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APPLICANT'S JUSTIFICATION 
 
Further to our meeting on 21 October 2016, Altus Planning and Appeals have prepared a 
submission on behalf of Mrs. Gaye Hindes (‘the Applicant’) as a response to the Town’s 
issues regarding the development application at Lots 20 and 21 (No. 387) Vincent Street 
West, West Leederville (‘the subject land’).  
 
Please find enclosed relevant copies of the amended plans (Revision C) dated 25 October 
2016, as well as a 3D perspective of the proposal dated 10 November 2016.  
 
In response to what was discussed at the meeting, we have further considered the Town’s 
concerns and this submission will either justify certain elements of the proposal and/or 
discuss changes which the Applicant has made in response. In summary, these changes are 
as follows:  
 
• Ground floor study removed from house 1.  
• Windows added to the stairs of house 1.  
• Window added to Bedroom 3 of house 1.  
• All garage heights along Vincent Street West have been reduced by approximately 

350mm.  
 
The revised plans also include a coloured 3D perspective, shown from the round-a-bout at 
the intersection of Vincent Street West and Barrington Street.  
 
Planning Considerations  
 
We note the subject land exists as a residential allotment, which forms the south-western 
corner of the intersection of Barrington Street and Vincent Street West. The land measures 
approximately 867m2 and is currently vacant.  
 
It should be noted that the Western Australian Planning Commission (‘WAPC’) recently gave 
conditional approval for the subject land to be subdivided into four (4) green title lots (see 
Attachment 1). We wish to emphasize that with the approval of the subdivision, the potential 
configuration of the lots is now set out and any proposed development will be challenged 
with the same constraints irrespective of the design.  
 
Pursuant to the Town’s Local Planning Scheme No. 1 (‘LPS1’) the subject land is zoned 
‘Residential’ and has a density coding of ‘R40’.  
 
We have considered the proposal against the City’s LPS1, Local Planning Policy 3.1 – 
Streetscape (‘LPP3.1’) and the requirements of the Residential Design Codes (‘R-Codes’).  
 
Front Setback  
 
In accordance with the Town’s initial response to the development application (see Letter 
from the Town enclosed as Attachment 2), the issue was raised that minor incursions should 
be open in design and must not be greater than 30% of the overall width of the building.  
 
Consideration was given to this and it is our view that whilst the entry canopies for Lots 2 
and 3 do not need the support of the boundary wall and can be displayed in an open style, 
the boundary wall has been extended to provide privacy to the front of the dwellings and 
greater articulation in the overall design. Furthermore, the boundary wall only extends past 
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the front façade by 1.0m and is 0.35m wide, which is considered to be quite minor and in our 
view can be supported under design principles P2.1 and P2.2 of Clause 5.1.2 of the R-
Codes.  
 
Furthermore, the entry canopies could also be reduced to 30% of the overall building width 
for Lots 1, 2 and 3, however, it is submitted that the entry canopies as they are currently 
proposed provide greater shade to the entrance and front of the dwelling and furthermore do 
not adversely impact on the Vincent Street West streetscape.  
 
Building on the boundary  
 
The development proposes walls with nil setbacks to lot boundaries for the ground floor of 
the dwelling proposed at Lot 3. As the dwelling is built up to both boundaries, the 
assessment reverts to the design principles of Clause 5.1.3 of the R-Codes. It is submitted 
that the nil setback can be supported under P3.1 and P3.2 when consideration is given to 
the higher density coding and the limited parameters of the lot.  
 
Garage Door Width  
 
It is submitted that the garages proposed for Lots 2 and 3 occupy more than 50% of the 
frontage of the proposed dwellings. However, now that subdivision of the subject land has 
been conditionally approved, any double garage on these lots would result in the same 
design and outcome.  
 
Notwithstanding this, it is our view that because of the two-storey nature of the proposed 
dwellings along Vincent Street West (Lots 1-3) the double garages are not considered the 
dominant feature of the streetscape and can be approved under the design principle of 
Clause 5.2.2 of the R-Codes.  
 
Furthermore, the latest revision of the plans have reduced the proposed height of these 
garages by 343mm, further breaking up the dominance the garages may have had on the 
ground floor level of these dwellings.  
 
Street Surveillance  
 
At our meeting on 21 October 2016, an issue was raised regarding the provision of a major 
opening to the second storey activity room for the dwelling at Lot 4. However, it is our 
understanding that from the first set of plans, which showed horizontal windows, the Town 
requested two vertical windows. This has been reflected in Revision B of the development 
plans as well as the current revision (Revision C). Furthermore, it is our view that the two 
windows provided are sufficient in providing adequate surveillance and articulation to 
Barrington Street and can be approved under section 3.1.6 of LPP3.1.  
 
The revised plans (Revision C) have also included an additional window to the stairs of the 
dwelling at Lot 1, as well as windows to Bedroom 3 on the second storey. This will also allow 
for better surveillance and articulation to Barrington Street.  
 
Fencing  
 
All solid wall sections along Vincent Street West are shown to a maximum height of 0.75 
metres, with the piers being proposed at a height of 2.0m and the permeable infill to a height 
of 1.8m in accordance with section 3.1.7 of LPP3.1. Furthermore, the letter boxes for Lot 2 
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and 3 are now only 1.0m wide, also being in accordance with section 3.1.7, whilst the letter 
box for Lot 1 is 1.4m wide it is considered that this is only a minor variation.  
 
Furthermore, the latest revision of the development plans (Revision C) show the solid wall 
along Barrington Street at a maximum height of 1.8m, which is in accordance with section 
3.1.7 of LPP3.1.  
 
Roof Pitch  
 
From the initial feedback from the Town (Attachment 2), issues were raised regarding the 
flat portions of roof proposed for Lots 1 and 4. However, as Lot 1 and 4 are corner lots, the 
dwellings must and have been designed to the parameters of the lot, which in this case are 
essentially triangles. Proposing a pitched roof across the entire dwelling would result in a 
worse design outcome and would create greater issues come building stage. Furthermore, it 
is considered that the current proposal shows a contemporary design, which is consistent 
with development of the surrounding area and is thought not to have any undue or adverse 
impact on the streetscapes of Barrington Street or Vincent Street West.  
 
Vehicular Access  
 
Issues were also raised regarding the vehicular access to Lot 1, with a preference for the 
access to be via Barrington Street rather than Vincent Street West. However, from our 
meeting with the Town’s planning officers it was agreed that there is no design solution that 
would allow for the garage to be at the rear of the dwelling on Lot 1. Due to the lots peculiar 
shape, vehicle access needs to be off Vincent Street West, as any vehicle access from 
Barrington Street would be subjected to a driveway gradient in excess of 1:6, and 
subsequently wouldn’t work.  
 
Driveway Gradient  
 
Revision C of the development plans shows that the gradient for Lot 4’s driveway now 
complies. The garage floor level has been raised and two steps have been included in the 
hallway leading into the house to supplement the slightly raised garage.  
 
Building Bulk  
 
The current and latest revision of the plans (Revision C) have removed the study from the 
ground floor of the proposed dwelling at Lot 1. This is in accordance with discussions and 
issues raised during the meeting with the Town’s planning officers. It is submitted that the 
removal of the study has reduced the perceived scale and bulk of the corner of the proposed 
dwelling at Lot 1 and now allows for a more sympathetic design and a lessened impact on 
the two streetscapes.  
 
Conclusion  
 
The Applicant is proposing four, two storey residential dwellings at the subject land. 
Following the Council’s deferral of the application at its Ordinary Council Meeting held on 24 
May 2016, Altus Planning and Appeals have been engaged by the Applicant to provide 
further justification for the proposal, whilst helping address and resolve other issues raised 
by the Town.  
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In our view the issues raised during the meeting with the Town’s planning officers have been 
subsequently addressed within Revision C of the development plans, which has identified 
changes to the height of the garages, the corner bulk of the dwelling at Lot 1 and additional 
windows to the Barrington Street elevation of house 1. As submitted, we are of the view that 
the revised proposal provides for a better overall design, which is more sympathetic and 
harmonious with the established streetscape and the development along Vincent Street 
West. Accordingly, the correct and preferable planning decision to be made is for the 
application to be approved.  
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Further Comments on Amended Plans Dated 15 November 2016 
 
The assessment was undertaken on the original plans submitted to the Town of Cambridge. 
However, the plans have been amended twice – firstly in relation to one of the comments 
raised in the original Mackay Urban review and subsequently in relation to the plans not 
receiving approval from the Town of Cambridge. 
 
In both cases, the changes to the plans were minimal. The first minor amendment to the 
plans resolved only one of the issues raised in the design review (in regard to the front 
fencing) but then introduced an opportunity for overlooking into the neighbouring property. 
 
The second minor amendment, which involves a minor setback to the third level at the 
northern boundary to enable greater opportunity for solar access and views from a bedroom, 
has not resolved any of the issues raised in the design review, although the inclusion of a 
privacy screen on the northern end of the second level balcony has reduced, the extent of 
one issue. However, the minor setback to the third level at the northern boundary raises a 
new issue in that the new balcony on the northern boundary provides easy access to the 
roof of the neighbouring property, which is a potential safety hazard and will compromise the 
neighbour’s security. 
 
It should also be noted that the most recent change is also likely to result in significant 
overheating of the upper level bedroom, which will also be subject to significant glare impact 
from the approved adjacent roof, making the proposed house a less pleasant place to live. 
 
The original design review is included below with further comment in regard to 
the design changes provided in red text. 
 
