURNITURE 1,441.00 1,441.00
EFT25628 |21/03/2018 |PETER HUNT ARCHITECT TOWN HALL REFURBISHMENT - STAGE 6 COMMENCEMENT OF WORK 3,300.00 3,300.00
ON SITE
EFT25629 |21/03/2018 |ASHLEY & SHELAGH RENNEY |RATES REFUND 409.33 409.33
EFT25630 |21/03/2018 |PRACTICAL PRODUCTS PURCHASE OF BAIN MARIE TROLLEY (ET23/ETP23) 1,144.00 1,144.00
EFT25631 |21/03/2018 |AXIIS CONTRACTING PTYLTD |SUPPLY AND CONSTRUCT FOOTPATHS, CROSSOVERS AND 24,530.06 24,530.06
PEDESTRIAN KERB RAMPS - EASTON/PIER STREETS AS PER QUOTE
EFT25632 |21/03/2018 |PROPERTY VALUATIONS & CURRENT MARKET VALUATION, (LOT 801) 22 KING STREET, EAST 1,375.00 1,375.00
ADVISORY (WA) FREMANTLE
EFT25633 [21/03/2018 |ICS AUSTRALIA TOWN HALL REFURBISHMENT CONTRACT - CERTIFICATE 07 JOB 1632 146,886.19 146,886.19
EFT25634 |21/03/2018 |MERGER CONTRACTING PTY |FOOTPATH WORKS AS PER RFT04 1718 ON FORTESCUE STREET 36,863.44
LTD T/AS J & M ASPHALT
FOOTPATH WORKS PETRA STREET 2,725.80 39,589.24
EFT25635 |21/03/2018 |KAREN DORE REIMBURSEMENT OF COSTS - CATERING FOR GEORGE STREET 33.41
TRADERS MEETING HOSTED AT TOWN HALL
REIMBURSEMENT OF COSTS - SNACKS FOR "GREEN CLASS" MOVIE 69.74
COMPETITION WINNERS
REIMBURSEMENT OF COSTS - FACEBOOK BOOTS - ADVERTISING FOR 30.00
EVENTS
REIMBURSEMENT OF COSTS OF PURCHASING 2 X PORTABLE TABLES 87.80
FOR DISPLAY PURPOSES
REIMBURSEMENT OF COSTS OF CATERING FOR BUSINESS 51.04 271.99
PRESENTATION SERIES
EFT25636 |21/03/2018 |INDUSTRIAL ROADPAVERS ROAD RESURFACING PROGRAM & VARIATIONS FLETCHER & HAMILTON; 4,287.05
FLETCHER & ALLEN ST
ROAD RESURFACING PROGRAM PLUS VARIATIONS SOUTHERN END 7,126.88
MOSS STREET
ROADWORKS AS PER RTF03-2017/18 ON GEORGE STREET 926.20
ROADWORKS AS PER RFT03-2017/18 ON FLETCHER STREET 1,149.50
ROADWORKS AS PER RFT03-2017/18 ON DEPOT CAR PARK 5,000.30
ROADWORKS AS PER RFT03-2017/18 ON DEPOT CAR PARK 3,281.25 21,771.18
EFT25637 |21/03/2018 |MAD HAT MEDIA PTY LTD BUSINESS PRESENTATION SERIES FLYER - ARTWORK ONLY (2 HOURS) 242.00
FLYER FOR MOVIE NIGHTS - ARTWORK & PRINTING (1,000, D/S DL) 521.40
BIKE WEEK 2018 - DESIGN & PRINTING OF DL FLYER (1,000 ) 521.40 1,284.80
EFT25638 |21/03/2018 |BUZZ ENTERPRISES PTYLTD |EMERGENCY SAND CLEAN AT JOHN TONKIN PARK 197.12 197.12
TRADING AS SIFTING SANDS
EFT25639 [21/03/2018 |AM & JA BYERS RATES REFUND 592.54 592.54
EFT25640 |21/03/2018 |AUSSIE FENCING DELIVER, SUPPLY AND INSTALL 16.2M OF 1.5M HIGH STANDARD FLAT 1,751.00 1,751.00
TOP BLACK FENCING AS PER QUOTE
EFT25641 |21/03/2018 |SOUTH WEST CORRIDOR STATE NRM PROGRAM PROJECT A17064 "REGIONAL SCALE CAT 1,100.00
DEVELOPMENT FOUNDATION |OWNER EDUCATION PROGRAM."
STATE NRM PROGRAM PROJECT A17066 "REDUCING FOX PREDATION 1,100.00 2,200.00
OF NATIVE FAUNA BY BETTER TARGETING TRAPPING."
EFT25642 |21/03/2018 |CAROLINE ISABELLE FOLEY RATES REFUND 168.95 168.95
EFT25643 |21/03/2018 |ANDREW TRAN REFUND OF OVERPAYMENT OF PARKING FEES- LEEUWIN LAUNCHING 12.00 12.00
RAMP
EFT25644 |21/03/2018 |SUSAN DANGEN REIMBURSEMENT OF COSTS OF OBTAINING POLICE CLEARANCE 52.60 52.60
EFT25645 |21/03/2018 |D & M DIMITRIOU RATES REFUND 2,000.00 2,000.00
EFT25646 |21/03/2018 |ALINTA ENERGY GAS USE RESPITE CENTRE 28/11/17 - 01/03/18 182.20 182.20
EFT25647 |21/03/2018 |CALTEX AUSTRALIA FUEL USE FEBRUARY 18 4,905.43 4,905.43
EFT25648 |26/03/2018 |OFFICEWORKS TOWN PLANNING - COPYING & LAMINATING 25.95
DISPLAY ITEMS - FOR COUNCIL EVENTS 370.00
2 REAMS OF A3 PAPER 35.96
60X INVITATION ENVELOPES 41.82
20X INVITATION ENVELOPES 13.94
C4 ENVELOPES - PACK OF 100, TOWN PLANNING - COPYING 38.53
WIRELESS MOUSE & CABLES 122.79
DP TO HDMI CABLE 34.88
HIGHLIGHTERS & 2X USB, TOWN PLANNING - COPYING 28.70
TOWN PLANNING - COPYING 263.10
STAMP INK PADS - FOR RECORDS 25.52
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STATIONERY & ARCHIVE BOX - FOR RECORDS, TOWN PLANNING - 30.17
COPYING
DISPLAY ITEMS - FOR COUNCIL EVENTS 205.28 1,236.64

