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5 DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

5.2 LATE REPORT: NO. 5 (LOT: 30; D/P: 1879) TURNER STREET, HIGHGATE - CHANGE OF USE
FROM SINGLE HOUSE AND BED AND BREAKFAST TO SINGLE HOUSE, BED AND
BREAKFAST AND EATING HOUSE

TRIM Ref: D18/37882

Author: Emily Andrews, Urban Planner

Authoriser: John Corbellini, Director Development Services

Ward: South

Precinct: 14 - Forrest

Attachments: 1. Attachment 1 - Consultation and Location Plan Q

2. Attachment 2 - Development Plans Q
3. Attachment 3 - Summary of Submissions 1@
4 Attachment 4 - Determination Advice Notes §

RECOMMENDATION:

That Council, in accordance with the provisions of the City of Vincent Town Planning Scheme No. 1
and the Metropolitan Region Scheme, APPROVES the development application for Change of Use
from Single House and Bed and Breakfast to Single House, Bed and Breakfast and Eating House at
No. 5 (Lot: 30; D/P: 1879) Turner Street, Highgate, in accordance with the plans shown in
Attachment 2, subject to the following conditions, with the associated determination advice notes
contained in Attachment 4:

1. Use of Premises

1.1. This approval relates to the Eating House including alterations and additions as shown
on the plans dated 12 January 2018 and 14 March 2018 only. No other development is
subject of this approval;

1.2. The use of the premises shall conform to the City of Vincent Town Planning Scheme
No. 1 definition of Eating House;

1.3. A maximum of four ‘dine-in’ patrons of the Eating House are permitted on-site at any
one time;

1.4. A maximum of two staff of the Eating House are permitted on-site at any one time;

1.5. Deliveries for the Eating House are not permitted outside of the hours of 8:00am to
5:00pm, Monday to Friday; and

1.6. The hours of operation for the Eating House shall be limited to 6:00am to 9:00pm,
Monday to Sunday;

2. Parking

2.1. A Parking Management Plan to the satisfaction of the City shall be submitted to and
approved by the City prior to the use or occupation of the development detailing how
resident, Bed and Breakfast guests and Eating House staff parking will be managed on
site such that parking does not impact on the surrounding residential area. Parking
associated with the development shall be managed in accordance with the approved
Parking Management Plan; and
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2.2. A minimum of one lockable bicycle space and access to end of trip facilities shall be
provided on-site for the use of staff; and

3. Stormwater

Prior to occupation or use of the development, all stormwater collected on the subject land
shall be retained on-site by suitable means to the satisfaction of the City.

PURPOSE OF REPORT:

To consider an application for development approval for a change of use from Single House and Bed and
Breakfast to Single House, Bed and Breakfast and Eating House at No. 5 Turner Street, Highgate.

BACKGROUND:

Landowner: K Sealey & L Tarulli

Applicant: K Sealey

Date of Application: 9 January 2018

Zoning: MRS: Urban
TPS1: Zone: Residential R-Code: R80
TPS2: Zone: Residential R-Code: R80

Built Form Area: Transit Corridor

Existing Land Use: Residential

Proposed Use Class: Eating House — “SA”

Lot Area: 673m?2

Right of Way (ROW): Not applicable

Heritage List: No

The subject site is located on the southern side of Turner Street, Highgate. The site is adjoined by Jack Mark’s
Reserve to the west and residential properties to the north, south and east of the site. The subject site is zoned
Residential with a density code of R80 under the City’'s Town Planning Scheme No. 1 (TPS1), and the
proposed density is not contemplated to change under draft Town Planning Scheme No. 2 (TPS2). The
surrounding locality is zoned Residential, with the exception of the area classified as a Reserve, known as
Jack Marks Park, immediately to the west of the subject site. The site currently has an approval for use as a
Single House and a Bed and Breakfast. The subject site is single storey, with the surrounding developments
also mainly single storey, with a few two storey developments in the area. A location plan is included as
Attachment 1.

On 12 January 2018, the City received an application for an Eating House on the subject site. The application
proposes the continuation of the approved uses of a single house and Bed and Breakfast, and seeks an
additional use to operate a kiosk from the subject site. The kiosk use falls within the definition of ‘Eating House’
in TPS1.

The proposed Eating House is located to the western boundary of the subject site on part of the existing
pergola and will operate independently to the bed and breakfast and residential dwelling. The proposed kiosk
is 8.044 square metres in size and will accommodate a maximum of two staff. Eating House patrons are
proposed to be accommodated in a paved seating area adjacent to Jack Marks Park, with a maximum of four
seats. The proposal will require minor alterations and additions to the existing development on site. The
development plans are included as Attachment 2.

DETAILS:
Summary Assessment

The table below summarises the planning assessment of the proposal against the provisions of the City of
Vincent Town Planning Scheme No. 1 (TPS1), the City’s Policy No. 7.1.1 — Built Form and the State
Government’s Residential Design Codes. In each instance where the proposal requires the discretion of
Council, the relevant planning element is discussed in the Detailed Assessment section following from this
table.
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" Use Permissibility/ Requires the Discretion
ARG 2 Deemed—to—CompBI/y : of Council
Land Use v
Parking & Access v
Bicycle Facilities v

Detailed Assessment

The deemed-to-comply assessment of the elements that require the discretion of Council are as follows:

Land Use

Deemed-to-Comply Standard Proposal
Town Planning Scheme No. 1
‘P” Use Eating House — “SA” Use

Bicycle Bays

Deemed-to-Comply Standard Proposal
Policy No. 7.7.1 — Parking and Access
1 class one or two bicycle bay 0 bicycle bays
2 class three bicycle bays

The above elements of the proposal does not meet the specified deemed-to-comply standards and is
discussed in the comments section below.

CONSULTATION/ADVERTISING:

Community Consultation was undertaken for a period of 21 days from 20 February 2018 until 13 March 2018.
The method of consultation included a sign on site, a notice in a local newspaper, and 16 letters being mailed
out to all owners and occupiers adjacent to the site as shown in Attachment 1, in accordance with the City’s
Policy No. 4.1.5 — Community Consultation.

At the conclusion of the consultation period, a total of 59 submissions were received by the City with one
objection and 58 in support of the proposal.

The key issues raised through the submissions were:

e  Parking and traffic from the development will create more overcrowded parking and may pose a safety
risk;

e Noise concerns that the proposed opening hours of the café will increase the existing noise issues that
stem from the adjacent reserve;

¢ Health and safety concerns regarding the nature of an eating house use and the lack of toilet facilities;

e Entry to the site through the reserve; and

e  The proposed eating house does not fit within the suburban harmony of the area.

A full schedule of submissions including Administration’s response is provided as Attachment 3.
Design Advisory Committee (DAC):

Referred to DAC: No

LEGAL/POLICY:

Planning and Development Act 2005;

Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015;
City of Vincent Town Planning Scheme No. 1 (TPS1);

State Planning Policy 3.1: Residential Design Codes (R-Codes)

Policy No. 4.1.5 — Community Consultation;

Policy No. 7.1.1 — Built Form Policy; and
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e Policy No. 7.7.1 — Parking and Access.

In accordance with Schedule 2 Clause76(2) of the Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes)
Regulations 2015 and Part 14 of the Planning and Development Act 2005, the applicant will have the right to
apply to the State Administrative Tribunal for a review of Council’s determination.

Draft Town Planning Scheme No. 2

On 8 December 2017, the Acting Minister for Planning announced that the City’s draft Town Planning Scheme
No 2 (TPS2) was to be modified before final approval would be granted. The schedule of modifications was
confirmed in writing by officers at the Department of Planning, Land and Heritage (the Department). The
Department also advised that the modifications to TPS2 would be required before the Acting Minister would
finally grant approval to the Scheme. In this regard TPS2 should be given due regard as a seriously entertained
planning proposal when determining this application.

Generally the modified version of TPS2 does not impact on the subject property as the zoning will not alter
and the land use will be considered a restaurant/café in TPS2. In accordance with Table 1- Zoning table of
TPS2, restaurant/café within the Residential zone will become an ‘A’ use, which is a use that requires
advertising before Council can exercise its discretion in determining the application. As the application was
advertised for community consultation, all of the requirements for TPS2 have been met as part of the
processing of this application.

Delegation to Determine Applications:

This application is being referred to Council for determination as the proposal contemplates an ‘SA’ land use
and as one or more written objections were received during the community submission period, the application
is required to be determined by Council in accordance with the City’s Delegated Authority Register 2017 -
2018.

RISK MANAGEMENT IMPLICATIONS:

It is Administration’s view that there are minimal risks to Council and the City’s business function when Council
exercises its discretionary power to determine a planning application.

STRATEGIC IMPLICATIONS:
The City’s Strategic Plan 2013-2023 states:

“Natural and Built Environment

1.1 Improve and maintain the natural and built environment and infrastructure.”

SUSTAINABILITY IMPLICATIONS:

Nil.

FINANCIAL/BUDGET IMPLICATIONS:

Nil.

COMMENTS:

Land Use

An Eating House is a ‘SA’ use within the Residential zone under TPS1. A ‘SA’ use is permitted subject to
Council exercising its discretion. The proposal’s scale, location and impact are the key factors to consider
when assessing the appropriateness of the use within the Residential zone.

The surrounding context of the site compromises of single houses, grouped dwellings and a local reserve,

being Jack Marks Park. The site is bound by the park to the west and residential dwellings to the north, south
and east. The proposed Eating House use is located on the western side of the lot, adjacent to Jack Marks
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Park and away from the surrounding residential dwellings. Customer access to the kiosk will also be through
the park.

As the proposal seeks to retain the existing single house and bed and breakfast uses, which will continue to
front Turner Street, there will be no impact on the character of the existing streetscape as a result of the
proposed use. The additions proposed to accommodate the proposed kiosk include increasing the wall length
of the existing dwelling by 3.286 metres under the existing patio roof, and will be setback 3.5 metres from the
western lot boundary. The facade fronting the western boundary will include a service window which will assist
in mitigating the perception of bulking bulk. The addition is 8.04 square metres in size and is considered minor
in nature and given its location and design, will not adversely impact the streetscape or the amenity of the
adjacent dwellings or reserve.

The proposed hours of operation being 6:00am to 9:00pm Monday to Sunday are considered appropriate.
Given the orientation of the Eating House towards the reserve and away from the residential developments, it
is not considered that these hours will have any impact on the surrounding residential properties and will
increase the activation and passive surveillance of Jack Marks Park.

Additionally, the proposal incorporates a maximum of four patrons, with the seating area located to face Jack
Mark’s Reserve at the rear of the dwelling. This area is setback 28 metres from Turner Street and is separated
from the eastern and southern residential area by the existing dwelling and studio on site. This limited number
of on-site patrons, is considered to be of a low scale that is compatible with the Residential zone, while
providing activation, surveillance and services for the users of Jack Marks Park.

Car Parking

The application has been assessed in accordance with the City’s current Policy No. 7.7.1 Parking and Access
and results in the requirement for the Eating House and Bed and Breakfast to provide 0.92 car parking bays.
In addition the existing Single House is required to provide one car parking bay under the R-Codes. As a result,
this proposal requires the subject site to provide a total of 1.92 bays, with two bays located on property. At its
meeting of 6 March 2018, Council adopted an amendment to its Policy No. 7.7.1 - Parking and Access, which
is scheduled to be published and become operational in mid-April. The amendments adopted by Council
increased the parking requirements for the proposed Eating House use to one bay. No parking standard was
included for the Bed and Breakfast use in the amended Policy, given Bed and Breakfast is an unlisted use
under TPS2. Instead the amended Policy requires a parking management plan for Bed and Breakfast
proposals.

One submission was received raising concerns regarding the impact the development may have on car parking
in the area as there are no additional car bays proposed. The subject site is adjacent to Jack Marks Park which
is frequented by many residents and dog owners in the surrounding area. The proposed kiosk fronts the park
and is of a relatively low scale, such that it will likely only service existing visitors to the park and general area.
Given this, it is not considered that the customers of the proposed kiosk will generate any significant additional
parking demand or add to traffic issues in the area. The development complies with the City’s current Policy
No. 7.7.1 — Parking and Access and the two bays provided on site are considered adequate to accommodate
the parking for the uses on site. However, it is considered necessary for the resident, Bed and Breakfast guests
and Eating House staff to be managed to ensure only there is only demand for two car parking bays at any
one time. On this basis it is recommended that a condition be included on any plan requiring a parking
management plan to set out how car parking will be managed to ensure the development has no impact on
the surrounding residential area.

Bicycle Parking

Bicycle parking has been assessed in accordance with the City’s current Policy No. 7.7.1 — Parking and
Access, which based on the large size of the publically accessible paved seating area, requires the
development to provide one Class 1 or 2 bicycle facilities and two Class 3 bicycle facility, with the proposal
providing no bicycle facilities. The amended Policy No. 7.7.1 — Parking and Access, adopted by Council on
6 March 2018, which is scheduled to be published and become operational in mid-April, bases the bicycle
parking requirements on the number of persons proposed to be accommodated in the Eating House. Given
only four persons are proposed, there is no requirement for bicycle parking under the amended policy.

Given the minimal number of patrons proposed to use the site at any one time and the nature of the business
to run as a small kiosk dependent on the business of existing park users, provision of bicycle bays for visitors
is not considered necessary, consistent with the City’s intent for the provision bicycle parking. This is
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particularly the case given access to the development will be through the adjacent reserve which does not
provide any footpaths suitable for bicycle access to the kiosk.

However, the development does propose a maximum of two staff for the Eating House, with limited on-site car
parking available. Given the requirement for one Class 1 or 2 bicycle facility under the current Policy No. 7.7.1
— Parking and Access, it is considered reasonable to require space for lockable bicycle storage and end of trip
facilities on-site for staff in order to encourage alternative means of transport to the subject site, and to mitigate
parking issues both on site and within the surrounding area.

Conclusion

The proposed Eating House is considered appropriate within the locality given the proposal is situated so as
to orientate towards the reserve and is located away from the surrounding residential properties. The proposal
does not significantly alter the existing development with all work contained at the rear of the dwelling and will
therefore have no impact on the existing character of the area and streetscape.