ASSESSMENT AGAINST THE DESIGN GUIDELINES 
Objectives 
The proposed dwelling is not consistent with the following objectives: 
• To provide a residential development which has a high architectural quality and is 

responsive to its location. The proposed dwelling is in excess of the requirement for 
single and double-level housing, will be inconsistent with the prevailing built form and 
streetscape, and is inconsistent with the desired architectural character. (The 
subsequent amendments to the plan have had no impact. The issue still stands) 

• To allow for residences that are capable of meeting the expectations of owners; that will 
reflect the quality and value of the land. The inconsistency of the proposed dwelling with 
the guidelines means that it does not meet the expectation of the adjacent owners and 
does not reflect the qualities expected of development within the estate. (The 
subsequent amendments to the plan have had no impact. The issue still stands) 

• To provide scope for suitable indoor and outdoor areas. The proposed dwelling does not 
provide an outdoor area consistent with the guidelines, and would result in an outdoor 
living area with compromised amenity. (The subsequent amendments to the plan have 
had no impact. The issue still stands) 
 

Character 
The proposed dwelling is inconsistent with the following character attributes identified in the 
design guidelines:  
• Low-pitched roofs. The roof pitch of the proposed dwelling is 2 degrees, which is 

consistent with the fall of a flat roof. It should be noted that all flat roofs actually have a 
pitch in order to drain water. Furthermore, the roof will not be visible from the adjacent 
street, consistent with a flat roof. As such, it is not reasonable to consider the proposed 
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dwelling as deriving character from a low-pitched roof. (The subsequent amendments to 
the plan have had no impact. The issue still stands) 

• Wide eaves. The proposed dwelling has no eaves. (The subsequent amendments to the 
plan have had no impact. The issue still stands) 

• Contrasting voids and solids. The front elevation of the proposed dwelling is not a 
composition of contrasting voids and solids. It is a composition based on a frame with 
glazed infill, which is a fundamentally different architectural form and character. (The 
subsequent amendments to the plan have had no impact. The issue still stands) 

 
Building form and scale 
The proposed dwelling is inconsistent with the following attributes of building form and scale 
in the design guidelines: 
• Distinctive roof forms. The proposed dwelling has no visibly distinctive roof form. The 

roof is effectively a hidden flat roof. (The subsequent amendments to the plan have had 
no impact. The issue still stands) 

• “Single-storey with a two-storey portion to the rear”. The proposed development is three 
storeys in height to the rear. (The subsequent amendments to the plan have had no 
impact. The issue still stands) 
 

Appearance 
The proposed dwelling is inconsistent with the following attributes of appearance in the 
design guidelines: 
• Low-pitched roofs. Refer to previous comments. (The subsequent amendments to the 

plan have had no impact. The issue still stands) 
• Wide eaves. Refer to previous comments. (The subsequent amendments to the plan 

have had no impact. The issue still stands) 
 

Building Heights 
The proposed dwelling is inconsistent with the following provisions for building height in the 
design guidelines: 
• “Double-storey - 8.5m to the uppermost roof height”. The proposed development is three 

stories. The height measured from the highest site level (as per the guidelines) is: 
61.267m (top of roof pitch) – 52.472m (highest finished site level) = 8.795m. (The 
subsequent amendments to the plan have had no impact. The issue still stands) 

• “Three and four-level buildings are permitted for the larger multiple dwelling lots”. The 
proposed dwelling is not located on one of the larger multiple dwellings. (The 
subsequent amendments to the plan have had no impact. The issue still stands) 

 
It is also worth noting that the roof as proposed appears to be unbuildable insofar as there is 
insufficient depth of structure. 
 
Roofs 
The proposed dwelling is inconsistent with the following provisions for roof design in the 
design guidelines: 
• “Flat roofs are typical of the ‘modern’ style and when used on single storey elements, 

prevent obstruction to views from double-storey parts of the residence”. This comment 
in the design guidelines suggests that flat roofs are only appropriate for the single-storey 
component. (The subsequent amendments to the plan have had no impact. The issue 
still stands) 

• “All roofs should have deep overhangs and eaves (minimum 400mm), except where 
they abut a boundary or parapet”. None of the roofs have any overhangs or eaves. (The 
subsequent amendments to the plan have had no impact. The issue still stands) 
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Courtyards 
The proposed dwelling is inconsistent with the following provision for 
courtyard design in the design guidelines: 
• “The private courtyard location is as specified on the plans for each lot type.” The 

concept plan for the south-facing lot type shows a side courtyard of at least 20sqm 
behind the 7m-setback line. The majority of the proposed courtyard is within the 7m-
setback area and is, therefore, non-compliant. (The subsequent amendments to the 
plan have had no impact. The issue still stands) 

 
Materials 
The proposed dwelling is inconsistent with the following provision for materials in the design 
guidelines: 
• “Visual interest should be created through the contrast of complementary textures and 

finishes”. The proposed dwelling does not appear to incorporate two or more 
complementary textures or finishes to the front elevation. (The subsequent amendments 
to the plan have had no impact. The issue still stands) 

 
Site levels 
The proposed dwelling is inconsistent with the measurement of height from the identified site 
levels in the design guidelines: 
• If the height limits were measured from the pre-construction site levels at the setback 

lines (which contradicts other provisions of the guidelines), the height would be 
calculated as 8.467m at the rear setback and 8.567m at the front. In other words the 
height relating to the street is still non-compliant. (The subsequent amendments to the 
plan have had no impact. The issue still stands) 
 

Fencing 
The proposed dwelling is inconsistent with the following provision for fencing in the design 
guidelines: 
• “All fencing within the front setback area shall comply with the following requirements: 

Maximum height of 1.5 metres. The front fence is 1.713m high at the southern end and 
1.871m high at the northern end. (This issue was addressed in the first minor 
amendment of the plan) 
 

Overlooking 
The proposed dwelling is inconsistent with the following provision of overlooking in the 
design guidelines: 
• “To maximise privacy to courtyards, the lot diagrams specify their location”. The 

courtyard location is predominantly located in the 7m setback area, which gives rise to 
overlooking from the adjacent dwelling (Number 12). The reason for courtyards being 
behind the 7m setback line is to avoid this issue, and having a courtyard within the front 
setback would give rise to an unreasonable imposition on the owners of the 
neighbouring property, who have a reasonable expectation of an unconstrained outlook 
to the street. (The subsequent amendments to the plan have had no impact. However, it 
should be noted that the neighboring house was approved, correctly, with no 
requirement for screening of views to the non-compliant courtyard) 
 

South Facing lots 
The proposed dwelling is inconsistent with the following provisions for the identified south-
facing lots in the design guidelines: 
• “The double-storey portion of the new residence may be located to the remaining rear 

section of the site, provided it does not encroach on the open courtyard space.” The 
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taller portion of the residence is three storeys rather than double-storey as stated in the 
guidelines. 

• Furthermore, the tall portion encroaches on the required 20sqm courtyard space behind 
the 7m-setback line. (The subsequent amendments to the plan have had no impact. The 
issue still stands) 

• “20sqm Courtyard to be behind the 7m-setback level”. The area of courtyard behind the 
7m-setback area is less than 20sqm. (The subsequent amendments to the plan have 
had no impact. The issue still stands) 

 
CONCLUSION 
The proposed dwelling on Lot 566 (number 14) is significantly non-compliant with the Ocean 
Mia Design Guidelines, and the variations from the design guidelines do not warrant the 
extent of discretion that would need to be exercised in order to approve the proposal. 
 
The proposed dwelling on Lot 566 is non-compliant in many respects. However, the 
fundamental areas of non-compliance are in respect to: 
• Building height (both the number of storeys and the measured height).  
• The location of the courtyard and the extent of courtyard behind the 7m-setback line. 
• The height of the front fencing. (This issue was subsequently addressed in the first 

minor amendment of the plan) 
 
If approved, the height of the proposed dwelling would be a significant aberration that would 
detract from the intended character of the streetscape and of the development as a whole. 
The proposed building would also have an unacceptable overshadowing impact on the 
courtyard of the adjacent Lot 565, which is located on the common boundary. 
 
The over height front fence would diminish pedestrian amenity on the adjacent footpath. 
(This issue was subsequently addressed in the first minor amendment of the plan) The 
incursion of the courtyard into the front setback would diminish the level of amenity for the 
occupants in that the courtyard would be overlooked by the legitimate openings of the 
adjacent Lot 567, and it would be unreasonable to burden Lot 567 with additional measures 
to prevent overlooking of a courtyard that is inappropriately located in the front setback. 
 
The proposed dwelling on Lot 566 should, at a minimum, be amended to: 
• Delete the uppermost floor. 
• Provide a low-pitched skillion roof with compliant overhangs to the main part of the 

building. 
• Locate at least 20sqm of the courtyard behind the 7m front setback line. 
• Lower the front fence so that no part of it is more than 1500mm above the adjacent level 

at the front boundary. (This issue was subsequently addressed in the first minor 
amendment of the plan) 

• In regard to the following specific recommendations made by the elected members 
when the proposal was considered at Council: “Set back the third floor from the northern 
boundary to address building bulk and fit within the building envelope”, the subsequent 
change to the plans fails to satisfy this recommendation. Whist the third level is setback 
marginally from the northern boundary it does not fit within the building envelope and 
has no significant reduction on the impact on the streetscape. 

• “The setbacks of the first and second floor balconies on the southeastern boundaries to 
meet visual privacy requirements of the RCodes”, the plans have not been amended to 
address this requirement at all. 

• “The balcony balustrade on the northern boundary meets the visual privacy 
requirements of the R-Codes”, it is noted that the plans have been amended to include a 
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screen wall on the northern end of the second level balcony, but not in regard to the 
balcony on the third level. 