EFT TOTAL $1,261,825.63 | $ 1,261,825.63
Direct Debit | Supplier Description Inv Amount EFT
DD11101.1 |CLICK SUPER SUPER CREDITORS MARCH 18 $19,774.89 $19,774.89
DD11100.1 |CLICK SUPER SUPER CREDITORS FEBRUARY 18 $18,569.40 $18,569.40
DIRECT DEBIT TOTAL $ 38,344.29 |$  38,344.29
DATE CREDIT CARD SUPPLIER AMOUNT
GARY TUFFIN CITY OF FREMANTLE - PARKING $ 4.00 | § 4.00
SONIC HEALTH PLUS - NEW EMPLOYEE MEDICAL $ 220.00 | $ 220.00
EB DIGITAL MARKETING $ 50.00 | $ 50.00
SECURE PARKING SOUTH FREMANTLE $ 1230 | § 12.30
MAYOR/CEO AIRFARES SOUTH WEST GROUP ECONOMIC TOUR $ 2,360.06 | $ 2,360.06
HOST DIRECT - ROPE BARRIER TO STAIRS TOWN HALL $ 161.70 | § 161.70
ENJO PTY LTD - CLEANING PRODUCTS TOWN HALL $ 203.95 | § 203.95
ST JOHN AMBULANCE - STAFF DEFIBRILLATOR TRAINING $ 160.00 | $ 160.00
CREDIT CARD TOTAL $ 3,172.01 | $ 3,172.01
Description Inv Amount EFT
PAYROLL P/E 13/03/18 $ 120,866.54 | $§ 120,866.54
PAYROLL P/E 27/02/18 $ 124,939.83 | § 124,939.83
PAYROLL TOTALS $ 245,806.37 | $ 245,806.37

GRAND TOTAL

$1,549,546.60

$ 1,549,546.60
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12.3 GOVERNANCE REPORTS

12.3.1 Draft Town of East Fremantle Public Health Plan

File ref H/HDT1

Prepared by Shelley Cocks Principal Environmental Health Officer
Supervised by Andrew Malone Executive Manager Regulatory Services
Voting requirements Simple Majority

Documents tabled Nil

Attachments 1. Draft Public Health Plan

2. Health and Wellbeing Profile
3. First Interim State Public Health Plan for Western Australia.

Purpose

The WA Public Health Act 2016 requires local governments to develop local Public Health Plans in
order to establish an integrated health and wellbeing planning process that fits into existing
frameworks and strategies within the local community. The Plan is a five year strategic document
that meets the Town’s legislative obligations and is intended to integrate with the Town’s core
functions rather than duplicate existing plans and strategies already in place.

Executive Summary

The Public Health Plan is a legislative requirement of the WA Public Health Act 2016. The vision of
the Plan is “To protect, promote and enhance the health, wellbeing and quality of life for our
community”.