The proposal is compliant with the car parking requirements of the City’s current Policy 7.7.1 — Parking and
Access and it is considered that parking for the site can be appropriately managed given the alternative forms
of transport available, provided bicycle storage is available for staff and a parking management plan is put in
place to ensure the demand for parking from the residence, Bed and Breakfast guests and Eating House staff
does not exceed the two bays on site. This will ensure there is no impact on the surrounding Residential area.

In light of the above, it is recommended that the development be approved subject to conditions.
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Summary of Submissions:

The tables below summarise the comments received during the advertising period of the proposal, together with the City's response to each comment.

Comments Received in Support:

Officer Technical Comment:

Convenient and great inclusion for the community that will be utilised by park | Noted.
users.
Café will allow for more activation of the park. Noted.

Comments Received in Objection:

Officer Technical Comment:

Parking and traffic

. The development will create more overcrowded streets; and
* The development is in close proximity to a day care centre and the
increased traffic could pose safety risks to children.

The proposed kiosk fronts Jack Marks Park and is of a relatively low scale,
such that it will likely only service existing visitors to the park and general area.
Given this, it is not considered that the customers of the proposed kiosk will
generate any significant additional parking demand or add to traffic issues in
the area. The development complies with the City’s current Policy No. 7.7.1 —
Parking and Access and the two bays provided on site are considered
adequate to accommodate the parking for the uses on site. However, it is
considered necessary for the resident, Bed and Breakfast guests and Eating
House staff to be managed to ensure only there is only demand for two car
parking bays at any cne time. On this basis it is recommended that a condition
be included on any plan requiring a parking management plan te set out how
car parking will be managed to ensure the development has no impact on the
surrounding residential area.

As the proposal is not considered to further impact on the traffic in the area, it
similarly not considered to have an impact on the safety of children at the
nearby day care centre.

Noise

The proposal will create additional noise to that generated from the users of
the park.

The impact of neise to the surrounding residential developments is considered
to be minimal as the proposal fronts the reserve and the location of the seating
area is sethack 28 metres from the street frontage. The noise generated from
the proposed Eating House is not considered to exceed that from the users of
the dog park.

Existing Businesses

Too many coffee businesses (café’s) in the area.

The number of similar businesses in the area is not a relevant planning
consideration.

Page 1 of 2
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Summary of Submissions:

Comments Received in Objection:

Officer Technical Comment:

Health and Safety

. The health and safety requirements should apply to this development,

The proposal will be require to comply with all applicable food safety, building

and and health requirements. Given the small scale of the kiosk proposed, no toilet
. No toilet facilities. is required for the kiosk customers.
Amenity

The proposal will adversely impact the suburban harmony of the area.

The proposed Eating House use is located on the western side of the lot,
adjacent to Jack Marks Park and away from the surrounding residential
dwellings. The proposal incorporates a maximum of four patrons, with the
seating area located to face Jack Mark's Reserve at the rear of the dwelling.
Customer access to the kiosk will also be through the park. This area is
setback 28 metres from Turner Street and is separated from the eastern and
southern residential area by the existing dwelling and studic on site. As the
proposal seeks to retain the existing single house and bed and breakfast uses,
which will continue to front Turner Street, there will be no impact on the
character of the existing streetscape as a result of the proposed use. Given the
above, it is considered that the proposal is compatible with the Residential
zone.

Access

Proposed access to the Eating House is through the public park

The proposed development is contained within the lot boundary. There is no
restriction on access to a site from the adjacent reserve.

Number of Businesses

The inclusion of the Eating House will increase the number of businesses at
the subject site to be three.

There are no restrictions on the number of businesses and/or uses that can
operate from a site. The developments and use of the site is assessed in
accordance with relevant State and Local Planning Policies and on their merits.

Note: Submissions are considered and assessed by issue rather than by individual submitter.

Page 2 of 2
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Determination Advice Notes:

1. This is a development approval under the City of Vincent Town Planning Scheme No. 1 and the
Metropolitan Region Scheme only. It is not a building permit or an approval to commence or
carry out development under any other law. It is the responsibility of the applicant/owner to
obtain any other necessary approvals and to commence and carry out development in
accordance with all other laws,

2. The movement of all path users, with or without disabilities, within the road reserve, shall not be
impeded in any way during the course of the building works. This area shall be maintained in a
safe and trafficable condition and a continuous path of travel (minimum width 1.5 metres) shall
be maintained for all users at all times during construction works. If the safety of the path is
compromised resulting from either construction damage or as a result of a temporary
obstruction appropriate warning signs (in accordance with AS1742.3) shall be erected. Should a
continuous path not be able to be maintained, an ‘approved’ temporary pedestrian facility
suitable for all path users shall be put in place. If there is a request to erect scaffolding, site
fencing etc. or if building materials are required to be stored within the road reserve, once a
formal request has been received, the matter will be assessed by the City and if considered
appropriate a permit shall be issued by the City. No permit will be issued if the proposed
encroachment into the road reserve is deemed to be inappropriate.

3. With reference to Condition 3.1, no further consideration shall be given to the disposal of
stormwater ‘offsite’ without the submission of a geotechnical report from a qualified consultant.
Should approval to dispose of stormwater ‘offsite’ be subsequently provided, detailed design
drainage plans and associated calculations for the proposed stormwater disposal shall be
lodged together with the building permit application working drawings.

4, Any new signage that does not comply with the City’s Policy No, 7.5.2 - Signs and Advertising
shall be subject to a separate Development Application and all signage shall be subject to a
Building Permit application, being submitted and approved prior to the erection of the signage.

Page 1 of 1
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5.3 LATE REPORT: NO. 14 (LOT: 1; SP: 12592) ORANGE AVENUE, PERTH - SECOND STOREY
ADDITION TO SINGLE HOUSE
TRIM Ref: D18/24816
Author: Stephanie Norgaard, Urban Planner
Authoriser: John Corbellini, Director Development Services
Ward: South
Precinct: 12 — Hyde Park
Attachments: 1 Attachment 1 - Location and Consultation Map Q
2. Attachment 2 - Development Plans Q _
3. Attachment 3 - Summary of Submissions Q
4 Attachment 4 - Applicant's Response Submissions I
5 Attachment 5 - Determination Advice Notes §
RECOMMENDATION:

That Council, in accordance with the provisions of the City of Vincent Town Planning Scheme No. 1
and the Metropolitan Region Scheme, APPROVES the development application for a Second Storey
Addition to Single House at No. 14 (Lot: 1; SP: 12592) Orange Avenue, Perth in accordance with the
plans shown in Attachment 2, subject to the following conditions, with the associated determination
advice notes in Attachment 5:

1.

Extent of Approval

This approval only relates to the ‘PROPOSED ADDITION’ and ‘PROPOSED UPPER FLOOR'’ to
Single House shown on the approved plans dated 13 March 2018 and does not relate to the
‘PROPOSED SPA’, ‘TIMBER DECK’, ‘EXTG STUDIO/SHED’ or any other development on the
lot;

External Fixtures

All external fixtures and building plant, including air conditioning units, piping, ducting and
water tanks, shall be located so as to minimise any visual and noise impact on surrounding
landowners, and shall be screened from view from the street, and surrounding properties to
the satisfaction of the City;

Stormwater

All stormwater produced on the subject land shall be retained on site, by suitable means to
the full satisfaction of the City;

Schedule of External Finishes

Prior to the commencement of development a detailed schedule of external finishes (including
materials and colour schemes and details) to the satisfaction of the City shall be submitted to
and approved by the City. The development shall be finished in accordance with the approved
schedule to the satisfaction of the City prior to the use or occupation of the development;

Visual Privacy

The windows in the eastern and western elevations of the upper floor bedroom shall be
screened or modified to comply with the deemed-to-comply standards of Clause 5.4.1 Visual
Privacy of State Planning Policy 3.1: Residential Design Codes to the satisfaction of the City
prior to the use or occupation of the development; and

General

Item 5.3 Page 17



COM_20180327_AGN_3121_AT_SUP_files/COM_20180327_AGN_3121_AT_SUP_Attachment_10481_1.PDF
COM_20180327_AGN_3121_AT_SUP_files/COM_20180327_AGN_3121_AT_SUP_Attachment_10481_2.PDF
COM_20180327_AGN_3121_AT_SUP_files/COM_20180327_AGN_3121_AT_SUP_Attachment_10481_3.PDF
COM_20180327_AGN_3121_AT_SUP_files/COM_20180327_AGN_3121_AT_SUP_Attachment_10481_4.PDF
COM_20180327_AGN_3121_AT_SUP_files/COM_20180327_AGN_3121_AT_SUP_Attachment_10481_5.PDF

COUNCIL BRIEFING AGENDA 27 MARCH 2018

Conditions that have a time limitation for compliance, and the condition is not met in the
required time frame, the obligation to comply with the requirements of the condition continues
whilst the approved development exists.

PURPOSE OF REPORT:

To consider an application for development approval for a Second Storey Addition to a Single House at No.
14 Orange Street, Perth (subject site).

BACKGROUND:

Landowner: Derek Bower

Applicant: Derek Bower

Date of Application: 11 December 2017

Zoning: MRS: Urban
TPS1: Zone: Residential R Code: R50
TPS2: Zone: Residential R Code: R50

Built Form Area: Residential

Existing Land Use: Grouped Dwelling

Proposed Use Class: Grouped Dwelling

Lot Area: 362m?

Right of Way (ROW): Yes — 3m wide, drained and sealed

Heritage List: No

The subject site is located at No. 14 Orange Avenue, Perth, as shown in the location plan included as
Attachment 1. The site is bound by Orange Avenue to the west, a ROW to the east and residential properties
to the north and south. The subject site comprises of a single storey dwelling, which shares a common wall
and roof with No. 16 Orange Avenue.

The locality has been developed with predominantly ‘terrace style’ single storey single houses and grouped
dwellings, although there are two storey developments, multiple dwellings and commercial developments
within the area. There are a number of Heritage Listed dwellings that front Lake Street, which is located on the
adjacent side of the ROW.

The subject site is zoned Residential with a density code of R50 and this is not contemplated to change under
draft Town Planning Scheme No. 2 (TPS2). Subject to the City’s Local Planning Policy No. 7.1.1 — Built Form,
the site has been identified in the Residential Area and has been assessed against the applicable standards
and requirements of the policy.

The proposal seeks approval for a second storey addition to the existing dwelling on the subject site. A copy
of the applicant’s development plans is included as Attachment 2.

DETAILS:
Summary Assessment

The table below summarises the planning assessment of the proposal against the provisions of the City of
Vincent Town Planning Scheme No. 1 (TPS1), the City’s Policy No: 7.6.1 - Heritage Management -
Development Guidelines for Heritage and Adjacent Properties, the City’s Policy No. 7.1.1 — Built Form and
State Planning Policy 3.1: Residential Design Codes (R-Codes). In each instance where the proposal requires
the discretion of Council, the relevant planning element is discussed in the Detailed Assessment section
following from this table.

Planning Element Use Permissibility/ Requires the Di§cretion
Deemed-to-Comply of Council

Street Setback v

Building Setbacks/Boundary Wall v

Building Height/Storeys v

Open Space v

Outdoor Living Areas v
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Use Permissibility/ Requires the Discretion
Deemed-to-Comply of Council
Landscaping v
Privacy v
Parking & Access

Solar Access

Site Works/Retaining Walls

Essential Facilities

External Fixtures

Surveillance

Impact on Adjacent Heritage Listed Buildings

Planning Element

ASERSERSRSR SRR

Detailed Assessment

The deemed-to-comply assessment of the elements that require the discretion of Council are as follows:

Lot Boundary Setbacks

Deemed-to-Comply Standard Proposal
Clause 5.1.3 of R-Codes

Southern Boundary Southern Boundary
Ground Level — Setback 4.8m Ground level — Setback 1.7m (shower) and 3.63m
(building)
Northern Boundary Northern Boundary
Level One — Setbhack 1.7m Level One — Setback 0.9m
Building Height
Deemed-to-Comply Standard Proposal

Clause 5.6 of Built Form Policy

Max. height to top of external wall (concealed roof) — | Max. height to top of external wall (concealed roof) —
m 7.2m

Privacy

Deemed-to-Comply Standard Proposal
Clause 5.4.1 of R-Codes

Southern Boundary Southern Boundary

Cone of vision for Major Openings to Bedrooms | Cone of vision for Major Openings to Bedrooms
setback 4.5m from lot boundary setback 3.9m from lot boundary

Northern Boundary Northern Boundary

Cone of vision for Major Openings to Bedrooms | Cone of vision for Major Openings to Bedrooms
setback 4.5m from lot boundary setback 3.8m from lot boundary

The above elements of the proposal do not meet the specified Deemed-to-Comply standards and are
discussed in the Comments section below.

CONSULTATION/ADVERTISING:

Community consultation was undertaken in accordance with the Planning and Development (Local Planning
Scheme) Regulations 2015, for a period of 14 days commencing on 1 February 2018 and concluding on
14 February 2018. Community consultation was undertaken by means of written notifications being sent to
surrounding landowners, as show in Attachment 1 and a notice on the City’s website. At the conclusion of the
community consultation period, seven submissions were received in objection.

The main issues raised as part of the consultation relate to the:

e Impact of the development on the streetscape;
e Impact of the development on the adjoining properties in terms of bulk and scale;
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e Potential use of the development as a short-term rental,
e Unfinished works on the subject site; and
e Potential loss of privacy.

A summary of the submissions and Administration’s comments on each issue raised is included as
Attachment 3, with the applicant’s response to the submissions provided in Attachment 4.

Following the advertising period the applicant amended the development application plans to incorporate
colours and materials that are considered more consistent with the retained portion of the dwelling.

Design Advisory Committee (DAC):

Referred to DAC: No

LEGAL/POLICY:

e  Planning and Development Act 2005;

e Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015;

e  City of Vincent Town Planning Scheme No. 1;

e  State Planning Policy 3.1 — Residential Design Codes;

. Policy No. 4.1.5 — Community Consultation;

e Policy No. 7.1.1 — Built Form Policy; and

e Policy No: 7.6.1 — Heritage Management - Development Guidelines for Heritage and Adjacent Properties

In accordance with Schedule 2 Clause76(2) of the Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes)
Regulations 2015 and Part 14 of the Planning and Development Act 2005, the applicant has the right to apply
to the State Administrative Tribunal for a review of Council’s determination.