 
Adjoining Owner's Comments: 
We have previously submitted an expert assessment of the applicant’s plans against the 
guidelines. In regard to the Design Guidelines, the original application failed in regard to 3 
objectives and 17 provisions. The amended version failed in regard to 3 objectives and 16 
provisions, and the current version fails in regard to 3 objectives and 15 provisions. To my 
knowledge these findings have not been refuted and it is surprising they have received 
limited consideration and had very little impact on the applicant’s plans to date, including the 
latest iteration. In evidence of this I submit the attached amended report, for the information 
of the administration and elected members. The report covers the original design review and 
includes, in red text, further comment in regard to the effect of the design changes proposed 
by the applicant. 
 
Since the original plans were assessed they have been amended twice – firstly in relation to 
one of the comments raised in the original Mackay Urban review and subsequently in 
relation to the plans not receiving approval from the Town of Cambridge. In both cases, the 
changes to the plans were minimal. The first minor amendment to the plans resolved only 
one of the issues raised in the design review (the non-compliant front fencing), but then 
introduced an opportunity for significantly increased overlooking into our property. 
 
The second minor amendment, which involves a minor setback to the third level at the 
northern boundary to enable greater opportunity for solar access and views from a bedroom, 
has not resolved any of the issues raised in the design review, although the inclusion of a 
privacy screen on the northern end of the second level balcony has reduced, the extent of 
one issue (the overlooking). Moreover, the minor setback to the third level at the northern 
boundary raises a new issue in that the new balcony on the northern boundary provides 
easy access to the roof of the neighbouring property, which is a potential safety hazard and 
compromise of the neighbour’s security. 
 
In regard to the following specific recommendations made by the elected members when the 
proposal was considered at Council and referred back to the applicant our assessment is as 
follows: 
 . “Set back the third floor from the northern boundary to address building bulk and fit 
within the building envelope”, the subsequent change to the plans fails to satisfy this 
recommendation. Whist the third level is set back marginally from the northern boundary it 
does not fit within the building envelope and has no significant reduction on the impact on 
the bulk or the streetscape. The third floor is virtually still boundary to boundary and 
represents 85% of the ground floor area.  
 . “The setbacks of the first and second floor balconies on the south-eastern 
boundaries to meet visual privacy requirements of the RCodes”, the plans have not been 
amended to address this requirement at all. 
 . “The balcony balustrade on the northern boundary meets the visual privacy 
requirements of the R-Codes”, it is noted that the plans have been amended to include a 
screen wall on the northern end of the second level balcony, but not in regard to the balcony 
on the third level. 
 
In essence our concerns remain regarding bulk, style, impact on the streetscape and the 
extent to which, in this case, discretion has been exercised in interpretation of the guidelines. 
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In this regard it should not be ignored that the financial incentive for the applicant to persist 
and succeed with his plans is not trivial as it will result in a floor area some 30% to 40% 
above the compliant 2 storey homes in the ‘south facing blocks’ section. That is the potential 
for an increased return on investment denied to others where less discretion in development 
assessment is apparent.  
 
We ask that Council note that the requirements set in their referral motion at their last 
meeting have not been met and, as previously proposed in our assessment reports, we seek 
the proposed dwelling on Lot 566 should, at a minimum, be amended to: 
1. Delete the uppermost floor. 
2. Provide a low-pitched skillion roof with compliant overhangs to the main part of the 

building. 
3. Locate at least 20sqm of the courtyard behind the 7m front setback line. 
 
Previous Comments: 
 
Just by way of background our Client’s land is contained within the Ocean Mia Estate on the 
Boulevard, which is subject to the Ocean Mia Design Guidelines. As a condition of the Sale 
Contract, our Client was required to have their plans assessed pursuant to those Guidelines 
by the City’s independent Consultant’s TPG. In preparation of those plans, our Client made 
contact with TPG to discuss aspects of the Guidelines as a pre-requisite to their 
consideration. 
 
As you are aware, the plans have been provided to TPG and had been verified that they 
were acceptable without modification. With receipt of that endorsement the plans were then 
submitted to the Town of Cambridge for its consideration of approval. 
 
On the 8th of June 2016, our Client received a letter from the Town expressing those 
aspects of the development that required further attention in the following terms; 
 

The Application has been assessed and the parts of the development that do not 
meet the Deem to Comply Provisions of the Residential Design Codes (RDC) or the 
Ocean Mia Design Guidelines (OMDG) are detailed below; 

 
In respect of those items we confirm our Client’s responses below. 
 
• Front Set Back – A Portion of the Building Must Be Built to the 2.0m Setback Line. The 

Building Submitted Show a Minimum Setback of a Minimum of 2.2m 
 

The Applicant has now modified the plans to meet Council’s minimum setback requirement. 
 
Fencing and the Front Setback Area to 1.5m in Lieu of a Height of 1.871m  
The Applicant has now modified the plans to comply with Council’s fencing requirements.  
 
Eaves Overhang in Order to Accentuate the Line of the Roof  
Our Client responded to the City in respect of this issue in an email to the Town of 
Cambridge dated the 7th of July 2016. In short, the position where the Council have sought 
eave extensions apply where our Client’s development is entitled to have zero lot line 
development along the boundary.  
 
Notwithstanding that, it is apparent when reviewing the designs of the adjoining properties 
that they will be positioned against parapet walls and therefore would not be visible in any 
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event when viewed from the side properties. This has been assisted by the most recent 
changes to the development, following our earlier discussions, to set further back the 
parapet walls to reduce the enclosure to the adjoining north eastern neighbour. This has 
reduced the appearance of bulk and scale when viewed from the street and the 
neighbouring property.  
 
As the Town’s letter recognises, there are already deep overhangs to the upper floors of the 
buildings and therefore we consider that with the most recent modifications the design intent 
as anticipated by the Design Guidelines have been met.  
 
Visual Privacy Setbacks on the First Floor and Balcony on the Second Floor to the South 
Western Side Boundary  
The neighbour has been further consulted with respect to the question of visual privacy. 
They have provided confirmation that they are satisfied with the privacy arrangements 
between the two properties in an email dated the 4th of September 2016, a copy of which is 
attached for your records and attention. Consequently, we believe that aspect has now been 
adequately met.  
 
Visual Privacy Setbacks on North Eastern Side Boundary  
We understand that when the plans have been provided to the neighbour, in respect of 
visual privacy concerns, that no objection has been raised in respect of visual privacy. 
Notwithstanding that, when comparing the Applicant’s plans and those of the neighbouring 
property owner, it is readily apparent that visual privacy would meet the Design Principles 
pursuant to Element 5.4.1 – Visual Privacy of the Residential Design Codes (RDC). Plans 
are attached showing the relationship between the two developments and what is apparent 
is that there would be no impact on the adjoining alfresco area which is positioned where it is 
not affected by our development.  
 
Further, as a result of changes to the setback of our client’s parapet walls to respond to the 
streetscape and neighbour appearance in terms of bulk and scale, a glass balustrade is now 
positioned between the two properties. This balustrade, as applies to the first floor, is 
proposed to be of obscured glazing to mitigate any privacy concerns.  
 
Also relevant is that there are no outdoor habitable spaces that would be impacted which are 
positioned on the opposite side of the property to our Client’s land. To the extent that there is 
any overlooking, it would occur over the roof of the ground floor study on the neighbours 
property and to the extent that there was any capacity from the upper floor to look into the 
ground floor study, it would be at an oblique angle, not into the room, but potentially through 
a window towards the front window to the street. In other words there would be no 
discernible impact in respect to the study area. 
 
Consequently, we consider with the proposed design of the neighbours property that the 
Design Principles, in respect of visual privacy, have been adequately met.  
 
Other Matters  
The above lists all of the outstanding issues that were raised by the Town in their advice to 
our Client. It has subsequently been mentioned, however, that the Town have expressed 
some concern over the height of the building, in respect of the number of storeys proposed. 
We believe in our most recent discussions that this issue is now resolved on the proviso that 
the development remains within the 8.5m height standard. The development has now been 
modified to be inside the 8.5m standard.  
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However, for completeness and by way of background, our Client in contacting the City’s 
Agent in respect of the Application of the Design Guidelines, questioned the permissibility of 
the 3 storey development, within the context of remaining within the 8.5m height standard. A 
copy of their response is outlined below and verifies that position in the following terms:  
 

As discussed, the 3rd storey component does need to be contained within the 8.5m 
height limit, but these examples indicate that it is achievable.  
 

The Ocean Mia Design Guidelines do not prohibit or prevent 3 storey development, although 
they don’t expressly provide for 3 storey development either. However, for the purposes of 
controlling bulk and scale of development those standards have identified an 8.5m height 
cap with which this development now fully complies.  
 
We note that design examples similar to our Clients have already been approved by the City 
under delegated authority including:- 
 
- Lot 503 (Area 4).  
- Lot 505 (Area 4).  
- Lot 511 (Area 1b).  
- Lot 512 (Area 1b).  
- Lot 531 (Area 2).  
 
All of those, with the exception of one development, have already been constructed as 
evidenced in the photographs provided at our previous meetings. We would also note, for 
the City’s identification, that the Applicant has not utilised their full development capability 
with respect to the upper level components of development. The form of design does provide 
a tiered setback appearance from the ground level through to first and second levels when 
viewed from the street to assist in the mitigation of any perception of building bulk.  
 
The retention of upper level development within the 8.5m ensures that the development 
meets those bulk and scale expectations that are anticipated in the Guidelines in terms of 
bulk and scale, will have no detrimental effect on any neighbouring properties beyond what 
is permissible already within the standards allowable under the Guidelines, but will also 
assist in providing streetscape interest, such that the appearance of buildings are not 
“formulaic”. This has been assisted by the most recent changes to the setback of the parapet 
walls to align with those on the neighbouring north eastern property.  
 