The Town of East Fremantle Public Health Plan 2018-2023 comprises an introduction with the above
vision and mission statements, and a series of actions divided into three key areas:
1 Healthy People and Community
“To guide and encourage our community to lead healthier lifestyles through the provision of
lifestyle and educational opportunities.”
2. Healthy Places and Spaces
“To provide healthy places and spaces to encourage and support healthy lifestyle opportunities.”
3. Healthy Partnerships
“To develop collaborative partnerships with community, business, government, non-government
and key stakeholders to improve health and wellbeing.”

Background

As mentioned, the WA Public Health Act 2016 requires local governments to develop local Public
Health Plans in order to establish an integrated health and wellbeing planning process that fits into
existing frameworks and strategies within the local community. Although the requirement for public
health planning will not come into effect until Part 5 of the Public Health Act 2016 is implemented in
approximately three years time, a number of proactive local governments are producing public
health plans and are being encouraged and supported to do so by the Public Health Division of the
Department of Health.

Accordingly, the first interim State Public Health Plan has been released for the first stage of

consultation across Western Australia.

This plan includes:

e Part 1: A health status report for Western Australia which documents public health trends in WA
and identifies areas of inequalities in particular population sub-groups;
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e Part 2. Objectives and policy priorities 2017-2021 to address the issues arising in Part 1.

Western Australia (WA) has a high standard of health. Life expectancy is increasing, infant mortality
is low and trending downwards, and there have been sustained declines in the prevalence of
smoking over the past decide. However health status varies considerably across different population
groups. For example WA’s Aboriginal population have demonstrably poorer health outcomes than
the non-Aboriginal population. Health outcomes are significantly poorer in country and remote WA.

On the other hand, the Town of East Fremantle is the most advantaged of the local government
authorities with in the South Metropolitan Health Service. The Town has a SEIFA Index of Relative
Socio-Economic Disadvantage score of 1088. This score is made up of four indices which summarise
a variety of social and economic variables such as income, educational attainment, employment and
number of unskilled workers. They are based on a national average of 1000 and areas with the
lowest scores are the most disadvantaged.

Nevertheless, the Town shares many common problems with the rest of the State. Obesity and
chronic disease have emerged as significant public health challenges overall. The burden of chronic
disease is likely to increase over the next decade, due to an ageing population and the time lag
associated with chronic conditions which often reflect the cumulative influence of risk factors across
the life course. In that regard, the importance of health promotion and health education cannot be
overstated.

Consultation

The following Town of East Fremantle documents have been used to inform and/or complement this
Plan:

e  Strategic Community Plan 2017-2027,

e  Corporate Business Plan 2015-2019

e  Recreation and Community Facilities Strategy 2016

e  Foreshore Master Plan 2016

e  Disability Access and Inclusion Plan 2016-2020

e  Public Art Strategy 2017

The Plan has been developed following research and utilising the outcomes of community
consultation which have taken place within the Town such as community forums and the Catalyse
community scorecard. Consultation with Council staff, the Fremantle Local Public Health Advisory
Group and the Metropolitan Environmental Health Manager’s Group has been extensively
undertaken over the last 12 months. The Plan has been examined and workshopped by Council’s
Executive Management Group

Once the draft public health plan is received by Council, it will be advertised to residents and the
community for 30 days. Any relevant feedback or suggestions can be incorporated into the final
plan.

Statutory Environment
WA Public Health Act 2016
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Policy Implications
Healthy Eating Policy

Financial Implications

There are no particular financial implications other than existing budget item E07218 Public Health
Program which is used to implement public health initiatives such as drug education and a falls
prevention program. The 2017/18 budgeted amount was $5,500.

Strategic Implications

The Public Health Plan most closely aligns with the objectives outlined in:

Strategic Priority 1: Social. “A socially connected inclusive and safe community”:

1.1 Facilitate appropriate local services for the health and wellbeing of the community.
1.2 Inviting open spaces, meeting places and recreational facilities,

1.3 Strong community connection within a safe and vibrant lifestyle.

Site Inspection
Not applicable

Comment

The Town aims to enhance the health, wellbeing and quality of life for the community through:

1. assessing, reviewing and responding to current and future public health and wellbeing needs,
issues and emerging trends based on best practice, sustainability and evidence based decision
making processes.

2. developing collaborative partnerships with internal and external key stakeholders.

integrating public health and wellbeing into existing services and programs.

4. facilitating the vision for a healthy and sustainable community through greater community
participation and development on health issues.

5. aligning with and providing strategic links and relationships with local, state and national strategic
plans and policies that impact on health and well being.

w

Council’s Principal Environmental Health Officer, in conjun