Draft Town Planning Scheme No. 2

On 8 December 2017, the Acting Minister for Planning announced that the City’s draft TPS2 was to be modified
before final approval would be granted. The Schedule of modifications was confirmed in writing by officers at
the Department of Planning, Land and Heritage (the Department). The Department also advised that the
modifications to the TPS2 would be required before the Acting Minister would finally grant approval to the
Scheme. In this regard the TPS2 should be given due regard as part of the determination of this application.
Proposed TPS2 and the modifications required do not impact on the subject property.

Delegation to Determine Applications:

This matter is being referred to Council for determination as the proposal received a total of seven objections
during the community consultation period and as a result the application is required to be determined by
Council in accordance with the City’s Delegated Authority Register 2017 — 2018.

RISK MANAGEMENT IMPLICATIONS:

Itis Administration’s view that there are minimal risks to Council and the City’s business function when Council
exercises its discretionary power to determine a planning application.

STRATEGIC IMPLICATIONS:
The City’s Strategic Plan 2013-2023 states:

“Natural and Built Environment

1.1 Improve and maintain the natural and built environment and infrastructure.”
SUSTAINABILITY IMPLICATIONS:

Nil.
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FINANCIAL/BUDGET IMPLICATIONS:
Nil.
COMMENTS:

Lot Boundary Setbacks

Northern Boundary

The proposal incorporates a 0.9 metre upper floor setback to the northern boundary in lieu of the deemed-to-
comply standard of 1.7 metres. The subject site abuts a residential dwelling which incorporates a shared
boundary wall with a maximum height of 5.5 metres. This is considered to screen the majority of the proposed
northern wall, which is only 1.2m higher than the existing boundary wall. Furthermore, this wall has been
proposed to incorporate cladding which is considered to reduce the perception of building bulk. The northern
elevation does not incorporate any major openings and therefore, will not result in a loss of privacy.

Southern Boundary

The proposal incorporates a 1.7 metre and 3.63 metre ground floor setback to the southern boundary in lieu
of the deemed-to-comply standard of 4.8 metres. The ground floor development only proposes to modify the
layout of the existing building altering the internal layout at the rear of the building, slightly reducing the building
foot print and altering the external fagade to incorporate major openings. As a result the works are within the
existing section of the building the setback of the development is not proposed to change from the existing
building line. The proposed alterations incorporates major openings and under the R-Codes this results in an
increased deemed-to-comply setback requirement from what is presently required.

The overall building length is slightly reduced, which reduces the bulk of the building on the ground floor. It is
not considered that the alteration to the layout and introduction of major openings impacts on the perceived
building bulk as previously solid sections of wall are nhow being amended to incorporate major openings. The
existing section of wall comprises rendered material, the proposed works incorporates introduction of
horizontal cladding to the rear area which will further reduce the bulk of the ground floor.

Although the ground floor southern boundary elevation contains major openings, the finished floor level of the
dwelling does not exceed 0.5 metres above natural ground level and therefore, the proposal complies with the
visual privacy requirements of Clause 5.4.1 of the R-Codes. The development will not result in unacceptable
overlooking on the adjoining property as a result of the reduced setback. The proposal is also compliant with
the overshadowing requirements of Clause 5.4.2 of the R-Codes.

In light of the above, it is considered that the proposal satisfies the design principles and local housing
objectives of Clause 5.1.3 and Clause 5.3 of the R-Codes and the City’s Built Form Policy respectively.

Building Height

The proposal exceeds the deemed-to-comply height of 7.0 metres for a concealed roof by 0.2 metres. The
existing dwelling on subject site has a wall height of 3.7 metres and ceiling height of 3.1 metres, which restricts
the ability to reduce the overall building height of the development and maintain compliant ceiling heights on
the upper level. However, the upper level of the development has been setback 10.2 metres from the street,
which is considered to reduce the visibility of the development and the impact of the additional building height
from the street.

In response to the submissions received during advertising, the applicant has amended the development plans
to use a similar colour in the cladding and render which are considered to be similar to the materials of the
existing dwelling. It is considered that this will further assist in reducing impact of the addition on the
streetscape. The existing dwelling and the facade are not proposed to be altered and therefore, the rear
addition and the second storey addition is considered to be adequately screened from the primary street. It is
considered that this reduces the perception of building bulk and maintains the existing character of the street.

The subject site includes an existing 3.63 metre access leg located along the southern boundary of the
property. The access leg is considered to provide adequate separation between the development and the
adjoining property to the south. The southern facade also provides contrasting material and finishes to assist
in mitigating the impact of bulk on the adjoining property. On the northern boundary, the subject shares a
common boundary wall with the adjoining property. The length of the boundary wall varies in height, with a
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maximum height being 5.5 metres. The proposed second storey addition will protrude an additional 1.2 metres
above the existing boundary wall, which is not considered to impact on the adjoining property. Given the
context of the subject site, it is considered that the additional height is negligible and will not adversely impact
on the adjoining landowners.

The proposal complies with the overshadowing requirements the R-Codes and will allow for direct sun and
ventilation to the buildings and open spaces on the subject site and the adjoining properties.

It is considered that the height proposed satisfies the design principles and local housing objectives Clause
5.6 of the R-Codes and the City’s Built Form Policy respectively.

Privacy

The development as proposed will result in overlooking from the first floor bedroom into the southern and
northern adjoining properties. The adjoining property on the north incorporates a courtyard which will be
impacted by the overlooking. The overlooking to the south will fall primarily onto the roof of the adjoining
property, however, there is the potential for overlooking to occur into major openings of the southern property.
This is not considered to be consistent with the Design Principles, as such it is considered appropriate to
impose a condition to ensure the windows of the first floor bedroom are either modified or screened so that
they do not overlook these properties and comply with the relevant deemed-to-comply standards of the R-
Codes.

Conclusion

The proposal requires Council to exercise its discretion in relation to the building height, lot boundary setbacks
and visual privacy. Given the context of the subject site, the proposed building heights and lot boundary
setbacks are considered to have a negligible impact on the surrounding properties. It is considered that the
concerns relating to overlooking can be mitigated through appropriate conditions on development approval.
Therefore, it is recommended that the proposal be approved subject to conditions.
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The City of Vincent does not warrant the accuracy of
information in this publication and any person using or relying
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Vincent shall bear no r ibility or liability wh for

any errors, faults, defects or omissions in the information.
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permission of the Western Australian Land Information
Authority (Landgate) (2013),

No. 14 Orange Street, Perth
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Summary of Submissions:

The tables below summarise the comments received during the advertising period of the proposal, together with the City's response to each comment.

Comments Received in Support:

Officer Technical Comment:

Nil

Nil

Comments Received in Objection:

Officer Technical Comment:

Building Height

Concerns raised in regards toe the building height not meeting the deemed to
comply requirements of the City’'s Built Form Policy. The proposed departure
is considered to impact on the character of the existing streetscape, which
predominantly comprises of single level development. The proposed building
height is considered to impact on the adjoining properties access to natural
light and increase the overshadowing.

The proposal exceeds the deemed-to-comply height of 7.0 metres for a
concealed roof by 0.2 metres but complied with the deemed-to-comply height
of two-storey for the area. The proposed second storey addition is setback
10.2 metres from the street. This complies with the primary street setback
requirement of 6 metres. In response to the submissions received during
advertising, the applicant has amended the development plans to use a similar
colour in the cladding and render which are considered to be similar to the
materials of the existing dwelling. The existing dwelling and the fagade are not
proposed to be altered and therefore, the rear addition and the second storey
are considered lo be adequately screened from the primary street. It is
considered that this reduces the perception of building bulk and maintains the
existing character of the street.

The subject site includes an existing 3.63 meltre access leg located along the
southern boundary of the properly. The access leg is considered to provide
adequate separation between the development and the adjoining property to
the south. The southern facade also provides contrasting material and finishes
to assist in mitigating the impact of bulk on the adjoining property. On the
northern boundary, the subject shares a common boundary wall with the
adjoining property. The length of the boundary wall varies in height, with a
maximum height being 5.5 metres. The proposed second storey addition will
protrude an additional 1.2 metres above the existing boundary wall, which is
not considered to impact on the adjoining property. Given the context of the
subject site, it is considered that the additional height is negligible and will not
adversely impact on the adjoining landowners.

The proposal complies with the overshadowing requirements the R-Codes and
will allow for direct sun and ventilation to the buildings and open spaces on the
subject site and the adjoining properties.

It is considered that the height proposed satisfies the design principles and
local housing objectives Clause 5.6 of the R-Codes and the City's Built Form
Policy respectively.

Page 1 of 2
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Summary of Submissions:

Comments Received in Objection:

Officer Technical Comment:

Setbacks

Concerns raised in regards to the building mass and bulk on the adjcining
properties and increased impact of overlooking and overshadowing.

The development complies with the overshadowing requirements of
Clause 5.4 2 of the Residential Design Codes (R-Codes).

Streetscape

Concerns raised on the impact of the proposed second storey on the
streetscape and character or the area, which is predominantly single storey
‘terrace style’ dwellings. The propesed second storey is considered to be oo
visible from the street and surrounding properties. The proposed colours and
materials are not considered to be censistent with the existing streetscape.

The subject site is permitted to develop with a two-storey building height under
the City's Built Form Policy. As above, the proposed second storey addition is
setback 102 metres from the street, which is considered to reduce the
perception of building bulk to the street.

Visual Privacy

Concerns relating to loss of privacy from the windows located on the
proposed upper level.

The development as proposed will result in overlooking from the first floor
bedroom into the southern and northern adjoining properties. The adjoining
property on the north incorporates a courtyard which will be impacted by the
overlooking. The overlooking to the south will fall primarily onto the roof of the
adjoining property, however, there is the potential for overlooking to occur into
major openings of the southern property. This is not considered to be
consistent with the Design Principles, as such it is considered appropriate to
impose a condition to ensure the windows of the first floor bedroom are either
modified or screened so that they do not overlook these properties and comply
with the relevant deemed-to-comply standards of the R-Codes.

Land Use

Concerns raised in regards to the intended use of the property as a rental or
short-term dwelling.

The subject site has approval for residential use only. Development approval
will be required to be obtained by the City and approved by Council should the
subject site be intended to operate as a ‘Short Term Dwelling” (Air BnB style of
development).

Inaccurate Plans

Concerns raised regarding the accuracy of the development plans and the
misrepresentation of the existing rear garage structure.

The City has undertaken a site visit as part of the development assessment
process and as a result has referred the existing outbuilding to the City's
Compliance Team for investigation. This existing outbuilding dees not form part
of this application and will be considered by the City separately.

Pool

Concerns raised regarding the location of the proposed spa area in relation
to the adjoining properties outdoor living area.

The City's Policy Ne. 7.5.1 — Minor Nature Development exempts peol and
decking structures that are not raised more than 500mm above from
development approval. The proposed pool and deck are not raised greater
than 500mm from the natural ground level and are therefore exempt. Given
this, it is recommended that the proposed pool and deck not form part of the
development approval.

Note: Submissions are considered and assessed by issue rather than by individual submitter.

Page 2 of 2
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Summary of Submissions:

The tables below summarise the comments received during the advertising period of the proposal, together with the applicant’s response to each comment.

Comments Received in Objection:

Applicant Comment:

Building Height

Concerns raised in regards to the building height not meeting the deemed to
comply requirements of the City’'s Built Form Policy. The proposed departure
is considered to impact on the character of the existing streetscape, which
predominantly comprises of single level development. The proposed building
height is considered to impact on the adjoining properties access to natural
night and increase the overshadowing.

Total building height of proposed addition to Orange Avenue Is 6,595mm and
7.265mm high at the rear of the site. As stated in the R-Codes (Table 3 —
Maximum Building Heights, page 61), the maximum building height of a
residence must not exceed 7.0m.

As the site of 14 Orange Ave is sloping, a median height is taken from the
finished floor level at either end of the residence. The median height of the
proposal is 6,920mm.

Selbacks

Concerns raised in regards to the building mass and bulk on the adjoining
properties and increased impact of overlooking and overshadowing.

Proposed 2™ storey design, was purposely located around 12 Orange Ave
parapet wall to minimise shadow impacts and preserve views for 16 Orange
Ave deck.

Thicker stud to be used on northern and western aspects for insulation
purposes, 2" storey stud wall will be 90mm thickness for more insulation,
meaning actual sight line will be at least ~130mm back from outside
measurement {10mm plasterboard, 90 stud and 6-20mm external cladding).

Note was also taken of setbacks and north facing window heights/size allowed
for the 2™ storey rear addition at 7 Orange Ave.

Streetscape

Concerns raised on the impact of the proposed second storey on the
streetscape and character or the area, which is predominantly single storey
‘terrace style’ dwellings. The proposed second storey Is considered to be too
visible from the street and surrounding properties. The proposed colours and
materials are not considered to be consistent with the existing streetscape.

Proposed addition to 14 QOrange Avenue, Perth is intended to be a
contemporary addition to an existing early twentieth century federation cottage.

As per the Heritage Act 1990, the best practice for additions and alterations to
existing period buildings is to illustrate a clear distinction of eras of building.

A contemporary addition clearly illustrates a distinction from the existing
dwelling.

Page 1 of 2
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Summary of Submissions:

Comments Received in Objection:

Applicant Comment:

Visual Privacy

Concerns relating to loss of privacy from the windows located on the
proposed upper level.

With respect to south facing windows they were purposely located over the
parapet wall and setback over the driveway to minimise overlooking and
overshadowing.

With respect to nerth facing windows, they are raised to highlight level to
capture light and minimise any overlooking.

Thicker stud te be used on northern and western aspects for insulation
purposes, 2™ storey stud wall will be 90mm thickness for more insulation,
meaning actual sight line will be at least ~130mm back from outside
measurement (10mm plasterboard, 90 stud and 6-20mm external cladding).