In any event, it is apparent, based upon the very initial contact that was made, the 
acceptance of the design concept by the City’s Agent’s TPG when assessing the 
development under those Guidelines and the previous five approvals that have been granted 
by the City, that the form of development that has been proposed by our Client ought to be 
considered both capable and appropriate for approval in a consistent way with which they 
have been considered in those previous Applications. 
 
NEIGHBOUR COMMENT 
 
Comments on Amended Plans 
 
The owner’s revised plans have neither modified the bulk and form of the proposed dwelling 
nor the other important concerns we raised previously in relation to the character, height and 
appearance of the proposed dwelling as well as its impacts on the streetscape and the ethos 
and objectives of the subdivision. These are covered fully in our previous submission that 
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included an objective re-assessment of the proposed dwelling against the Ocean Mia 
development guidelines by Malcolm Mackay of Mackay Urban Design. These are 
resubmitted in support of our concerns and for Planning Committee’s and Council’s 
consideration. 
 
Overlooking 
The overlooking in the revised plans is much worse than in the original plans and as you 
advise non-compliant and unacceptable to us. The proposed obscure glass on the return of 
the 1st floor glass balcony does nothing to mitigate our concerns. People will be naturally 
drawn to this position and directly overlook our front entrance and be able to look directly 
into the windows over our staircase and, more than likely, into parts of our 1st floor kitchen/ 
meals and parts of the ground floor kitchenette.  
 
Aside from the overlooking/ cone of vision issue a serious privacy/ security risk is posed by 
the 2nd floor balcony that abuts and is open to our roof.  It provides easy and unacceptable 
access to our roof carrying a safety and damage liability. Surely the development guidelines 
(and no doubt other applicable codes) were intended to avoid such issues and they would if, 
in this case as in other cases, the block diagram and outside courtyard requirements were 
followed.       
 
Height 
As well as being three storey in a two storey precinct the dwelling is over height. In relation 
to this the published guidelines state (p7) … “The maximum height limits are measured at 
the front and rear set back lines. See Site Levels Plan noting AHD levels for each lot”.  As 
presented in the Mackay report, using the appropriate highest finished Site Level of 52.472m 
AHD derives a building height of 8.795m. To meet the height criteria the owner has chosen 
to use RL 52.7m AHD derived from his Site Plan. His Site Plan, however, clearly shows 
distorted contours with a mound or ridge formed across the middle of the Lot due to 
extraneous sand being dumped and spread there. The 52.7m AHD height is thus an artefact 
and we submit an invalid base height. Note also that the original plans showed a roof ridge 
line sticking up above the brick wall by 0.139m for an overall height of 61.267m AHD. This 
ridge line does not appear on the revised plans. I am unsure whether this is an oversight or a 
change to the roof structure. 
 
We submit these and previously provided comments as significant objections to the 
proposed dwelling warranting refusal by Council and/or modifications in line with those 
recommended in Mackay’s report. 
 
Original Comments 
 
Our inspection of the plans for Lot 566 as viewed at Council Offices have however raised 
other important concerns in relation to the nature and form of the proposed building, its 
impact on the streetscape and the ethos and objectives of the subdivision that, to this point, 
have effectively been adhered to. We were shocked to find that an assessment against the 
same set of guidelines and with the rigorous tests our DA had been subject to could result in 
two completely different buildings. As a result we felt compelled to employ an experienced 
consultant to provide us with an independent assessment of the compliance of the Lot 566 
application against the published Ocean Mia Design Guidelines.  
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The report of Mr Malcolm Mackay, Director, Mackay Urban Design is attached. It has 
revealed significant areas of non-compliance the results of which impact on the sub-division 
as a whole and upon us directly in regard to visual privacy, the “over height” nature of the 
proposed three storey section and the consequent bulk and architectural style, which is at 
odds with existing residences. 
 
The guidelines clearly state that three storeys are only to be permitted on multiple dwelling 
lots. One effect is that where our two houses abut, the parapet wall on lot 566 will stand 
three metres above ours and will also be significantly higher than the residence on Lot 565. 
This, together with the dwelling’s bulk and style, will create a great disruption to the 
aesthetics of what is presently a very harmonious streetscape. 
 
Note also, because the applicants proposed parapet wall extends to the seven metre 
setback line this effectively creates a one metre wide, full height blade wall next to our 
entrance. In effect, a 1 metre by > 8.5metre vertical shaft is created at our front door. We 
object to this because:- 
 
• it is an obtrusive and undesired feature; 
• it will result in excessive shading; and 
• the potential for building and finishing to cause unreasonable or unforeseen 

inconvenience on our side. 
 
We contend this issue would not have arisen had the ground floor outdoor courtyard next 
door been correctly located. 
 
Other matters 
We would also like to bring to the attention of the PC and Council relevant matters that go 
beyond the planning issues. 
 
In the context of this application where significant and apparently basic non-compliance with 
the guidelines is demonstrated, it is relevant to examine the integrity of the assessment 
process that has been entrusted to TPG Town Planning Urban Design and Heritage (TPG), 
a private entity. In particular, of relevance is whether there is any relationship that may give 
rise to a conflict of interest. 
 
Conclusions 
We have a reasonable expectation that the design guidelines will be followed thus ensuring 
that the vision of the Town of Cambridge in creating “... an inspired City Beach 
development”, “... that hugs the ground”, “... provide(s) measures which will ensure 
compatibility between neighbouring development” and “... provide(s) a measure of certainty 
as to what can be expected from neighbouring development” will be fulfilled. The 
development proposed by the above application is anomalous in bulk, form and appearance 
and as such will significantly detract from that vision. 
We request that: 
 
1. This letter and the attached Mackay Urban Design report is forwarded to the Planning 

Committee in support of our case. 
2. It is recommended to the Planning Committee that: 

a. they accept as valid the areas of non-compliance revealed by the Mackay Urban 
Design report; and 

b. in turn they recommend to Council the proposed dwelling on Lot 566 be 
amended as suggested in the Mackay Urban Design report’s Conclusions. 
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Planning Consultant's Report 
 
Objectives 
The proposed dwelling is not consistent with the following objectives: 
• To provide a residential development which has a high architectural quality and is 

responsive to its location. The proposed dwelling is in excess of the requirement for 
single and double-level housing, will be inconsistent with the prevailing built form and 
streetscape, and is inconsistent with the desired architectural character. 

• To allow for residences that are capable of meeting the expectations of owners; that 
will reflect the quality and value of the land. The inconsistency of the proposed 
dwelling with the guidelines means that it does not meet the expectation of the 
adjacent owners and does not reflect the qualities expected of development within the 
estate. 

• To provide scope for suitable indoor and outdoor areas. The proposed dwelling does 
not provide an outdoor area consistent with the guidelines, and would result in an 
outdoor living area with compromised amenity. 

 
Character 

The proposed dwelling is inconsistent with the following character attributes identified in the 
design guidelines:  
• Low-pitched roofs. The roof pitch of the proposed dwelling is 2 degrees, which is 

consistent with the fall of a flat roof. It should be noted that all flat roofs actually have a 
pitch in order to drain water. Furthermore, the roof will not be visible from the adjacent 
street, consistent with a flat roof. As such, it is not reasonable to consider the 

• proposed dwelling as deriving character from a low-pitched roof. 
• Wide eaves. The proposed dwelling has no eaves.  
• Contrasting voids and solids. The front elevation of the proposed dwelling is not a 

composition of contrasting voids and solids. It is a composition based on a frame with 
glazed infill, which is a fundamentally different architectural form and character. 

 
Building form and scale 
The proposed dwelling is inconsistent with the following attributes of building form and scale 
in the design guidelines: 
• Distinctive roof forms. The proposed dwelling has no visibly distinctive roof form. The 

roof is effectively a hidden flat roof. “Single storey with a two-storey portion to the rear”. 
The proposed development is three storeys in height to the rear. 

 
Appearance 
The proposed dwelling is inconsistent with the following attributes of appearance in the 
design guidelines: 
• Low-pitched roofs. Refer to previous comments. 
• Wide eaves. Refer to previous comments. 

 
Building Heights 
The proposed dwelling is inconsistent with the following provisions for building height in the 
design guidelines: 
• “Double-storey - 8.5m to the uppermost roof height”. The proposed development is 

three stories. The height measured from the highest site level (as per the guidelines) 
is: 61.267m (top of roo pitch) – 52.472m (highest finished site level) = 8.795m. 

• “Three and four-level buildings are permitted for the larger multiple dwelling lots”. The 
proposed dwelling is not located on one of the larger multiple dwellings. It is also worth 
noting that the roof as proposed appears to be unbuildable 



ATTACHMENT: 
Summary of Neighbour Comment 

 
DV16.183 - LOT 566 (NO. 14) ALKOOMIE TERRACE, CITY BEACH 
 
• insofar as there is insufficient depth of structure. 

 
Roofs 
The proposed dwelling is inconsistent with the following provisions for roof design in the 
design guidelines: 
• “Flat roofs are typical of the ‘modern’ style and when used on single storey elements, 

prevent obstruction to views from double-storey parts of the residence”. This comment 
in the design guidelines suggests that flat roofs are only appropriate for the single-
storey component. 

• “All roofs should have deep overhangs and eaves (minimum 400mm), except where 
they abut a boundary or parapet”. None of the roofs have any overhangs or eaves. 

 
The proposed dwelling is inconsistent with the following provision for courtyard design in the 
design guidelines: 
• “The private courtyard location is as specified on the plans for each lot type.” The 

concept plan for the south-facing lot type shows a side courtyard of at least 20sqm 
behind the 7m-setback line. The majority of the proposed courtyard is within the 7m 
setback area and is, therefore, non-compliant. 