Note was also laken of sethacks and north facing windoew heights/size allowed
for the 2™ slorey rear addition at 7 Orange Ave.

Land Use

Concerns raised in regards to the intended use of the property as a rental or
short-term dwelling.

My concerns regarding short stay accommodation would be the same as my
neighbours in this area, council guidelines forthcoming | understand. In my
opinion short-term should not be less than 3months.

The intended purpose of renovation is to modernise to become owner family
occupied.

Inaccurate Flans

Concerns raised regarding the accuracy of the development plans and the
misrepresentation of the existing rear garage structure.

No intention to breach policy, any specific height or drawing requirements will
be met as required.

Pool

Concerns raised regarding the location of the proposed spa area in relation
to the adjoining properties cutdoor living area.

14 Orange Ave Lot 1 falls ~1m frent to back, GL ~15RL to 14 RL. The survey
pickup of natural surface in proposed pool area is 14x38. The rear demolition
and addition aims for creation of common RL. The prepesed common RL is
14x47, approx. 10mm (1cm) above natural surface in pool area.

Note: Submissions are considered and assessed by issue rather than by individual submitter.
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Determination Advice Notes:

1. This is a development approval issued under the City of Vincent Town Planning Scheme No. 1
and the Metropolitan Region Scheme only. It is not a building permit or an approval to commence
or carry out development under any other law. It is the responsibility of the applicant/owner to
obtain any other necessary approvals and to commence and carry out development in
accordance with all other laws.

2. With reference to Condition 3, no further consideration shall be given to the disposal of
stormwater ‘offsite’ without the submission of a geotechnical report from a qualified consultant.
Should approval to dispose of stormwater ‘offsite’ be subsequently provided, detailed design
drainage plans and associated calculations for the proposed stormwater disposal shall be
lodged together with the building permit application working drawings.

3. A security bond shall be lodged with the City by the applicant, prior to the issue of a building
permit. This bond will be held until all building/development works have been completed and
any disturbance of, or damage to the City’s infrastructure in the Right of Way and the Verge
along Bulwer Street, including verge trees, has been repaired/reinstated to the satisfaction of the
City. An application for the refund of the security bond shall be made in writing. The bond is non-
transferable,

4, The Right of Way shall remain open at all times and must not be used to store any building or
other material or be obstructed in any way. The Right of Way surface {sealed or unsealed) shall
be maintained in a trafficable condition for the duration of the works. If at the completion of the
development the Right of Way condition has deteriorated, the applicant/developer shall make
good the surface to the full satisfaction of the City.

5. A Demolition Permit shall be obtained from the City prior to commencement of any demolition
works on the site.

6. If an applicant or owner is aggrieved by this determination there is a right of review by the State
Administrative Tribunal in accordance with the Planning and Development Act 2005 Part 14. An
application must be made within 28 days of the determination.

Page 1 of 1
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5.4 LATE REPORT: NO. 39A (LOT: 2; D/P: 63474) KNEBWORTH AVENUE, PERTH - PROPOSED
EXTENSION TO THE PERIOD OF APPROVAL: PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION OF A THREE-
STOREY GROUPED DWELLING

TRIM Ref: D18/19745
Author: Rana Murad, Senior Urban Planner
Authoriser: John Corbellini, Director Development Services
Ward: South
Precinct: 12 — Hyde Park
Attachments: 1. Attachment 1 - Consultation and Location Plan Q
2. Attachment 2 - Previous Development Approval Notice and Plans Q
3. Attachment 3 - Applicants Submission and Response to Schedule of

Submissions § &
4. Attachment 4 - Summary of Submissions 1@

RECOMMENDATION:

That Council, in accordance with the provisions of the City of Vincent Town Planning Scheme No. 1
and the Metropolitan Region Scheme, APPROVES the application to extend the period within which
the development must be substantially commenced at No. 39a (Lot: 2; D/P: 63474) Knebworth
Avenue, Perth, for planning approval 5.2014.354.1 granted by Council on 10 February 2015 for
Proposed Construction of a Three-Storey Grouped Dwelling subject to the following condition:

1. All conditions, requirements and advice notes detailed on the development approval
5.2014.354.1 granted on 10 February 2014 continue to apply to this approval except as follows:

(a) A new condition 6.1 is added to the planning approval as follows:
“6.1 Landscape and Reticulation Plan

A detailed landscape and reticulation plan for the development site and
adjoining road verge shall be prepared to the City’s satisfaction and be lodged
with and approved by the City prior to commencement of the development. The
plan shall be drawn to a scale of 1:100 and show the following:

6.1.1 The location and type of existing and proposed trees and plants;

6.1.2 The provision of additional deep soil zone and mature tree planting
within the outdoor living area of the dwelling to the satisfaction of the
City;

6.1.3 Areas to beirrigated or reticulated;

All works shown in the approved landscape and reticulation plan shall be
undertaken in accordance with the approved plans to the City’s satisfaction,
prior to occupation or use of the development and shall be maintained
thereafter to the satisfaction of the City;”; and

(c) Condition 5 of the planning approval is deleted and replaced with the following
condition:

“5. Revised Plans

Prior to commencement of development revised plans to the City’s satisfaction
shall be submitted to and approved by the City showing the first floor boundary
wall of the bathroom being reduced to a maximum length of 4.32 metres and
screening to the major openings of the Kitchen, Lounge and Deck (Upper floor)
that satisfies the deemed-to-comply standards of State Planning policy 3.1:
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Residential Design Codes. The boundary wall and screening shall be installed
in accordance with the approved revised plans to the City’s satisfaction prior
to the occupation or use of the development.”

PURPOSE OF REPORT:

To consider an application to extend the period within which the development must be substantially commence
for planning approval 5.2014.354.1 granted by Council on 10 February 2015 for proposed construction of a
three-storey grouped dwelling at No. 39A Knebworth Street, Perth (subject site).

BACKGROUND:

Landowner: Grant Johnson

Applicant: Grant Johnson

Date of Application: 18 December 2017

Zoning: MRS: Urban
TPS1: Zone: Residential R Code: R50
TPS2: Zone: Residential R Code: R50

Built Form Area: Residential

Existing Land Use: Grouped Dwelling

Proposed Use Class: Grouped Dwelling

Lot Area: 188m?

Right of Way (ROW): Northern, 3 metres wide, Privately owned with access rights for subject
site

Heritage List: No. Adjoins a Category B Heritage Listed Dwelling

The subject site forms part of a two lot subdivision and fronts onto a ROW to the north. The ROW facilitates
access to a number of properties which front onto Lincoln Street. There are currently no existing developments
which directly front onto the ROW. The site abuts No. 39 Knebworth Avenue to the east which is heritage listed
under the City’s Municipal Heritage Inventory and is classified as a Category B — Conservation Recommended.
To the west of the subject site is a strata complex which comprises of seven grouped dwellings fronting onto
William Street. To the south is a site containing two grouped dwellings. A location plan in included as
Attachment 1.

The subject site and the surrounding lots are zoned Residential and have a density of R50 pursuant to the
City’s Town Planning Scheme No. 1 (TPS1). This is not contemplated to change under the City’s Draft Local
Planning Scheme No. 2 (LPS2).

At its Ordinary Council Meeting held on 10 February 2015, Council approved subject to conditions the
development of a three storey grouped dwelling at the subject site. A copy of the approval notice and the
approved plans are included as Attachment 2. The applicant had two years to substantially commence this
development however, the development has not been commenced. The applicant has advised that the inability
to substantially commence the development was a result of financial difficulties and not obtaining finance.
Upon contracting a company to pursue the development approval and obtain a building permit it was noted
that a time extension for the development approval would first be required prior to the application for a building
permit. The current application seeks a two year extension to the approval period to enable the commencement
of the previously approved development. The application does not seek to amend the plans or any other part
of the planning approval. The applicant’s justification for the proposed extension is included as Attachment 3.

DETAILS:
Summary Assessment

The table below summarises the planning assessment of the proposal against the provisions of the City of
Vincent Town Planning Scheme No. 1 (TPS1), the City’s Policy No. 7.1.1 — Built Form (Built Form Policy) and
the State Government’s Residential Design Codes (R-Codes). It notes in each instance where Council
previously approved a planning element that required the discretionary of Council as well as each instance
where further discretion is proposed. Those elements that were previously approved by Council but which now
require discretion under Policy No. 7.1.1 - Built Form (Built Form Policy) are discussed in the Detailed
Assessment section following from this table.
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Use Discretion Requires
f Permissibility/ reviousl discretion
Planning Element Deemed-to-y gpplied bif under Built
Comply Council Form Policy
Density/Plot Ratio v
Street Setback v
Front Fence v
Building Setbacks/Boundary Wall v v
Building Height/Storeys v v
Open Space v v
Outdoor Living Areas v v
Landscaping v
Privacy v
Parking & Access v
Solar Access v
Site Works/Retaining Walls v
Essential Facilities v
External Fixtures v

Detailed Assessment

The deemed-to-comply assessment of the elements that were previously approved by Council but which now
require the additional discretion of Council under Policy No. 7.1.1 - Built Form (Built Form Policy) is as follows:

Building Height
Deemed-to-Comply Standard Proposal
Clause 5.6 of Policy No. 7.1.1 — Built Form

Maximum Height - 2 storeys Maximum Height - 3 Storeys
Max. height to top of external wall (roof above) — 6m Max. height to top of external wall (roof above) —
Max. height to top of pitch — 9m 6.3m

Max. height to top of pitch — 9.3m
Boundary Setback - Development to Right of Way (ROW)
Deemed-to-Comply Standard Proposal
Clause 5.31 of Policy No. 7.1.1 — Built Form

1.0m setback to all developments from ROW 0.7m setback to ROW

The above elements of the proposal do not meet the specified deemed-to-comply standards and are discussed
in the comments section below.

CONSULTATION/ADVERTISING:

The application was advertised for a period of 14 days in accordance with the Planning and Development
(Local Planning Scheme) Regulations 2015, from 8 February 2018 to 21 February 2018. The method of
advertising included 22 letters being mailed to all owners and occupiers within close proximity of the subject
site, as shown in Attachment 1, in accordance with the City’s Policy No. 4.1.5 — Community Consultation. At
the conclusion of the advertising period three submissions were received all of which objected to the proposal.
The key concerns raised in the objections related to:

. Impact of the proposal on the amenity of the area; and

. The need for the development to be assessed against the Built Form Policy; and

. The need for the development to be fully reassessed given the changes to the surrounding development
context.

(@)
The applicant’s response to the submissions is included in Attachment 3. A summary of the submissions and
Administration’s comment on each issue raised is included as Attachment 4.
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Design Advisory Committee (DAC):
Referred to DAC: No
LEGAL/POLICY:

Planning and Development Act 2005;

Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015;

City of Vincent Town Planning Scheme No. 1;

State Planning Policy 3.1 — Residential Design Codes (R-Codes);

Policy No. 4.1.5 — Community Consultation;

Policy No. 7.1.1 — Built Form Policy; and

Policy No. 7.6.1 — Heritage Management — Development Guidelines for Heritage and Adjacent
Properties.

The application to amend an approval can be considered in accordance with Schedule 2, Part 9,
Clause 77(1)(a) of the Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015 and
Clause 77(4) provides the local government the ability to approve the application with or without conditions
or refuse the application.

The applicant will have the right to have Council’s decision reviewed by the State Administrative Tribunal
(SAT) in accordance with Part 14 of the Planning and Development Act 2005.

The Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015 enables the period within which
a development approved must be substantially commenced to be extended. However, no guidance is
provided as to how discretion can be exercised in this regard. The State Administrative Tribunal (SAT) has
published several decisions that relate to extensions of time to commence development, which provide
relevant considerations in the exercise of discretion in this application. Notably in the decision of Claymont
Westcapital Pty Ltd and East Perth Redevelopment Authority WASAT 77 — 2008, SAT identified three key
considerations, namely whether the:

e planning framework has changed substantially since the development approval was granted;

e development would likely receive approval now; and

e holder of the development approval has actively and relatively conscientiously pursued the
implementation of the development approval.

Each relevant matter is to be considered on balance in the exercise of discretion.

Draft Town Planning Scheme No. 2

On 8 December 2017, the Acting Minister for Planning announced that the City’s draft Town Planning Scheme
No. 2 (TPS2) was to be modified before final approval would to be granted. The schedule of modifications
was confirmed in writing by officers at the Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage (the Department).
The Department also advised that the modifications to TPS2 would be required before the Acting Minister
would finally grant approval to the Scheme. In this regard the modified version of TPS2 should be given due
regard as a seriously entertained planning proposal when determining this application. Generally the modified
version of TPS2 does not impact on the subject property.

Delegation to Determine Applications:

This matter is being referred to Council for determination as the proposal incorporates three storeys and is
classified as a ‘Category 1’ application.

RISK MANAGEMENT IMPLICATIONS:

It is Administration’s view that there are minimal risks to Council and the City’s business function when Council
exercises its discretionary power to determine a planning application.

STRATEGIC IMPLICATIONS:

The City’s Strategic Plan 2013-2023 states:
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“Natural and Built Environment

1.1 Improve and maintain the natural and built environment and infrastructure.”
SUSTAINABILITY IMPLICATIONS:

Nil.

FINANCIAL/BUDGET IMPLICATIONS:

Nil.

COMMENTS:

Changes in the Planning Framework

The initial application for the subject site was assessed in accordance with the local planning framework that
applied to the site at the time. This planning framework was made up primarily of Town Planning Scheme No.
1, with the City’s local planning policies providing guidance on the assessment of application under this
scheme. Town Planning Scheme No. 1 has not changed since the initial application was determined in 2015.
The City’s proposed Town Planning Scheme No. 2 also does not impact on the subject site, with both the
Residential zone and the applicable R50 density not set to change.