 
Materials 
The proposed dwelling is inconsistent with the following provision for materials in the design 
guidelines: 
• “Visual interest should be created through the contrast of complementary textures and 

finishes”. The proposed dwelling does not appear to incorporate two or more 
complementary textures or finishes to the front elevation. 

 
Site levels 
The proposed dwelling is inconsistent with the measurement of height from the identified site 
levels in the design guidelines: 
 
•  “The maximum height limits are measured at the front and rear setback lines”. 
 
If the height limits were measured from the pre-construction site levels at the setback lines 
(which contradicts other provisions of the guidelines), the height would be calculated as 
8.467m at the rear setback and 8.567m at the front. In other words the height relating to 
the street is still non-compliant. 
 
Fencing 
The proposed dwelling is inconsistent with the following provision for fencing in the design 
guidelines: 
 
• “All fencing within the front setback area shall comply with the following requirements: 

o Maximum height of 1.5 metres. The front fence is 1.713m high at the southern 
end and 1.871m high at the northern end. 

 
Overlooking 
The proposed dwelling is inconsistent with the following provision of overlooking in the 
design guidelines: 
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• “To maximise privacy to courtyards, the lot diagrams specify their location”. The 

courtyard location is predominantly located in the 7m setback area, which gives rise to 
overlooking from the adjacent dwelling (Number 12). The reason for courtyards being 
behind the 7msetback line is to avoid this issue, and having a courtyard within the front 
setback would give rise to an unreasonable imposition on the owners of the 
neighbouring property, who have a reasonable expectation of an unconstrained 
outlook to the street. 

 
South Facing lots 
The proposed dwelling is inconsistent with the following provisions for the identified south-
facing lots in the design guidelines: 
• “The double-storey portion of the new residence may be located to the remaining rear 

section of the site, provided it does not encroach on the open courtyard space.” The 
taller portion of the residence is three storeys rather than double-storey as stated in the 
guidelines. Furthermore, the tall portion encroaches on the required 20sqm courtyard 
space behind the 7m-setback line.  

• “20sqm Courtyard to be behind the 7m-setback level”. The area of courtyard behind the 
7m-setback area is less than 20sqm. 

• (Note: There is a typo in the design guidelines – the terms ‘single-storey’ and ‘double-
storey’ are transposed in the planning diagram for the south-facing lot). 
 

CONCLUSION 
The proposed dwelling on Lot 566 (number 14) is significantly non-compliant with the Ocean  
Mia Design Guidelines, and the variations from the design guidelines do not warrant the  
extent of discretion that would need to be exercised in order to approve the proposal. 
 
The proposed dwelling on Lot 566 is non-compliant in many respects. 
 
However, the fundamental areas of non-compliance are in respect to: 
 
• Building height (both the number of storeys and the measured height). 
• The location of the courtyard and the extent of courtyard behind the 7m-setback line. 
• The height of the front fencing. 
• If approved, the height of the proposed dwelling would be a significant aberration that 

would detract from the intended character of the streetscape and of the development 
as a whole. 

• The proposed building would also have an unacceptable overshadowing impact on the 
courtyard of the adjacent Lot 565, which is located on the common boundary. 

• The over height front fence would diminish pedestrian amenity on the adjacent 
footpath. 

• The incursion of the courtyard into the front setback would diminish the level of 
amenity for the occupants in that the courtyard would be overlooked by the legitimate 
openings of the adjacent Lot 567, and it would be unreasonable to burden Lot 567 with 
additional measures to prevent overlooking of a courtyard that is inappropriately 
located in the front setback. 
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The proposed dwelling on Lot 566 should, at a minimum, be amended to: 
 

• Delete the uppermost floor. 
• Provide a low-pitched skillion roof with compliant overhangs to the main part of the 

building. 
• Locate at least 20sqm of the courtyard behind the 7m front setback line. 
• Lower the front fence so that no part of it is more than 1500mm above the adjacent 

level at the front boundary. 
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APPLICANT'S JUSTIFICATION 
 
• The proposed structure is a roof only and therefore is unenclosed. 
• The proposed structure will be built directly on the south side of the adjoining property 

therefore will not cast any shadow on to the adjoining property and will have no 
adverse impact to their dwelling or open living areas. 

• The proposed structure will make more effective use of the space for the occupants 
(my client) outdoor living area. 

• The proposed structure will not be visible from any street therefore will not impact the 
existing streetscape. 

• The proposed structure will not impact on any easements for essential services. 
 
NEIGHBOUR COMMENT 
 
• The proposed addition is too close to my property.  In particular it is too close to the 

window of my master bedroom which are open at least five months of the year and the 
curtains drawn back to allow the cooling sea breeze to enter it.  Having an entertaining 
area only 0.2 – 0.491 metres from the boundary for a distance of 7.150 metres along 
the boundary, immediately adjacent to the master bedroom will mean noise and light 
will have a severe impact on us.  Especially as the plans indicate an opening sliding 
door immediately adjacent to the boundary fence.   

• The impact will also occur to our privacy within our bedroom and bathroom with a living 
and entertaining area so close on the other side of the fence. 

• The proposed building is a fire hazard to my property being built so close to the fence 
in a fire zone, no matter what it is made of (its contents may be combustible), 
especially in the fire hazard zone we live in, being adjacent to the bushland beach 
reserve and also adjacent to Bold Park reserve.   I note that the proposed building is 
only 0,2- 0.491 metres from my fence but will have a wall height of 2.75 metres over a 
length of 7.150 metres and an opening sliding door. 

• The value of my property will be impacted to the negative by an entertaining area so 
close to the master bedroom suite of my property and a building so close to the fence 
of my property, with an opening sliding door.  

• Number 74 Branksome Gardens and I share not only a fence but a retaining wall 
between the two properties. As their property stands on higher ground than mine.  I am 
worried about the impact of this proposed structure above my property so close to the 
boundary fence (0.2 – 0.491 metres from the fence for a distance of 7.150 metres 
along the fence and retaining wall) would cause the retaining wall to fail and for the 
building to slide into my property. 

• I also note that the minimum required setback for the structure from my boundary is 
only a metre.  I do not believe that it was the intention of the planning act to allow that 
concession to a structure for entertaining could be built close to fence next to the 
master bedroom of a house that is clearly not going to be demolished in the immediate 
or foresee able future because of its impacts on safety, privacy and amenity, in 
particular privacy, fire safety, noise, and night light. 
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APPLICANT'S JUSTIFICATION 
 
Submission 1 
  
• Barbara Grimsley and I purchased 11 Barrington Street in May 2005 from Malcolm 

Challoner, who constructed the carport in 2004 i.e. it was built prior to our purchase of 
the property. 

 
• The Contract of Sale General Conditions included a “Yes” against the question “Are all 

the buildings, improvement and fences constructed in accordance with, and with the 
approval of, all relevant authorities”. 

 
• Our real estate agent assured us that Mr. Challoner was a highly experienced 

professional renovator and had all the appropriate authority required from the Council 
for the carport and shade sail (being the only relevant work undertaken for the 
property) but that we could double check with Cambridge Council. 

 
• As we had only arrived in WA a month or so prior to purchasing this property, we 

thought it prudent to double check that building the carport was approved by the 
Council, as we were not familiar with the planning and building process in WA. 

 
• My file notes from my phone conversation with a member of Council staff on Friday 8 

April 2005, indicate that Mr Challoner had the appropriate authority for building work. I 
was told he had “approved building plans” and the carport needed to be built by a 
registered builder.  I was also told that detail of any  building licences in the last 10 
years would be available from the property Conveyancer. 

 
• This information was validated by our Conveyancer later in April 2005 when he 

obtained from the Council information given on a Settlement Enquiry Summary 
Form:  under a heading “Building” it states “Carport & Shade Sails, Permit Date 
26/05/2004”. 

  
Additionally, we commissioned a Building Report prior to purchase and the carport was 
noted as being in good and sound condition.  
 
To summarise, we feel that we did all that we reasonably could to ensure the carport did in 
fact have the appropriate approvals and that it was soundly built, which influenced our 
decision to purchase the property in the first place. 
  
I was able to speak with Mr. Challoner today regarding the carport and he is emphatic that 
the carport and shade sail were approved “as built”. He said that he informed Council on 
completion of the work - as required by the Council - and it was physically inspected and 
approved by Council staff at that time. 
  
Submission 2 (in response to neighbour comment) 
 
With regard to #9’s comment “the nil side setback of the carport on the east boundary does 
not currently have a dividing wall that complies with BCA standards posing a critical fire 
safety issue” may I bring to your attention the following from the attached Council Minutes:- 
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• p. 235 under the heading COMMUNITY CONSULTATION: Council notes the previous 

owners of #9 Barrington Street objected to the proposed height extension of the pre-
existing adjoining fence (left/eastern side boundary), commenting that the additional 
height would negatively impact on the profile of the remainder of our existing fenceline 
and that an agreement had been reached with the owners of #11 to keep the fence at 
its existing height.  
 

• p. 236 Council endorsed the above agreement in its Condition (ii) of the approval 
stating “the existing wall on the eastern boundary is not to be increased in height and 
the carport must be designed so there are no eaves overhanging into the adjoining 
property”.   
 
This condition was met. 

  
NEIGHBOUR COMMENT 
 
No. 9 Barrington Street (east) 
 
The carport plans for number 11 Barrington St approved by council at its development 
committee meeting held on 27 April 2004 show a 3.7m wide carport. This differs 
considerably from the actual construction which measures 5.7m in width. As a result I have 
multiple concerns relating to the structural integrity of the carport. It is noticeably leaning 
forward (to the North) and the steel column supporting the SE corner seems considerably 
unsafe. Additionally the nil side setback of the carport on the east boundary does not 
currently have a dividing wall that complies with BCA standards posing a critical fire safety 
issue.  
  