The local planning policies applicable to the site have changed since the application was determined, with the
Council formally revoking a number of these local planning policies and adopting the Built Form Policy as a
replacement on 13 December 2016. The original proposal incorporated some departures to the deemed-to-
comply provisions of the City’s previous local planning policies and the R-Codes. These departures were
considered to satisfy the relevant design principles at the time. The current application does not seek to alter
any part of the development and the application has been re-assessed using the City’s current Built Form
Policy, taking into consideration any changes to the context of the subject site into account. The application
requires discretion to be applied in relation to the outdoor living areas, open space, boundary setbacks, privacy,
ROW setbacks and building height. The Built Form Policy and changes to the site context did not affect the
previous assessment undertaken for the outdoor living areas, open space, boundary setbacks or privacy
components of the development. The applicable provisions for these elements did not change as a result of
the Built Form Policy and the site context has not altered the assessment. However, elements relating to
building height and setback to the right of way, although the provisions are generally aligned with the previous
planning framework, are still departures under the current Built Form Policy and warrant further consideration
given the changes to the site context. These are discussed in more detail below.

Building Height and Amenity

The City’s Built Form Policy sets a maximum ‘deemed-to-comply’ height for the area of two storeys, with this
development incorporating three storeys. The development is proposed to be located on a subdivided lot
behind No. 39 Knebworth and cannot be readily seen from the primary street. The proposed development will
front and have access from a ROW, which is also the primary frontage for a number of other dwellings.

The proposal has been developed with a range of materials and finishes which are considered to be
sympathetic to the locality. The proposal incorporates timber, render and cladding which are materials that are
apparent in the area and the design incorporates multiple articulations in order to minimise the built of the
development. It is considered that the design of the proposed dwelling minimises the impact of building bulk
and scale on the locality. The development addresses the ROW and includes a number of articulations which
are considered to enhance the visual character of the streetscape. Given the development will not be readily
visible from the surrounding streets, and the presentation to the ROW, it is considered that the proposal will
not adversely impact on the amenity of the locality.

It should be noted that the development includes timber slats to the first floor major openings, which combined
with an appropriate condition that ensures these act as screening devises, will ensure there is no overlooking
into the adjoining properties. Furthermore, the proposal is complaint with the overshadowing requirements of
the R-Codes.

Setback to the ROW
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The proposed development is the first property within the immediate locality facing the right of way. The
surrounding dwellings fronting Lincoln Street, Knebworth Avenue and William Street use the right of way to
access their parking areas. The properties fronting both Knebworth Avenue and William Street have their side
boundaries built up to the boundary of the right of way. Whereas the garages and carports of the properties
fronting Lincoln Street are setback between 1.0 metres and 4.0 metres from the right of way to allow access
and ensure manoeuvrability, the proposed 1.5 metre front setback for this development maintains the average
setback of the surrounding properties, whilst creating a unique streetscape appearance along the ROW.

Landscaping

The City’s Built Form Policy sets out a deemed-to-comply standard of 15 per cent deep soil zone and
30 per cent canopy coverage at maturity for the development. The application proposes one per cent of the
site as deep soil zone, and one per cent canopy coverage. There is an opportunity to increase the deep soil
zones and canopy within the outdoor living area and as a result a condition is recommended accordingly.

Modifications to Conditions

A review of the conditions outlined on the previous approval identified a number of improvements that should
be made to the wording to ensure they can be applied as intended. This includes the condition relating to visual
privacy to ensure that the visual screening which has been noted on the development plans complies with the
deemed-to-comply requirements of the R-Codes and is installed in accordance with the approved plans.

Conclusion

The applicant to seek an amendment to a development approval to extend the period of time within which they
can substantially commence the development. It is considered that the applicant has actively pursued the
development by attempting to gain finance and contracting a company to obtain a building permit. The planning
framework applicable to the subject has not changed substantially since the planning approval was issued,
given the zoning and density applicable to the subject site remains the same. The proposal has been assessed
against the current planning framework and it is considered that the development would likely receive approval
under the new policy framework. Given the above, and that the proposal has not been changed since it was
previously considered by Council, it is recommended that the application be approved subject to conditions.
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THIS IS NOT A BUILDING PERMIT Fifth Schedule Clause 42

For Office Use Only
Serial No. 5.2014.354.1

CITY OF VINCENT TOWN PLANNING SCHEME
APPROVAL TO COMMENCE DEVELOPMENT

LOT: 27 DIP: 1177 STRATA LOT: N/A
PROPERTY ADDRESS: No. 39 Knebworth Avenue, PERTH
OWNER: G T Johnson

39 Knebworth Avenue
PERTH WA 6000

Approval to commence development in accordance with the application for City
Planning Approval dated 19 June 2014 for Construction of Three Storey Grouped
Dwelling and the attached plans dated 4 November 2014 was GRANTED in
accordance with the provisions of the City of Vincent Town Planning Scheme and the
Metropolitan Region Scheme subject to the following conditions:

1.

Boundary Wall

The owners of the subject land shall finish and maintain the surface of the
boundary (parapet) walls facing No. 37 Knebworth Avenue, Perth, in a good
and clean condition. The finish of the walls is to be to the satisfaction of the
City and can either be fully rendered or face brickwork;

Verge Trees

No street verge tree on Knebworth Avenue shall be removed. The sireet
verge tree is to be retained and protected from any damage including
unauthorised pruning;

Building Appearance

All external fixtures shall be designed integrally with the development and
shall not be visually obtrusive from Knebworth Avenue and neighbouring
properties. External fixtures are such things as television antennas (of a non-
standard type), radio and other antennas, satellite dishes, external hot water
heaters, air conditioners and the like;

Storm Water

All storm water produced on the subject land shall be retained on site, by
suitable means to the full satisfaction of the City; and
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-3-

5. PRIOR TO THE SUBMISSION OF A BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION, the
following shall be submitted to and approved by the City:

5.1 Privacy Screening

Revised Plans showing that the major openings to the Kitchen and
Lounge (upper floor) and Deck (Upper floor) at any point within the
cone of vision less than 4.5 metres and 7.5 metres respectively from a
neighbouring boundary, shall be screened in accordance with the
requirements of the Residential Design Codes November 2013 to the
satisfaction of the City; and

572 The first floor boundary wall of the bathroom being reduced to a
maximum length of 4.32 metres.

ADVICE NOTES:

1. With regard to condition 1, the cwners of the subject land shall cbtain the
consent of the owners of the relevant adjoining properties before entering
those properties in order to make good the boundary walls;

2. A Road and Verge security bond for the sum of $2000, shall be lodged with
the City by the applicant, prior fo the issue of a building permit, and will be
held until all building/development works have been completed and any
disturbance of, or damage to the City's infrastructure, inciuding verge trees,
has been repairedfreinstated to the satisfaction of the City. An application for
the refund of the security bond shall be made in writing. The bond is non-
transferable;

3. Any new street/front wall, fence and gate within the Right of Way setback
area, including along the side boundaries within these street setback areas,
shall comply with the City’s Policy provisions relating to Street Walls and
Fences; and

4, With regard to condition 4, no further consideration shall be given to the
disposal of storm water ‘off-site’ without the submissions of a geoctechnical
report from a qualified consultant. Should approval to dispose storm water ‘off
site’ be subseguently provided, detailed design drainage plans and
associated calculations for the proposed storm water disposal shall be lodged
together with the building permit application working drawings.

NOTES:

PLEASE NOTE THAT ANY AMENDMENTS PROPOSED IN THE BUILDING
FERMIT APPLICATION PLANS, WHICH DIFFER FROM THE PLANNING
APPROVAL PLANS, MAY RESULT IN THE REQUIREMENT FOR A NEW
PLANNING AFPPLICATION TO BE SUBMITTED FOR ASSESSMENT AND
DETERMINATION. SHOULD THIS BE THE CASE, THE
OWNER/BUILDER/DEVELQOPER IS ADVISED TO FACTOR IN AN ADDITIONAL
TIME PERIOD INTO THE DEVELOPMENT/SBUILDING PROCESS.
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4.

PLEASE NOTE THAT ANY ADDITIONAL PROPERTY NUMBERING TC THE
ABOVEMENTIONED ADDRESS, WHICH IS RESULTANT FROM THIS
APPLICATION, IS TO BE ALLOCATED BY THE CITY OF VINCENT AND NO
OTHER PARTIES. IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT YOU LIAISE WITH THE CITY’S
PLANNING SECTION ON THE ABOVE MATTER, DURING THE BUILDING
FERMIT ISSUE ETAGE.

OWNER(S), BUILDER(S) AND DEVELOPER(S) UNDERTAKING
DEVELOPMENT/CONSTRUCTION OF ANY KIND ARE HEREBY ADVISED OF A
RESPONSIBILITY TO COMPLY WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE DISABILITY
DISCRIMINATION ACT 1982, FOR FURTHER INFORMATION ON THIS ACT,
ENQUIRIES SHOULD BE DIRECTED TO THE DISABILITY SERVICES
COMMISSION ON TELEPHONE NUMBER {08) 9426 9200 OR TTY ON (08) 9426
2325.

SHOULD THE APPLICANT BE AGGRIEVED BY THE DECISION A RIGHT OF
APPEAL MAY EXIST UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF THE TOWN PLANNING
SCHEME OR THE METROPOLITAN REGION SCHEME.

This approval is valid for a period of TWO years only. If the development is not
substantially commenced within this period, a fresh approval must be obtained before
commencing or continuing the development.

DATE OF DECISION: 10 February 2015
DATE OF ISSUE: 19 February 2015
~ (LGvoor
\MANAGER

PLANNING AND BUILDING SERVICES
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FORMSCAPE

built form planning solutions

Thursday 15 March 2018

City of Vincent
PO Box 82
LEEDERVILLE WA 6902

To Whom It May Concern,

Lot 27 (No. 39A) Knebworth Avenue, Perth

Proposed Development Application Time Extension to an Approved Three
Storey Residential Dwelling

This letter has been produced in support of the abovementioned proposal with respect to comments
received during the advertising period, and a variation to the deemed-to-comply provisions of the City's
Policy No. 7.1.1 - Built Form (P7.1.1) for:

e P7.1.1 Clause 5.6 — Building Height.

The proposal is also subject to the provisions of the Western Australian Residential Design Codes (R-Codes),
and the City's Local Planning Policies.

Background

1. The subject site is zoned ‘Residential’ and designated a density coding of R50 under the provisions
of the City of Vincent Town Planning Scheme No. 1.

2. The subject site is 189m?in area, and is of an irregular shape.

3. The subject site has an effective lot frontage of approximately 17m to aright-of-way (ROW) widening
lot. The frontage towards the ROW is longer in dimension than the depth of the lot.

# l.\as

Strata Lots 1

L

Figure 1: Subject site aerial.

Suite 14 Centre Park Business Centre Telephone | +61 & 9355 5424 FORMSCAPE is 2 subsidiary of WABCA Pty Ltd

755 Albany Hwy East Victoria Park WA 6101 Email | info@farmscape.com.au ATF The Greenweood Trust
www formscape com.au ABMN 145665724559 u_l H E [:H
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Advertising Submission Summary

The advertising submissions in respect to the proposal express objection in regards to the following matters:

e Addressment of the City's new Built Form Policy (P7.1.1),
e Altered built character of the locality, and
e Whether the current owner intends to construct the proposal.

Comments relating to these matters will be addressed within the justification section of this letter, alongside
justification provided for the proposed planning policy variation.

Proposed Variation
P7.1.1 Clause 5.6 — Building Height

The P7.1.1 Clause 5.6 Deemed to Caomply provisions recognise compliance where:

C5.6.1 Development that s consistent with the building heights provided in Table 5 and Figure 2.

e i o e ey

FIGURE 2 - BUILDING HEIGHTS

Figure 2: P7.1.1 Extract — Figure 2: Building Heights. The subject site location is indicated in pink.
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TABLE 5: Building Height — Residential Area

Maximum No. of Maximum Building Height

Stolr: ys as Per I Top of external wall || Top of external wall || Bottom of skillion [ Top of skillion [[Top of pitched

ol {roof above) (concealed roof) roof roof roof

1 storey 3m 4m 3m am &m

2 storeys 6m m 6m m 9m

3 storeys 9m 10m 9m 10m 12m

4 storeys 12m 13m 12m 13m 15m

5 storeys 16m 17m 16m 17m 18m

According to P7.
a two storey he

Figure 3: P7.1.1 Extract - Table 5: Building Height - Residential Area

1.1 Clause 5.6 provision C5.6.1, Figure 2, and Table 5, the subject site is designated as having
ight limit. Given the proposal contains three storeys, an additional storey is proposed as a

variation to the deemed to comply reguirements.

P7.1.1 Clause 5.6 provides the following Design Principles and Local Housing Objectives which can be
addressed to achieve compliance:

P5.6.1

P5.6.2
P5.6.3

P5.6.4
P5.6.5

P5.6.6

Buildings which respond and contribute to neighbourhood context and streetscape
character, and do not overwhelm or dominate existing development.

Design which is complimentary to existing developments.

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

Design which minimises overlooking and overshadowing.

Development which preserves and enhances the visual character of the existing streetscape
by considering building bulk and scale.

The City may approve development which exceeds the maximum height stated in table 5
where it is stipulated in an approved Local Development Plan, Activity Centre Plan or
Structure Plan and addresses Design Principles P5.6.1 — P5.6.5.
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Justification
The following justification is provided in line with relevant Local Planning Policy provisions, and in response
to the comments received in objection of the proposal.

P7.1.1 Clause 5.6 — Building Height

The following tables demonstrate how the proposal addresses the P7.1.1 Clause 5.6 ‘Design Principles and
Local Housing Objectives’, which the City considers to be acceptable in lieu of adhering to the P7.1.1 ‘Deemed
to Comply’ requirements.

Design Principles

& Local Housing
Objectives

Comment

P5.6.1 Buildings
which respond

Complies - The proposal has designed the third storey with a raked ceiling so it appear
as a loft upon oberving the dweling from the side or rear.

and contribute to . ) .
The proposed roofing has been designed to be pitched at a 30 degree angle and to be

of Colorbond metal sheeting, which is congruent with the style of roofing of
neighbouring residential developments. The style of roofing, along with the use of

neighbourhood
context and

streetscape , ) ) ,
masonry walls and timber privacy screens, is considered to respond to the form and
character, and do o
materiality of nearby developments.
not overwhelm or

dominate existing

In terms of the height of the proposed dwelling, it is understood that the top of the
pitched roof is 9m in height, while the external walls of the rear facing elevation are
only marginally heigher than 6m. While the side facing walls are greater than 6m in
height, it is important to note that they are gable walls, which are common along the
ROW streetscape. Please refer to the following figure in this regard.

development.

Figure &6: View of nearby developments to the narth frem the subject site.

Although there are single storey developments along the ROW, it is anticiated that
development featuring additional storeys will occur given the demand and need to
provide for more affordable housing close to existing infrastruture and services and
employment, and since P7.1.1 permits deveopemnts up to 9m in height.

Given these various factors relating to the proposal, it is considered that it will
contribute to the ROW streetscape and not dominate existing development.

P5.6.2 Design
which is

Complies - As mentioned previously, the proposal incoporates multipe design

features such as pitched 30 degree roofing, gable walls, Colorbond metal sheet
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complimentary to
existing
developments.

roofing, timber screening, and masonry walls. Such design features are consistent
with that of neighbouring developments (as demonstrated in the previous figure).
Similar to nearby dwellings along the ROW, the proposal feautres multiple major
openings facing the street and storeys with contrasting designs (upper and lower
floors).

Furthermore, the extensive use of corten screening will also compliment existing
developments in that this type of steel will provide a stable rust-like appearance
which will not reflect an excessive amount of light back towards the streetscape.

Given the manner in which the proposal is designed, it is considered to compliment
nearby exisitng developments.

P5.6.3
Development
that considers
and responds to
the natural
features of the
site and requires
minimal
excavation/fill.

Complies - The proposal will involve very minimal site excavation and fill given that
the site is very flat and contains very minimal topographical variation.

P5.6.4 Design

which minimises
overlooking and
overshadowing.

Complies — The building height of the proposal tapers down approximately 3.2m
towards the south western rear lot boundary so as so reduce the amount of
overshadowing to southern neighbouring lots. The walls closest to the rear lot
boundary are also only approximately 5.7m in height above the RL, which is more than
1m lower than the maximim permitted deemed-to-comply wall height of 7m (where
flat roofing is featured).

Given the manner in which building bulk has been kept to a minimum within the
constrained site, the amount of overshadowing into the southern adjoining lot is kept
to less than 50% of the southern adjoining property’s area. It is also important to note
that the outdoor living area of the southern adjacent property will retain direct
northern solar access at midday to its outdoor living area. Overshadowing is therefore
considered to be minimised.

In respect to visual privacy, the proposal has been designed to minimise the
opportunity for overlooking through the use of screening, highlight windows, and
obscure glazing — particularly to the side and rear facing facades.

P5.6.5
Development
which preserves
and enhances the
visual character
of the existing
streetscape by
considering

Complies — As discussed previously, the proposal preserves the visual character of the
ROW streetscape by conforming to the predominant gable roof/wall design and to
the materiallity present throughout the existing built form (as demonstrated in Figure
B).

The proposal enhances the visual character of the streetscape by incorporating
multiple design features which provide visual interest and break up the fagade, and
thereby break up the perception of building bulk, Such features (as depicted in Figures
4 and 5) include:
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building bulk and
scale

e Multiple major openings;
e Openings of various shapes and sizes;
* The use of contrasting renders and materials which vary between storeys.
Renders and materials include:
o Perforated corten screen;
Brickwaork with polished concrete style render;
Opaque glass screening;
Aluminium blades;
Horizontal metal cladding;
Timber privacy screens; &
Flat powder coated metal panels.
» Centrally located pedestrian entry;
e \aried setbacks; and

o o o o 0

o]

s Pitched Colorbond roofing.

Given the diversity of materials, renders, and design elements incorporated into the
dwelling design, the proposal is considered to both preserve and enhance the existing
streetscape character,

P5.6.6 The City
may approve
development
which exceeds
the maximum
height stated in
table 5 where it is
stipulated in an
approved Local
Development
Plan, Activity
Centre Plan or
Structure Plan
and addresses
Design Principles
P5.6.1—-FP5.6.5.

As outlined previously, the proposal has been carefully designed to both respect and
contribute to the existing and anticipated streetscape despite the building height
variations present. The proposal addresses P7.1.1 Clause 5.6 Design Principles P5.6.1
— P5.6.5, and complies with the Table 4 height requirements of the R-Codes.

With the exception of the side gable walls, the maximum wall heights are congruent
with the P7.1.1 Table 5 height requirements, while the third floor features a rake
ceiling and takes on the appearance of a loft within the pitched roof structure. The
maximum roof height is consistent with the 8m maximum roof height requirements
of P7.1.1 Table 5 and R-Codes Table 4 requirements of the R-Codes. The loft
component of the design is considered to be the only discernible element in relation
to whether or not the proposal meets the P7.1.1 two-storey height requirements.

In any case, it must be noted that the proposal had already been granted
development approval, and that the ROW streetscape and locality will only feature a
greater degree of built density and development with multiple floors given the
persistent and projected population growth of the Perth metropolitan area. The high
demand for living close to the Perth City centre will only increase given that it provides
a copious amount of amenities and employment opportunities. This is envisioned by
the draft Perth and Peel@3.5million metropolitan strategic planning document, which
has been prepared by the Western Australian Department of Planning, Lands and
Heritage.

Given these many factors, and the context of the proposal, which had also previously
been granted development approval, it is considered appropriate for a development
approval time extension to be granted in this case.

In consideration of how the proposal responds to the P7.1.1 Clause 5.6 ‘Design Principles and Local Housing

Objectives’, the proposal is considered to be acceptable.
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Development Application Advertising Comments
The following table provides response to the objecting planning submission comments,

While we understand the application
was approved with some amendments,
we now wish to confirm our objection to
the proposed extension of time, as it
does not satisfy the applicable tests for
such as application, which were recently
expounded by the State Administrative
Tribunal in Georgiou Property 2 Pty Ltd
and Presiding Member of the Metro
West Joint Development Assessment
Panel (2017) WASAT 138.

The Georgiou Property 2 Pty Ltd and Presiding Member of the
Metro West Joint Development Assessment Panel (2017) ruling is
not considered to be relevant to the development application at
the subject site as that case was in relation to a multiple dwelling.
In contrast, the proposal involves only a single dwelling with a
single entrance.

Whether or not the planning framework
has changed substantially since the

development approval was granted

It is noted that the City has endorsed a
new Built Form Policy since the original
application wos considered which would
need to be given regard in any new
assessment.

Due to this, it is our view that a new
application should be required to be
submitted to ensure due consideration
can be given to the new provisions
applicable under the revised statutory
planning framewaork

The proposal is considered to address the relevant Design
Principles and Local Housing Objectives of Policy No. 7.1.1 - Built
Form (PP7.1.1). Please refer to the justification provided in
reference to the policy in the previous section of this letter.

Whether the approved development

would likely receive approval today

Since the original application was
approved, the amenity of the locality,
particularly the immediately adjoining
properties, has changed in that a two-
storey addition is being constructed at
No. 195 (Lot 57) Lincoln Street, Perth,
with a new two-storey building at our
property also under construction. This
may have implications for the grouped
dwelling approved, such as vehicle
access and parking, height and
overlooking, that need due consideration

R-Codes Clause 2.4 — Judging of proposals specifies that the
judgement of the merit of the proposal shall only be exercised
for the specific aspects of the proposal which do not meet the
deemed-to-comply requirements.

Given this, it is understood that what is under construction at
MNo. 195 (Lot 57) Lincoln Street, Perth should bear no relevance
in respect to determining whether the proposal is acceptable
for being granted development approval or not. In fact, a two
storey dwelling being constructed at No. 195 (Lot 57) Lincoln
Street, Perth reinforces the notion that the proposal will be
congruent with the ROW streetscape character.

In any case, the original development approval for the proposal
at the subject site was approved at the time of the additions to
developments at No's 195 and 197 Lincoln Street.
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as part of a new development In regards to vehicle access and parking, the proposal features
application for the subject site. a double garage for two cars, which is set back more than 1m
from the ROW lot boundary. In this sense, the proposed vehicle
access and parking is considered to be ‘deemed-to-comply’.

The proposal’s design in regards to visual privacy and building
height is also considered to be appropriate. Please refer to
previous justification provided in this regard.

Sale of Property It must be noted that there has been a recent down turn of the

Perth property market which has only recently seen an increase
The submitter has stated that the property ¥ ¥

applicant is offering the property for sale
and it is considered that the current In any case, the naotion that Grant Johnson (the applicant)
owner has no genuine plan to build. wishes to sell the property and has no intention of constructing
the proposal is neither considered to be true or relevant to

in demand and activity.

determining whether the design is worthy of being approved.
As previously noted in respect to R-Codes Clause 2.4, the
judgement of merit of the proposal shall only be in relation to
aspects where the deemed-to-comply criteria have not been
met,

Conclusion

The client has chosen this design to maximise their use and function of the property. The designer has been
instructed to create a modestly sized home which has been thoughtfully designed by walking a fine line
between achieving the most out of the constrained site and maintaining the external amenity of the dwelling.
Applying the - Built Form (P7.1.1) design principles against the proposal, and addressing the comments of
objection, demonstrates that this development proposal for a time extension of the existing approval
received continues to suitably address the relevant criteria. Accordingly, the above justification is tendered
for the City's approval.

Please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned, should you wish to discuss any aspects of the proposal
further.

Yours faithfully,

David D’Orazio

A Urban & Regional Planning (Curtin)
BAppSc (Architectural Science) (Curtin)

Statutory Planner | FORMSCAPE Built form planning sclutions
Tel | +618 9355 5484
Email | david@wabca.com.au Web | www.formscape.com.au
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Summary of Submissions:

The tables below summarise the comments received during the advertising period of the proposal, together with the City's response to each comment.

Comments Received in Objection:

Officer Technical Comment:

While we understand the application was approved with some amendments,
we now wish to confirm our objection to the proposed extension of time, as it
does not satisfy the applicable tests for such as application, which were
recently expounded by the State Administrative Tribunal in Georgiou
Properly 2 Pty Lid and Presiding Member of ihe Metro West Joint
Development Assessment Panel (2017) WASAT 138

Noted. Due regard has been given to the decision of the Western Australian
State Administrative Tribunal (SAT) decision of Claymont Westcapital Pty Ltd
and East Perth Redevelopment Authority 2008, whereby the SAT identified
three key considerations, namely whether the:

. planning framework has changed substantially since the development
approval was granted;

. development would likely receive approval now; and
. holder of the development approval has actively and relatively

conscientiously pursued the implementation of the development
approval.

The above considerations are the same as those used by the SAT in the
determination of the Georgiou Property 2 Pty Ltd and Presiding Member of
the Metro West Joint Development Assessment Panel (2017) WASAT 138
matter.

Whether or not the planning framework has changed substantially since the
development approval was granted

- Itis noted that the Cily has endorsed a new Built Form Policy since the
original application was considered which would need lto be given
regard in any new assessment.

- Due to this, it is our view that a new application should be required to be
submitted to ensure due consideration can be given to the new
provisions applicable under the revised statutory planning framework

The initial application for the subject site was assessed in accordance with the
local planning framework that applied to the site at the time. This planning
framework was made up primarily of Town Planning Scheme No. 1, with the
City's local planning policies providing guidance on the assessment of
application under this scheme. Town Planning Scheme No. 1 has not changed
since the initial application was determined in 2015. The City’s proposed Town
Planning Scheme No. 2 also does not impact en the subject site, with both the
Residential zone and the applicable R50 density not set to change. Given this
it is not considered that the planning framework applicable to the subject has
changed substantially since the planning approval was issued, given the
zoning and density applicable te the subject site remains the same.

It should be noted that the local planning policies applicable to the site have
changed since the application was determined, with the Council formally
revoking a number of these local planning policies and adopting the Built Form
Policy as a replacement on 13 December 2016. The current application does
not seek to alter any part of the development and the application has been re-
assessed using the City's current Built Form Policy, taking into consideration
any changes to the context of the subject site into account.

Page 1 of 2

Item 5.4- Attachment 4

Page 65



COUNCIL BRIEFING AGENDA

27 MARCH 2018

Summary of Submissions:

Comments Received in Objection:

Officer Technical Comment:

Whether the approved development would likely receive approval today

Since the original application was approved, the amenity of the locality,
particularly the immediately adjoining properties, has changed in that a
two-storey addition is being constructed at No. 185 (Lot 57) Lincoln Street,
Perth, with a new two-storey building also under construction. This may have
implications for the grouped dwelling approved, such as vehicle access and
parking, height and overlocking, that need due consideration as part of a new
development application for the subject site.

The current application has been fully reassessed against the Built Form
Policy, having regard to the current development context, including the
changes mentioned by the submitters. Whilst the proposal incorporates secme
departures to the requirements of the City’'s Built Form Policy relating to
building height and setback to the right of way, it is considered that the
application meets the Local Housing Objectives of the City's Built Form Policy
and is therefore supported.

Sale of Property

The submitter has stated that the applicant is offering the property for sale
and it is considered that the current eowner has no genuine plan to build.

Noted. The potential sale of the land is not a relevant consideration and can
have no bearing on the planning assessment.

Page 2 of 2
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8 COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT

8.2 LATE REPORT: PETITION TO EXCLUDE BRISBANE TERRACE, PERTH FROM NEW PARKING
ZONE 7 - PARKING PERMITS POLICY NO. 3.9.3

TRIM Ref: D18/40405
Author: Steve Butler, Manager Community Safety
Authoriser: Michael Quirk, Director Community Engagement
Attachments: 1. Attachment 1 - Residential Parking Zones Q
2. Attachment 2 - Aerial view of Brisbane Terrace §
RECOMMENDATION:
That Council:
1. NOTES that initial parking occupancy surveying conducted on Brisbane Terrace, Perth does

not fully reflect the concerns raised by residents through the petition received at the Ordinary
Council Meeting on 6 March 2018; and

2. REQUESTS that a further report on this matter be presented to the Ordinary Council Meeting
on 29 May 2018 following the completion of more detailed parking occupancy surveying over
a one month period.

PURPOSE OF REPORT:

To consider a petition requesting that Brisbane Terrace, Perth be exempt from Residential Parking Zone No.
7 through the introduction of Resident Only Parking after 6pm Monday to Friday and on weekends.