In summary all I would ask for is that it complies with the relevant Australian Standards, 
National Construction Code of Australia and Town of Cambridge planning requirements. 
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APPLICANT'S JUSTIFICATION 
 
This Application is to seek to remove condition (8) from that original approval.  Justification 
being: 
 
1. Any fence will be damaged and will require another costly replacement in future if the 

condition is not removed. 
2. There are numerous similar examples of similar car parks without fences along Dargin 

Lane (See photos 1, car parks A,B,C and photo 2) Car park 1 (C) is identical and is 
directly opposite on Nanson and serves a cake shop and food outlet. No fence has 
been installed or has ever been a requirement. 

3. The house at 2 Nanson St has recently been built and has constructed a 3m high brick 
wall along the northern side of Dargin Lane (See photo 3). This wall is a more suitable 
security and noise protection that is far superior to a Colorbond fence 1.8m high and 1 
m high for 1/3 of the western end. 

4. Unfortunately the tenant occupiers of 294 Cambridge have been subject to a minority 
of residents of Nanson St who succeeded in convincing Council in 2008 that such a 
fence will serve a purpose (Security?, noise?, restrict traffic flow?). Unfortunately the 
fence has done nothing but become an eyesore as it is damaged by customers. 

5. The wheel blocks are a far more effective and safe solution to any potential safety 
issue of cars protruding into the lane (Photos 4 & 5). Note that no other car park along 
the lane has installed such stops. 

6. The removed fence did nothing to alleviate any noise that may have been associated 
with the parking - it simply became a safety hazard as it became damaged 

 
We request that the condition (8) be removed from 41 DA-2008 for the above reasons. 
 
 
NEIGHBOUR COMMENT 
 
Submission One (No. 2 Nanson Street) 
 
At the time of the consideration of the application for Stanley Bar for approval in 2008, 
residents along Nanson Street had voiced their objections and concerns on parking and 
noise issues. Dialogue exchanged with councillors and Nanson Street residents at that time.  
A compromise and an assurance given to me by the councilor was the construction of a solid 
1.8 metre fence along Dargin Lane. 
 
When the fence was taken down in August 2016, I emailed Mayor Keri on this matter and 
she had kindly responded that to her understanding the fence will be reinstated.  It is now 
more than 3 months. It is of paramount importance that the solid fence is reinstated soonest 
and I raise my concerns and reasons as follows: 
 

1. Parking around is still a problem with numerous cars looking for parking. Although 
there are traffic stops now installed in the carpark, four wheels drive or bigger cars 
that can go over the traffic stops can still drive in from Dargin Lane to the car park  
and vice versa. Today at 6:30pm still bright, I witnessed a long ute from the car park 
drove straight over the traffic stop onto Dargin Lane and just inches close to my 
fence when I was standing on my side of the fence. This happened in bright daylight 
and could not imagine the seriousness when it is dark. There were so many cars 
even on a Tuesday evening.  My concern is that one day; some car will come straight 
into my fence. This is a very dangerous situation. Hence, it is of paramount 
importance and a safety issue that the solid fence be reinstated now. 
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2. Was advised previously that the traffic flow and parking should not impact and affect 
our residential surrounding. 
 

3. It was a condition set previously. 
 

4. The solid fence serves as an important and clear boundary between the residential 
and commercial area.  Noises and traffic movements were brisk in the evenings, 
Fridays and Saturdays and when there is a function. 
 

5. The solid fence was to mitigate the traffic flow along Dargin Lane, stops cars driving 
straight into Dargin Lane (that can potentially hit my side fence abutting Dargin Lane 
and the consideration of patrons from the pub after alcohol consumption) created 
numerous traffic movement and to provide some containment of exhaust fumes from 
the vehicles.  

 
In view of safety, noise, health and security issues, I sincerely trust that the Town can see 
that the fence should not be removed and my request for a better solid fence. 
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APPLICANT'S JUSTIFICATION 
 
Proposal 
 
The application proposes to provide a Telstra Telecommunications Exchange facility 
adjacent to the eastern boundary of the subject site. The proposed Exchange has an 
approximate area of 25m2 and will have a height of 3.27m at the southern extent. Given the 
pre-existing slope of the site, the exchange is elevated in height toward the northern facade 
to be provided on supporting piles. The proposal is to be setback 3m from the northern and 
eastern boundaries. The facility is to accommodate telecommunications infrastructure 
associated with a Telstra Exchange. 
 
The proposal is to be air conditioned providing a constant operating temperature for the 
telecommunications equipment. 
 
The proposed facility is to be constructed of ’sandwich panel walls’ which are to be ’Pale 
Eucalypt’ in colour, ensuring that the facility is compatible with the established visual amenity 
of the locality. To further provide for the integration of the proposal into the established 
streetscape, it is proposed to 
provide landscaping to all sides. 
 
The exchange facility is to be constructed and maintained by Telstra and will assist in 
providing high quality communication services, inclusive of the National Broadband Network, 
to the local and wider community. 
 
Compatibility 
 
It is considered that the proposed facility is compatible with the locality as it will not result in 
any negative impacts on the amenity of the locality as is currently enjoyed by residents. The 
use will not generate disturbing emission (noise, vibration, odour etc. nor will it generate 
significant traffic. 
 
Rather, it is anticipated that the proposal will generate fewer vehicle movements than a 
typical residential use and will therefore lessen the burden placed on parking facilities and 
the road network. 
 
It is advised that the air conditioner units comply with the relevant Environmental Protection 
Authority ("EPA’) Regulations and Australian Standards in respect of noise emissions for a 
residential area. It is noted that existing residential development is separated from the 
proposal by a minimum of 30m approx.) where it is not expected that the proposal will impact 
on the amenity of the locality in any way. 
 
We note at this juncture that the Application does not propose an entirely new exchange 
facility, rather a minor addition to an existing exchange facility which has been provided at 
the site for a considerable period of time. It is not expected for the addition to attract 
additional vehicle trips to, nor result any additional emissions from, the site beyond what is 
currently experienced. 
 
In respect of the above, it is considered that the proposal is compatible with the locality and 
is therefore capable of approval. 
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Setbacks 
 
LPP 3.10 requires non-residential development within the ’Residential’ zone to be setback 
from the street alignment such a distance as required by LPS1 for a ’Grouped Dwelling’ at a 
site with a density code of R12.5. It is noted that the proposed exchange is to front the 
secondary street. Kingsland Avenue. 
 
We note Cl. 19(3) of LPS1 which states: 
 
"Unless otherwise provided for in the Scheme the development of land for any of the 
residential purposes dealt with by the Residential Design Codes shall conform to the 
provisions of those Codes." 
 
LPS1 does not provide setback standards for residential or non-residential development. 
Accordingly, as is provided by LPP3.1 0 and Cl. 19(3) of LPS 1, the proposal is to be 
setback from Kingsland Avenue such a distance as is prescribed by the R-Codes for a 
grouped dwelling to the secondary street within an R12.5 coded allotment. Table 1 of the R-
Codes provides a required setback of 2m. 
 
As is depicted on the attached Development Plans, the exchange is to be setback 3m from 
Kingsland Road. It is therefore considered that the proposal is compliant with the setback 
provisions of LPP3.1. 
 
Plot Ratio 
 
LPP3.10 states that development is not to exceed a plot ratio of 0.4:1. The existing 
development at the site has an approximate plot ratio of 0.22:1. The facility which is 
proposed by this Application will increase the plot ratio marginally to 0.24:1 based on an 
additional floor area of approximately 25m2. As such, the proposed development is 
compliant with the plot ratio provisions of LPP3.1. 
 
Landscaping 
 
LPP3.10 states that 25% of the site shall be landscaped, with a 1m wide strip being provided 
between any onsite car parking areas and the street alignment. Given that the subject site is 
already a developed site, and that the proposed development comprises only approximately 
1.6% of the site, it is not considered appropriate to impose such a requirement associated 
with a minor addition. 
 
It is noted however that the subject site is presently occupied by significant mature 
vegetation which 
assist in reducing the visual impact of the existing facility. No mature vegetation is proposed 
to be 
removed as part of this application, where the existing vegetation will screen the proposed 
facility as viewed from the abutting streets and residential development. Additionally, and as 
was noted previously, the Application incorporates landscaping to all sides of the proposed 
facility, which is proposed to be ’pale eucalypt’ in colour, both of which will further decrease 
the potential visual impact of the proposal. 
 
Given the above, it is considered that the existing landscaping together with that proposed is 
suitable for the minor addition which is proposed. It is therefore considered that the proposal 
is capable of approval. 
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APPLICANT'S JUSTIFICATION 
 
1. Preliminary 
 
1.1 Introduction 
 
Scatena Clocherty Architects has prepared the following report in support of an Application 
for Approval to existing ‘La Casetta Restaurant’ at 298 Cambridge Street, Wembley. 
 
This report will discuss various matters pertinent to the proposal, including: 
· Site details 

· Proposed development 
· Statutory planning framework 
· General design guidelines for commercial development 

The proposal seeks to develop an extension and alterations to existing ‘La Casetta 
Restaurant’. 
 
2. Site details 
 
2.1 Location 
 
The subject site is located at 298 Cambridge Street, Wembley, WA 6014 
 
3. Proposed development 
 
There is currently an existing Alfresco dining area to the west of the building, accessible 
through bi-fold doors from the Reception area. The proposal is to fully enclose the existing 
Alfresco area so that it then forms part of the Reception/Bar area. 
 
The proposal seeks to extend the existing bar area in the west side and new toilets area in 
the north side of the building. 

· The extension to the bar area is 25m2 
· The new toilets area is 47m2 including one accessible toilet to comply with the AS 

1428.1-2009 Design for access and mobility. 
 
The proposed development represents a contemporary architectural design in accordance 
with the existing condition, matching the existing materials to enhance the visual appearance 
of the streetscape. 
 
4. Proposed development 
 
4.1 Local planning policies 
 
4.1.1 Parking 
 
This policy sets out requirements for access and parking provisions for non-residential 
development including commercial developments. 
 
Table 1 below sets out the requirements for the provision of parking for cars. 
 
Existing Dining Area 1 38m2 
Existing Dining Area 2 40m2 
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TOTAL 78m2 (1 Bay/5m2) 16 Bays 
 
New small bar 38m2 
TOTAL 25 persons (1 Bay/5 persons) 5 Bays 
Staff 3 Bays 
TOTAL 24 Bays 
*Alternative modes of transport concessions (20%) 
Minus 5 Bays 
19 Bays 
Project bays 15 Bays 
4 Bays shortfall 
 
*Up to 20% on the basis of availability and attractiveness of alternative modes and location 
of the proposed development site. 
 
We consider that the 4 bays shortfall could be compensated for using reciprocal parking as 
per location plan attached. Refer below. 
 
5. General design guidelines for commercial development 
 
5.1 Number of toilets 
 
Sanitary Facilities 
Table D1.13 Area per person according to use 
Existing Dining Area 1 38m2 38 p 
Existing Dining Area 2 40m2 40 p 
New small bar 38m2 38 p 
116 patrons 
 
Table F2.3 Building Code of Australia 
58 male patrons 1 closet pan 2 urinals 2 washbasins 
58 female patrons 3 closet pans 2 washbasins 
 
5.2  Waste management arrangement 
 
The Restaurant currently uses only 2 bins. It is their intention to maintain these 2 bins. The 
proposal indicates a new bin store which will house the existing bins, with capacity for 2 
additional bins if required in the future. 
 
The new bin storage area will be located in the west side of the building. 
 
The restaurant has got two bins: 
240L Waste Generation Bin 
240L Recycling Generation Bin 
 
5.3 Service Delivery Arrangement 
 
The Restaurant is currently serviced by small service vehicles that access the restaurant via 
the existing carpark area. This is done during normal working hours, before the Restaurant is 
open. 
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NEIGHBOUR COMMENT 
 
10/300 Cambridge Street, Wembley 
 
I am concerned about a couple of aspects of the extension.  I am writing for confirmation 
about the following: 
 
• Wall extension 
 
o It was difficult to tell from the plans how close the wall will come to my window. I rely on 

this window for light and air into my unit. While I was told the height of the wall it was 
not confirmed that this would not affect the window. I would like this confirmed in 
writing. 

 
• Bin store area. Similarly I would like an assurance that: 
 
o This will be positioned within a distance from my window that meets health and noise 

regulations. 
 
o There will be a structure that ensures the bins will be covered at all times i.e. not open 

lids. 
 
• Toilets 
 
o I would like it confirmed that any odours from the toilets or any waste outlets will not 

reach my window.  
 
o I would also like it confirmed that the side door will be locked at night to ensure no one 

uses it as a sleeping or injecting area at night. (we have people in the laneways at 
night) 

 
• Car parks 
 
o That the new parking arrangements will not result in an increase in the amount of car 

lights shining into my window, and that any noise restrictions will be met e.g. people 
leaving the restaurant at night. 
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APPLICANT'S JUSTIFICATION 
 
COVER NOTE TO AMENDED PLANS 
  
Amended plans have been prepared (see copy attached herewith) addressing the various 
matters raised by the Town as part of its assessment. It is significant to note that the key 
changes have been included as part of the amended plans: 
 
. Apartments 2, 3, 4 & 5 have been lowered by 2 courses. This has resulted in the 

overall building height. Furthermore, the reduced level will result in a reduced parapet 
wall height. 

. The doors for the storerooms have been re-orientated to allow for an outward swing to 
ensure the storerooms are 4sqm each. 

. The parapet wall heights for the storerooms along the western side boundary have 
been reduced by six courses as requested by the Town. 

. The piers adjacent Apartment 3 have been slightly altered to remove the step within 
the pedestrian path and to accommodate a ramp. 

. The ensuite window for Apartment 3 has been relocated for structural reasons. 

. The gatehouse has been redesigned to reduce the height and size in accordance with 
the Town's LPP. 

. The solid wall panels along the rear of the gatehouse have been removed and a 
visually permeable panel proposed. 

. The solid panels previously proposed within the front fence have been replaced with 
visually permeable panels. 

. The solid screens to the font balconies of Apartments 4 & 5 have been removed in 
accordance with the Town's instructions (a glass balustrade is now proposed). 

 
In addition to the above, the attached Design Principles Submission Table provides 
justification for those variation s to the 'deemed to comply requirements' be sought as part of 
this application. 
 
DESIGN PRINCIPLES SUBMISSION TABLE 
 
Element 6.1.1 C1 – ‘Building size’ 
 
1. The proposed variation to the maximum allowable plot ratio for the new multiple 

dwelling development on Lot 777 (i.e. 0.027 or 24.82m2) is considered minor and will 
not have any adverse impacts on the adjoining residential properties. 
 

2. The proposed development will not have any adverse impacts on the Cambridge 
Street streetscape in terms of its overall bulk and scale. 
 

3. The proposed development will provide an attractive and safe residential environment 
comprising modern, affordable, high quality housing within a well established urban 
area. 
 

4. The proposed development will provide a diversity of housing stock and therefore 
greater choice for future potential residents in the Wembley locality. 
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5. The proposed development will help satisfy current and future anticipated demand for 

housing in the Wembley and Perth Metropolitan area generally. 
 

6. The proposed development meets the ‘deemed to comply requirements’ of Element 
6.4.2 C2.1 (‘Solar access for adjoining sites’) of the R-Codes and will not detrimentally 
impact access to light and ventilation for the existing dwellings on any adjoining 
properties. 
 

7. The design of the proposed development is consistent in terms of its bulk and scale 
with other multiple dwelling developments previously approved and historically 
constructed in the Wembley locality. 
 

8. The proposed development will make a positive and worthwhile contribution to the 
local streetscapes in terms of its visual appearance and improved levels of passive 
surveillance over both Cambridge Street and Halifax Lane. 
 

9. The proposed development provides for the effective use of all available space and the 
creation of adequate internal and external living areas which will benefit future 
occupants. 

 
Having regard for all of the above it is contended that proposed variation to the maximum 
allowable plot ratio for the new multiple dwelling development on Lot 777 satisfies the 
‘design principles criteria’ of Element 6.1.1 of the R-Codes and may therefore be supported 
and approved by the Town. 
 
Element 6.1.4 C4.1 – ‘Lot boundary setbacks’ 
 
1. The proposed variations to the upper floor setback from the western side boundary 

(i.e. between 100mm and 1.08 metres) are considered minor and will not have an 
adverse impact on the adjoining properties. 
 

2. The proposed development has been designed with variable setbacks from the side 
boundaries to help provide an interesting and articulated elevation. 
 

3. The proposed development will assistance with the provisions of much needed 
affordable housing within the Wembley locality, in close proximity to regional 
recreational facilities, public transport and a wide range of services and facilities. As 
such it is contended that the provision of larger setbacks from the western side 
boundary will result in a reduction in the number of dwellings being provided on the 
subject land, therefore reducing the ability to provide affordable housing. 
 

4. The proposed development will result in a positive contribution to the streetscape by 
providing an active frontage to both Cambridge Street and Halifax Lane, which will 
facilitate improved passive surveillance of the streetscapes. 
 

5. The proposed development makes effective use of all available space and provides for 
the creation of adequate internal and external living areas for each dwelling which will 
benefit all future occupants. 
 

6. It is significant to note that a majority of the development on Lot 777 meets the 
'deemed to comply requirements' of Element 6.1.4 C4.1 ('Lot boundary setbacks') of 
the R-Codes. 
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7. The proposed development meets the ‘deemed to comply requirements’ of Element 

6.4.2 C2.1 (‘Solar access for adjoining sites’) of the R-Codes as it does not 
detrimentally impact access to light and ventilation for any existing dwellings on the 
adjoining properties. 
 

8. The proposed development makes effective use of all available space and provides for 
the creation of adequate internal and external living areas which will benefit all future 
occupants. 
 

9. The proposed setback variations to the side boundaries will not have an adverse 
impact on the local streetscape in terms of its bulk and scale. 
 

10. It is considered that those portions of the development proposing a reduced setback 
from the western side boundary are consistent in terms of its design, bulk and scale 
with other similar residential developments recently approved by the Town in the 
immediate locality. 
 

11. Those portions of the proposed development with a reduced setback from the western 
side boundary abuts the communal open space and common car parking area of the 
exiting multiple dwelling development on adjoining Lot 5 (No.265) Cambridge Street 
(See Figure 1 or the cover letter). As such it is contended that the proposed 
development on Lot 777 will not have any adverse impacts on any outdoor living areas 
or major openings to habitable rooms associated with the existing multiple dwellings 
on adjoining Lot 5. 

 
Having regard for all of the above it is contended that those portions of the new multiple 
dwelling development on Lot 777 proposing a reduced setback from the western side 
boundary satisfies the ‘design principles criteria’ of Element 6.1.4 of the R-Codes and may 
therefore be approved by the Town. 
 
R-Code Element 6.1.4 C4.3 – ‘Lot boundary setbacks’ (buildings on boundary) 
 
1. The proposed variation to the average wall height (i.e. 250mm) in considered minor 

and will not have an adverse impact on the streetscape of the adjoining properties. 
 

2. The proposed development meets the ‘deemed to comply requirements’ of Element 
6.4.2 C2.1 (‘Solar access for adjoining sites’) of the R-Codes and will not detrimentally 
impact access to light and ventilation for the existing dwellings on any adjoining 
properties. 
 