BACKGROUND:

A petition titled ‘Protest Against Changes to Parking Permit Policy 3.9.3’ containing 22 signatures was received
at the Ordinary Council Meeting on 6 March 2018. The petition states:

“We, the Residents of Brisbane Terrace, Perth, request that the City of Vincent reviews the recently introduced
Parking Permits Policy No. 3.9.3. We are in the newly created ZONE 7 PARKING PERMIT AREA. This new
policy is disadvantaging residents in our street because we now have any Zone 7 residents able to park in our
street which is very close to shops, restaurants, bars and cafes in William Street.

We are no having difficulty parking in our own street after 6pm and on weekends. The street parking is now
at full capacity at night and on weekends. If we need to park in another street at night, it means walking in the
dark back to our homes. This is not acceptable. Itis not safe and certainly not in the best interests of Brisbane
Terrace residents.

We fought long and hard to get Resident Only Parking Permits for our street. That system worked very well.
The street is short, narrow and only has parking on one side. We simply do not have the street parking space
to accommodate other City of Vincent residents. We are asking that Brisbane Terrace be EXEMPT from the
new Zone 7 and reverts to Resident Only Parking after 6pm and on weekends.”

DETAILS:

Council Policy No. 3.9.3 — Parking Permits

Policy No. 3.9.3 — Parking Permits provides guidance on the issue and control of Parking Permits that may be
issued in accordance with the Parking and Parking Facilities Local Law. At the Ordinary Council Meeting on
27 October 2015 it was resolved to initiate a review of this Policy with a view to providing a simpler, more
streamlined and contemporary approach to parking control and the issuing of permits.  An extensive review
was undertaken which recognised that Vincent faces increasing car parking and traffic management
challenges associated with population growth and residential density increases. The review also recognised
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that managing resident perceptions and expectations are a considerable challenge as while inner-City living
has an array of benefits there are also associated constraints such as limited supply of on-street parking
spaces.

A draft revised policy was authorised for public comment at the Ordinary Council Meeting on 5 April 2016.
Public comment included correspondence to all existing permit holders, notices within the Guardian and Perth
Voice, and a detailed Information Sheet on the City’s website. A total of 51 submissions were received and
considered. Subsequently, at the Ordinary Council Meeting on 20 September 2016 it was resolved to adopt
the revised Policy No. 3.9.3 — Parking Permits. A number of changes were introduced through the revised
policy to provide greater flexibility to residents and reduce administrative resources required to issue parking
permits. Key components of the revised policy include:

¢ Asingle ‘Residential Parking Permit’ rather than separate residents and visitors permits;

e Residential Parking Permits being valid for three years and reissued automatically rather than residents
needing to reapply on an annual basis;

e Residential Parking Permits being associated with a property rather than a person to enable permits to
more easily be transferred to new tenants or new owners as required,;

e The maximum number of Residential Parking Permits that will be issued is three for single houses
(detached), two for grouped dwellings (town houses), and one for multiple dwellings (apartments).
Although some grouped and multiple dwellings will be subject to a specific Development Approval
condition which states they will not receive parking permits;

¢ Residents being entitled to receive the specified number of Residential Parking Permits regardless of the
amount of off-street parking that may available on their property.

This revised policy has been in effect since October 2016 with any existing Residential Parking Permits
transitioned to these new arrangements upon expiry. There are currently 3,433 permits allocated to residents
throughout Vincent compared to 1,663 under the previous policy.

Residential Parking Zones

While the issuing a Residential Parking Permit does not guarantee an on-street parking space or an entitlement
to park on any particular street it is acknowledged that the demand for on-street parking continues to increase.
When adopting the revised Parking Permits Policy it was recognised that the allocation of three permits to
each single house and two permits to a grouped dwelling where parking restrictions apply may lead to a
situation where more permits are issued than on-street bays are available. It was also recognised that this
may lead to resident vehicles being displaced to adjacent and surrounding streets. During the revised Parking
Permit Policy public comment process a number of respondents raised concerns that allocating permits to all
eligible residences regardless of their off-street parking availability would increase street congestion and would
be detrimental to existing parking options in already congested areas.

In response, Administration recommended that the revised policy enable the establishment of ‘Residential
Parking Zones’ whereby each zone would include the streets within a logical urban precinct framed by major
roads. These zones would assist residents that reside in streets with limited on-street parking availability and
enable flexibility during peak times when the number of residents seeking to park a vehicle on their street
exceeds the number of on-street bays. As a result, the current Parking Permits Policy states the following:

“2.1 Residential Parking Permit

a. Property owners with a parking restriction in their street will be issued with this Permit to allow residents
and visitors to park on their street or streets within their Residential Parking Zone area, as designated
by the City, beyond the prescribed time limit restriction.”

A total of nine Residential Parking Zones (refer to Attachment 1) were determined primarily through the
consideration of major roads but also suburb boundaries, public amenities and activity centres. Importantly,
the above-mentioned clause within the Policy allows flexibility for Administration to vary these Residential
Parking Zones subject to any unanticipated issues or opportunities for improvement.

With an increased number of complaints throughout 2017 regarding on-street parking congestion within
residential streets and inability for residents to park on the street where their permit applies it was determined
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appropriate to implement these zones. Formal implementation of the zones commenced in February 2018
and was also aligned with the City-wide roll-out of new Residential Parking Permits. These electro-static
permits are easier to transfer between vehicles to allow for usage by visitors as well as handover between
owners and tenants. In addition, these new permits include a QR code which in combination with upgraded
parking infringement devices enable the City’s Rangers to more effectively identify expired, cancelled or
revoked permits.

Brisbane Terrace Assessment

Brisbane Terrace is located in the suburb of Perth (refer to Attachment 2). It is approximately 190 meters in
length and currently comprises 19 residences including 10 single houses, two duplexes and a block of seven
town houses. There are also two vacant, undeveloped blocks on the street. While individual on-street parking
bays are not line marked the street has provision to accommodate approximately 23 vehicles. There are
currently 38 Residential Parking Permits allocated to residents on Brisbane Terrace with one residence yet to
apply for any permits. Brisbane Terrace is located within Residential Parking Zone No. 7 with the boundaries
being Newcastle Street, Fitzgerald Street, Vincent Street and Beaufort Street.

Residents are entitled to permits due to the following restrictions being in place:

¢ ‘No Stopping’ along the entire southern side of the street
o 2P between 8am and 6pm Monday to Friday on the northern side of the street. Permit holders excepted

Essentially any motorist can park on the northern side of Brisbane Terrace for two hours between 8am and
6pm during the week. After 6pm and on weekends only those with a valid Residential Parking Permit can park
on the street. It is important to note that Brisbane Terrace does not have a ‘Resident Only’ restriction as
referred to within the petition.

The ‘No Stopping’ restriction on the southern side of Brisbane Terrace is due to the relatively narrow street
width (less than 6 metres) as well as Right of Way access and rear access for residences located on Robinson
Avenue.

Overall, it is acknowledged that there is currently more Residential Parking Permits allocated to Brisbane
Terrace residents than there is available on-street parking bays. This situation is exacerbated by an entire
side of the street being ‘No Stopping’ at all times. Based on the existing parking restrictions demand for on-
street bays may be generated by any motorist 8am and 6pm Monday to Friday, and this has not changed with
the introduction of the Residential Parking Zones. Demand for on-street bays after 6pm Monday to Friday and
on weekends will be generated by Brisbane Terrace residents and may now also included other Residential
Parking Zone No. 7 holders, including those residing on Robinson Avenue with direct rear access to Brisbane
Terrace.

Brisbane Terrace Occupancy

Upon review, the petition solely raises concerns regarding the Residential Parking Zones and does not raise
any other concerns or issues relating to the Parking Permits Policy. The petition associates the implementation
of Residential Parking Zones with specific concerns regarding on-street parking availability on Brisbane
Terrace, including:

o “We are now having difficulty parking in our own street after 6pm and on weekends”;
“The street parking is now at full capacity at night and on weekends”;
o “We simply do not have the street parking space to accommodate other City of Vincent residents”.

In order to determine the extent of these issues the City’s Rangers assessed on-street parking occupancy over
the period 9 March to 18 March 2018, and identified the following:

Date Time Vehicle | Occupancy Comments
Count 23 bays =

100%
Friday 9 March 9.00pm 18 78%
Saturday 10 March | 8.00am 12 52%
1.00pm 14 61%

5.00pm 14 61% 2 infringements (no Permit)
9.00pm 17 74%
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Sunday 11 March 8.00am 12 52%
1.00pm 14 61%
5.00pm 12 52% 1 infringements (no Permit)
9.00pm 17 74%
Monday 12 March 8:00am 8 35%
5.00pm 16 70%
9.00pm 18 78%
Tuesday 13 March | 8.00am 10 43% 2 infringements (park - contrary to signs)
1.00pm 15 65%
5.00pm 12 52%
9.00pm 19 83%
Wednesday 14 | 8.00am 8 35%
March 5.00pm 13 57%
9.00pm 17 74%
Thursday 15| 8.00am 8 35% 4 infringements (park - prohibited period)
March 5.00pm 11 48%
9.00pm 13 57%
Friday 16 March 8.00am 7 30%
5.00pm 11 48%
9.00pm 18 78%
Saturday 17 March | 8.00am 10 43% 7 infringements (park - prohibited period)
1.00pm 12 52%
5.00pm 14 61%
9.00pm 19 83%
Sunday 18 March 9.00am 12 52% 7 infringements (park - prohibited period)
12.00pm 17 74%
7.00pm 19 83%
AVERAGE 13.6 59% 23 Infringements issued

Based upon this occupancy the survey the following trends have been identified:

e Average occupancy during the day (8am to 5pm) is 52% leaving an average of 11 bays available

e Average occupancy during the evening (after 5pm) is 72% leaving an average of 7 bays available

e  Average occupancy when parking restrictions are in place (between 8am and 6pm Monday to Friday) is
47% leaving an average of 12 bays available

e  Average occupancy when resident only permit restrictions are in place (after 6pm Monday to Friday and
on weekends) is 63% leaving an average of 8 bays available

e At no time when the surveying took place was the Brisbane Terrace on-street parking fully occupied.

While the City does not have occupancy statistics prior to implementation of the Residential Parking Zones the
survey data demonstrates that, as identified by the petitioners, it is likely to be more difficult for Brisbane
Terrace residents to locate parking on their street after 6pm and on weekends. Although based on the
surveying at no time were the on-street bays at full capacity so the data does not substantiate the petitioners
concerns that “street parking is now at full capacity at night and on weekends” and that “we simply do not have
the street parking space to accommodate other City of Vincent residents.”

Given the peaks in parking occupancy after 6pm Monday to Friday and on weekends it is possible that
residents from throughout Residential Parking Zone No. 7 are parking in Brisbane Terrace to access
entertainment and hospitality businesses on William Street. Although it is also possible that these peaks align
with Brisbane Terrace residents being at home, and under the Residential Parking Permit Zone No. 7 these
peaks may also align with Robinson Avenue residents being at home.

It is acknowledged that the occupancy data only provides a snapshot of Brisbane Terrace on-street parking
usage and may not necessarily reflect the full extent of issues being experienced by residents. It is
recommended that Administration undertake further occupancy surveying including analysis of where valid
permit holders reside to better determine the extent to which the implementation of Residential Parking Zones
may (or may not) have contributed to the current concerns. To ensure consistency Administration will apply
the same methodology utilised for the North Perth Town Centre parking occupancy surveys, that being the
completion of surveying across multiple days and times over a four week period in order to determine midweek
and weekend occupancy rates, and that information will then directly inform any parking restriction proposals.
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This survey data will then be presented back to the Ordinary Council Meeting in May 2018 given that these
parking issues may be having an immediate, negative impact on residential amenity and community safety for
the Brisbane Terrace residents.

Brisbane Terrace Options

Administration considers that the Residential Parking Zones remain a key element to ensure the successful
management of Residential Parking Permits in accordance with Policy No. 3.9.3. It is expected that the
demand for such permits will continue to increase particularly with the necessary introduction of new parking
restrictions such as those in the North Perth Town Centre. It remains important that Council and Administration
acknowledge and respond to any issues created through the Residential Parking Zones or Policy No. 3.9.3
more broadly.

The initial occupancy data for Brisbane Terrace does not currently justify the street being exempt from
Residential Parking Zone No. 7 through the introduction of Resident Only Parking after 6pm Monday to Friday
and on weekends. However should further, more detailed occupancy surveying better substantiate concerns
raised by the petitioners then there are a number of options that may then be considered:

1. Resident Only Parking Restrictions — Specified Criteria

Maintain the Residential Parking Zones but establish specific, robust criteria as the basis for
considering Zone Exempt Streets whereby only vehicles displaying a valid permit for that street would
be permitted to utilise on-street parking. This criteria could then be applied to Brisbane Terrace and
any other similar requests that may be received in the future. The criteria may include the length and
width of the road, available on-street bays versus number of permits issued, proximity to a specific
land use or activity type, prevalence of specific restrictions causing additional disadvantage such as
‘No Stopping’ along one side of the road, and/or average on-street occupancy above a designated
percentage.

2. Amended Residential Parking Zones

Policy No. 3.9.3 states that permits allow residents to park on their street or streets within their
Residential Parking Zone area as designated by the City. Administration acknowledges that while
these zones have been established based upon logical urban precincts there remains a need to review
their effectiveness. It is for that reason the specific extent and boundaries of these zones were not
included within the policy.

An option may be the creation of an additional number of smaller zones which then limits the number
of surrounding streets on which a resident may park although this approach will inevitably create a
larger number of zone boundaries which may be more difficult for residents to interpret and and also
more difficult for the City’s Rangers to enforce. Another option may be to remove Town Centres and
immediately adjacent streets from the existing zones. This will prevent the ability for residents to drive
and park as close as possible to an activity centre that falls within their zone. Those residences within
Town Centres will still need to be granted the ability to park so in effect additional zones most likely
comprising Exempt Streets (as per the option above) will be established. It should be noted that
permits do not authorise parking in 15/30 minute parking bays and ticket machine zones.

3. Change Existing Brisbane Terrace Parking Restrictions

Given the somewhat unique characterisitics of Brisbane Terrace it may be justifiable to simply
introduce ‘Resident Only Parking’ after 6pm Monday to Friday and on weekends to relieve issues
raised by residents. Upon initially reviewing the petition Administration was symptehtic to these unique
characteristics, however a recommendation to simply change the existing parking restrictions and
Residential Parking Zone No. 7 is difficult given the initial occupancy survey data.

Nonetheless, an immediate change to the existing parking restrictions to restrict on-street parking to
permit holders only residing on Brisbane Terrace remains an opiton. This will provide a solution to the
concerns raised within the petition but does necessary not provide the basis for consistent, well-
informed decision making moving forward.
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4, No Change

Both Council and Administration have recognised that increasing density and activity has led to a
decrease in the availability of on-street parking, and while parking permits enable access for residents
and businesses they do not guarantee the availability of a car parking space or entitlement to car
parking spaces on any street. The on-street parking challenges being experienced on Brishane
Terrace may simply be regarded as a constraint of inner-City living where alternative transport options
are increasingly necessary given the limited supply of on-street parking spaces.

CONSULTATION/ADVERTISING:

Nil.

LEGAL/POLICY:

The City of Vincent Parking & Parking Facilities Local Law 2007 (as amended) regulates the parking or
standing of vehicles in all or specified thoroughfares and reserves under the care, control and management of

the local government and to provide for the management and operation of parking facilities.

Council Policy No. 3.9.3 — Parking Permits provides guidance on the allocation and control of Parking Permits
issued in accordance with the City of Vincent Parking and Parking Facilities Local Law.

RISK MANAGEMENT IMPLICATIONS:

Medium:  Implementation and administration of Council Policy No. 3.9.3 — Parking Permits directly impacts
parking, traffic management, residential amenity, community safety, Local Law enforcement and
corporate reputation.

STRATEGIC IMPLICATIONS:

Effective implementation of the Parking Permits Policy aligns with the following objective within the City of
Vincent Strategic Community Plan 2013-2023:

“Natural and Built Environment

1.1.5 Take action to improve transport and parking in the City and mitigate the effects of traffic.”
SUSTAINABILITY IMPLICATIONS:

Nil.

FINANCIAL/BUDGET IMPLICATIONS:

Nil.

COMMENTS:

The revised Policy No. 3.9.3 — Parking Permits has been in place since late 2016 and the simpler, more
contemporary approach to parking control has generally been effective although changes to the number of
permits that eligible residents are able to receive has increased pressure on on-street parking in several areas.
Implementation of the policy has been supported by a number of initiatives including the establishment of
Parking Rangers, new rosters and patrol patterns for Parking Rangers, acquisition of more contemporary
infringement devices, allocation of new electro-static permits with QR codes, and the establishment of
Residential Parking Zones.

With the number of Residential Parking Permits increasing from 1,663 to 3,433 since the revised policy came
into effect it is considered that the Residential Parking Zones are an important tool to assist with the
management of on-street parking demands. However, the concerns raised by Brisbane Terrace residents
through their recent petition has identified that certain streets may be adversely impacted by these Residential
Parking Zones particularly where the street is already constrained and in close proximity to an activity centre.
The petition submitted by Brisbane Terrace has been objectively considered by Administration, however the
initial on-street parking occupancy survey does not support the concerns raised.
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It is recommended that Administration undertake further occupancy surveying as a matter of priority and also
specifically identify whether other residents from within Residential Parking Zone No. 7 are indeed parking on
Brisbane Terrace. This will ensure well-informed decision making in response to the concerns raised thorough
the petition and also provide a basis for considering any similar issues raised by residents throughout Vincent.
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Attachment 2

3
( ) The City of Vincent does not warrant the accuracy of
A information in this publication and any person using or relying
x\‘_]” upon such information does so on the basis that the City of 22/03/2018
p S A CITY OF VINCENT Vincent shall bear no or liability for
NG i any errors, faults, defects or omissions in the information.
1.-’ Includes layers based on information provided by and with the
" permission of the Western Australian Land Information 1:2257
Al Authority (Landgate) (2013).
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10 MOTIONS OF WHICH PREVIOUS NOTICE HAS BEEN GIVEN

10.1 LATE REPORT: NOTICE OF MOTION - CR LODEN - ACTION ON CLIMATE CHANGE

TRIM Ref: D18/43286
Attachments: Nil
That Council:

1. AFFIRMS its support for addressing climate change within the City of Vincent;

2. CONFIRMS there is a climate emergency that requires urgent action by all levels of
government, including by local councils;

3. REQUESTS that the Sustainable Environment Strategy be delivered by March 2019 to support
decision making in the 2019/20 Budget and Corporate Business Plan;

4, REQUESTS that the Sustainable Environment Strategy include the following measures:
4.1. Set atarget of zero net carbon emissions by a defined date;
4.2, Set atarget of zero net carbon emissions from stationary energy by a defined date;

4.3. Include plans to support roll out of electric vehicle fleet or other technology that can
achieve zero emissions vehicles within the City of Vincent;

4.4, Include plans to create an electric vehicle fleet or other technology that can achieve
zero emissions as part of forward purchasing practice; and

5. REQUESTS that administration give consideration to the carbon emissions which result from
the management of waste as part of the current Waste Management Strategy.

REASON
Climate Emergency

Human induced climate change stands in the first rank of threats to humans, civilisation and other species.
WALGA has recently echoed the calls of climate scientists that “we are in a state of climate emergency which
requires urgent action” (Draft Climate Change Policy Statement). This draft policy states that ‘Local
Government acknowledges:

1. The science is clear: Climate change is occurring now, and human activities are the dominant cause.

2. Climate change threatens human societies and the Earth’s ecosystems.

3. Climate change requires urgent action to mitigate against catastrophic climate change and to adapt to the
climate change that is now unavoidable.

4. Mitigation and adaptation strategies must be efficient, effective and equitable.

5. A failure to adequately address this climate change emergency places an unacceptable burden on future
generations.’

The International Panel on Climate Change most recent assessment Report (AR5) confirmed that ‘Continued
emissions of greenhouse gases will cause further warming and changes in all components of the climate
system. Limiting climate change will require substantial and sustained reductions of greenhouse gas
emissions’.

Working Group 3 of Assessment Report 5 found that ‘without additional efforts to reduce GHG emissions
beyond those in place today, emissions growth is expected to persist driven by growth in global population and
economic activities. Baseline scenarios, those without additional mitigation, result in global mean surface
temperature increases in 2100 from 3.7°C to 4.8°C compared to pre-industrial levels.” ‘Delaying mitigation
efforts beyond those in place today through 2030 is estimated to substantially increase the difficulty of the

ltem 10.1 Page 76




COUNCIL BRIEFING AGENDA 27 MARCH 2018

transition to low longer-term emissions levels and narrow the range of options consistent with maintaining
temperature change below 2°C relative to pre-industrial levels’.

Within the suite of IPCC Representative Concentration Pathways the only scenario which can achieve this
outcome is RCP2.6, which is likely keep the climate below 20C and more unlikely than likely to achieve 1.50C
temperature increase. No Representative Concentration Pathways yet exist which can achieve a 1.50C. A 20C
temperature increase equates to a global CO2 concentration of 450ppm.

IPCC AR5 Working Group 3 states ‘Mitigation scenarios reaching around 450ppm COZ2eq concentrations by
2100 show large-scale global changes in the energy supply sector (robust evidence, high agreement). In these
selected scenarios, global CO2 emissions from the energy supply sector are projected to decline over the next
decades and are characterized by reductions of 90% or more below 2010 levels between 2040 and 2070.
Emissions in many of these scenarios are projected to decline to below zero thereafter’. Below zero emission
requires systems which pull CO2 out of the air and then sequester it back into the ground.

The shift required to achieve the scale of reduction of emissions (90% reduction in the next 22+ years) will be
the most significant shift in the global energy system in the last 100 years. Because most infrastructure is
already built and anything new will be built for a 40+ year timeframe to achieve the types of reductions in
emissions requires immediate action for all future infrastructure investments. Further there will need to be early
decommissioning of existing assets to achieve the reductions required.

We are facing a climate emergency which requires urgent and immediate action by the City of Vincent as well
as all levels of government.

Sustainable Environment Strategy

Recognising the need for urgent action it is appropriate that the City needs to have clear targets to transition
the City to a state of zero net emissions as quickly as possible.

Within Vincent the primary sources of emissions for the City and also for our residents are stationary energy
emissions, transport emissions and waste emissions.

Stationary Energy Emissions

Stationary energy emission are generated by the combustion of fossil fuels to produce power. The most
obvious way to transition to a state of zero net energy emissions is through the installation of renewable energy
such as solar power. Currently within WA 1 kW of solar power costs roughly $1000. This solar panel will
produce roughly 1950 kWhr’s of electricity per year (assumes 300 days sunshine and 6.5 kWhr per day per
panel). With power currently retailing at 28c/kWhr this is $546/year. This investment will pay for itself in two
years with the remaining 18 year life of the solar panels able to deliver a net reduction in energy costs. The
City of Vincent consumes roughly 1.3 million kWhr of electricity a year. To produce the same amount of power
simply from solar panels would require roughly 700 kW or panels (~2800 panels) and an unshaded roof area
of approximately 7000 m2. Whilst this is a significant investment once installed and paid for will deliver roughly
$1.6 million is cost savings to residents through the reduction in annual electricity costs across the city.

Initial solar installation would offset power consumed during the day in our day time operating assets such as
the Administration building, Beatty Park and Depot. Progressively over time this power production will exceed
the daytime consumption and will need to be fed back into the grid. With the advent of organisations such as
Power Ledger the City of Vincent will be able to sell this excess power to our residents at a discount to the
current commercial rate but still be able to fund itself. If the City were to sell our power to residents 18.6c¢ (a
33% reduction to the current commercial rate) the installed panels would still pay for themselves in 3 years
and would at the same time reduce cost of living pressure in our community. The power could be potentially
targeted at the most vulnerable of our residents.

There would be challenges with implementing a design such as proposed which would take effort to overcome.
We would also need to look at addressing power supply challenges in the evening with the growth of the
battery storage sector is fast becoming a reality. This proposal is not the ideal option for the city to make this
transition, it is simply an example of how it could be done. There will be many more effective methods to
achieve this transition but using this example the City could have zero net stationary energy emissions by 2030
by installing 64 kW of power every year for the next 11 years.

The plan would also need to consider supporting our community’s transition from fossil fuel power, which would
need to be achieved by education, incentives, community engagement and council policy.
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Transport emissions

Transport emissions occur primarily through the combustion of hydrocarbons in vehicles. To transition from
combustion engines requires alternative modes of transport such as public transport, bicycles, walking and
electric vehicles. There are existing efforts to support transition to these other forms of transportation however
there is ultimately still a need for personal vehicle transportation. As such currently the only option to address
these emissions is to run electric vehicles powered on renewable energy. The City’s role in this process is two-
fold. Firstly to support the provision of public infrastructure in our community to enable recharging of electric
vehicles such as providing appropriately located recharge stations across our community and secondly to
transition our vehicle fleet to electric vehicles where practical. The City spends roughly $320,000 per year of
vehicle fuel a cost saving that can be considered with the decision to transition to electric vehicles. As such it
is considered appropriate to consider transition to autonomous vehicles and the installation of appropriate
infrastructure such as charging stations across our community as part of the Climate Emergency Plan.

Waste emissions

Waste emissions are primarily caused by the decomposition of organic matter in landfill into methane, which
when released from landfill has a 21 times multiplier effect on climate change. Organic matter represents
roughly 40% of our waste stream and is a key focus of our existing waste management activities to divert this
waste from landfill. The impacts of greenhouse gas emissions from these alternative management approaches
vary and it is appropriate to give consideration to the carbon footprint of our alternative technologies as part of
the waste strategy. Technologies such as anaerobic decomposition and Biochar are treatment technologies
that not only convert the organic matter into a usable fertiliser, they also fix the carbon emissions through the
processing process, eliminating the emissions caused by waste decomposition.

ADMINISTRATION COMMENTS

Administration supports the intent of Recommendations 1 and 2 of the Motion. This wording is reflective of
the draft Climate Change Policy statement released by WALGA for consultation. The City is currently preparing
a submission on this draft Policy that is intended to be presented to Council for consideration at the 1 May
2018 Council Meeting.

In relation to item 3, Administration does not support bringing forward the final adoption date of the Sustainable
Environment Strategy to March 2019. There are a number of vital stages to be completed in the development
of the Strategy between now and June 2019 (this date supported by Council at a workshop on 11 April 2017).
This includes reviewing all related strategies, policies and plans, establishing baseline data in the areas of
water, energy and waste against which future measurement and reporting can take place, and the
development of appropriate targets, performance indicators and measurement tools. The latter steps in this
process will require the expert guidance of a specialist consultant and the budget for this work is included in
the 2018/19 financial year. The consultant is intended to be engaged in the first quarter of 2018/19, following
adoption of the budget. This work will then inform the content for the Strategy. The Strategy is intended to be
put to Council for consideration to adopt for public consultation in early 2019 and the remainder of the financial
year will be necessary to complete advertising and report back to Council on the outcomes of this process to
finalise the document. It is necessary for each stage in the project to be completed so the full financial year is
required to complete this process.

Given that the draft Strategy is planned to be presented to Council for approval to advertise by March 2019,
Council will have ample prior opportunity to consider and have due regard to the draft Strategy in its Budget
deliberations for 2019/20.

In relation to Recommendation 4, Administration supports the inclusion of net zero emission targets within the
Sustainable Environment Strategy. Emission baselines for the City’s stationary power generation, transport
and organic waste management can be set out within the Strategy to inform short, medium and long-term
emission targets. Specific actions (and funding) to achieve those targets will then need to be incorporated into
the Corporate Business Plan and Long Term Financial Plan to facilitate those targets being met. Additionally,
strategies for engaging, supporting and incentivising the community’s move toward zero carbon emissions can
also be included.

In relation to Recommendation 5, Administration supports consideration of carbon emissions resulting from
the management of waste within the Waste Management Strategy that is currently being prepared.
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