3. The proposed development makes effective use of all available space and provides for 
the creation of adequate internal and external living areas of each unit which will 
benefit all future occupants. 
 

4. It is contended that the proposed variation for those portions of the new development 
to be built up to the western side boundary is consistent in terms of their design, bulk 
and scale with other similar residential developments approved by the Town in the 
immediate locality. 
 

5. It is contended that those portions of the proposed development to be built up to the 
western side boundary will not have any adverse impacts on the local streetscape in 
terms of its bulk and scale. 
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6. Those portions of the proposed development to be built up to the western side 

boundary abuts the communal open space and common car parking area of the exiting 
multiple dwelling development on adjoining Lot 5 (No.265) Cambridge Street (See 
Figure 1 of the cover letter). As such it is contended that the proposed development on 
Lot 777 will not have any adverse impacts on any outdoor living areas or major 
openings to habitable rooms associated with the existing multiple dwellings on 
adjoining Lot 5. 

 
Having regard for all of the above it is contended that those portions of the proposed new 
multiple dwelling development on Lot 777 to be built up to the western side boundary satisfy 
the ‘design principles criteria’ of Element 6.1.4 of the R-Codes and may therefore be 
approved by the Town. 
 
R-Code Element 6.2.1 C1.1 - 'Street surveillance' 
 
1. The proposed development has been designed with ‘architectural features’ along its 

Cambridge and Halifax Lane frontages to help provide an interesting and articulated 
front facade. 
 

2. The proposed development has been designed to make a positive contribution to the 
local streetscapes, with major openings to the habitable rooms and balconies providing 
an ‘active frontage’ to both Cambridge Street and Halifax Lane. 
 

3. The proposed development has been designed to provide all entry points along the 
common driveway/car parking area, therefore providing improved passive surveillance 
and security for all future occupants. 
 

4. The proposed development has been designed with balconies along the street 
frontages to provide improved passive surveillance over both Cambridge Street and 
Halifax Lane. 
 

5. The design of the proposed development will not have any adverse impacts on the 
local streetscape. 
 

6. The proposed development has been design to provide improved surveillance of the 
adjoining street and the common driveway/car parking area, therefore providing 
improved security for its occupants and minimise any opportunities for concealment 
and entrapment. 

 
Having regard for all of the above it is contended that the proposed multiple dwelling 
development on Lot 777 satisfies the ‘design principles criteria’ of Element 6.2.1 of the R-
Codes and may therefore be approved by the Town. 
 
Element 6.4.1 C1.1– ‘Visual privacy’ 
 
1. The proposed development has been designed to effectively locate all major openings 

to habitable rooms in a manner which avoids overlooking and maintains the visual 
privacy of all adjoining residential properties. 
 

2. The extent of overlooking from the proposed development extending over the adjoining 
properties is considered minor and will not have an adverse impact on the adjoining 
properties. 
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3. Those portions of the ‘cones of vision’ extending over all immediately adjoining 

properties are not considered to be excessive or detrimental in terms of visual privacy 
impacts. 
 

4. With respect to any potential impacts on the amenity of adjoining Lot 778 (No.261) 
Cambridge Street (i.e. eastern property), the following points are submitted in support 
of the proposal: 
 
(i) That portion of the 'cone of vision' from the Units 6, 7 & 9 of the proposed new 

development will extend over side setback area of the existing grouped dwelling 
development on adjoining Lot 778 (see Figure 1 - Aerial Site Plan of the cover 
letter). As such, it is contended that the overlooking from Units 6, 7 & 9 of the 
new development on Lot 777 will not have an adverse impact on adjoining Lot 
778; and 
 

(ii) That portion of the 'cone of vision' from the bedroom 2 window of Unit 4 of the 
proposed new development on Lot 777 extends over the front setback and 
driveway areas of the existing grouped dwelling on Lot 778. Furthermore, the 
portion of Lot 778 being overlooked from the bedroom 2 window of Unit 4 is 
currently visible by the general public from Cambridge Street. 

 
5. With respect to any potential impacts on the amenity of adjoining Lot 5 (No.265) 

Cambridge Street (i.e. western property), the following points are submitted in support 
of the proposal: 
 
(i) That portion of the 'cone of vision' from the bedroom 2 window of Unit 8 of the 

proposed new development will extend over the common car parking area of the 
existing multiple dwelling development on adjoining Lot 5 (see Figure 1 - Aerial 
Site Plan). As such, it is contended that the overlooking from Unit 8 of the new 
development on Lot 777 will not have an adverse impact on adjoining Lot 5; and 
 

(ii) That portion of the 'cone of vision' from the bedroom 2 window of Unit 5 of the 
proposed new development on Lot 777 extends over the front setback area of 
the existing multiple dwelling development on Lot 5. Furthermore, the portion of 
Lot 5 being overlooked from the bedroom 2 window of Unit 5 is currently visible 
by the general public from Cambridge Street. 

 
Having regard for all of the above it is contended that those portions of the ‘cones of vision’ 
extending from the proposed multiple dwelling development on Lot 777 over the adjoining 
western and eastern properties satisfy the ‘design principles criteria’ of Element 6.4.1 of the 
R-Codes and may therefore be approved by the Town. 
 
Town of Cambridge Local Planning Policy 3.1 'Streetscape', Element 3.1.1 
(‘Street setbacks’) 
 
1. The proposed variation to the front setback (i.e. between 815mm & 860mm) is 

considered minor and will not have a detrimental impact on the adjoining properties or 
the streetscape. 
 

2. The proposed development has been designed with a variable setback along its 
Cambridge Street frontage to help provide an interesting and articulated front facade. 
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3. The proposed development has been designed to make a positive contribution to the 

local streetscape and an ‘active frontage’ to Cambridge Street. 
 

4. The proposed development will not have an adverse impact on the Cambridge Street 
streetscape in terms of its overall bulk and scale and is generally consistent with other 
similar residential developments approved by the Town in the immediate locality. 
 

5. The front setback of the proposed development is reflective of various developments 
within the nearby Wembley Town Centre which contain nil front setbacks. 
 

6. The variation to the upper floor front setback for the proposed development will not 
have an adverse impact on any major openings to habitable rooms or any outdoor 
living areas associated with any dwellings on the adjoining properties. 
 

7. It is contended that the proposed front setback of the new development on Lot 777 
meets the 'deemed to comply requirements' of Element 6.1.3 C3.1 ('Street setback) of 
the R-Codes, which permits the location of balconies forward of the 4 metre setback 
line in areas coded R40. 
 

8. The proposed variation to the front setback of the new multiple dwelling development 
on Lot 777 will significantly improve current levels of passive surveillance over 
Cambridge Street. 
 

9. Sufficient space is available within the front setback area on the ground floor to 
accommodate gardens and landscaping, all of which will be designed and constructed 
to ensure that the development is visually attractive and makes a positive contribution 
to the local streetscape. 
 

10. Abutting Lot 777 is a substantial verge area with a width of 4.5 metres along the 
Cambridge Street frontage.  The verge width provides an increased setback between 
the proposed development and the road pavement, therefore minimising the impact of 
the proposed built form on the Cambridge Street streetscape. 

 
Having regard for all of the above it is contended that the proposed variation to the front 
setback for the new multiple dwelling development on Lot 777 will not have a detrimental 
impact on the streetscape in terms of bulk and scale and may therefore be supported and 
approved by the Town. 
 
NEIGHBOUR COMMENT 
 
261 Cambridge Street (east) 
 
Unit 1 
 
I note from your letter the east-facing features which do not comply with the respective R-
Codes and consider the most significant violations for me to be the following visual privacy 
setbacks: 
 
- The proximity of Apartment 4, bedroom 2, window to the east-facing boundary is 2.1m 

closer to Lot 778 than permitted. 
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- The proximity of the balconies of Apartments 6 and 7 are 1.4m closer to Lot 778 than 

permitted. 
 
I am however prepared to compromise and refrain from objecting to these plans, subject to 
the owner of Lot 7877 agreeing in writing before approval of the plans, to comply with the 
following conditions: 
 
1. To enhance the privacy for Lot 778, the balcony frames on Apartments 4, 6 and 7 on 

Lot 777 are to be constructed of solid, non-transparent materials. 
 

2. The risk of both impact to the existing east-facing fibro fence and noise pollution 
associated with vehicle movements along the driveway on Lot 777 be mitigated by the 
construction of an aesthetic and solid 1.8m brick wall (height of existing fence) to 
replace the existing fibro fence as an effective barrier.  The brick wall supporting piers 
must be west facing. 
 

3. Effective measures be taken to minimise light pollution to Lot 778 from external lighting 
on Lot 777. 
 

4. To prevent noise pollution for Lot 778, no air conditioning units are to be installed on 
the east-facing side on Lot 777. 
 

5. Construction is to be in accordance with east-facing distances and heights shown in 
the plans presented to me on 4 November 2016, with no additional alterations. 
 

6. A dilapidation survey i.e. a structural report by an independent certified expert, issued 
before and after construction will be carried out for my property on Lot 778 (No. 1/261).  
This survey will be arranged and paid for by the owner of Lot 777.  In the event of 
damage to my property caused by the construction, a full monetary compensation, 
estimated by an independent expert, will be paid to me by the owner of Lot 777 within 
30 days. 

 
Unit 2 
 
We have examined the detailed plans and have taken notice of the east-facing features that 
do not comply with the R-Codes. The most pertinent violation for us is the proximity of the 
balconies of Apt. 6 and 7, which are about 1.4m closer to us than permitted. We will consider 
refraining from objecting to these plans, if the owner of lot 777 agrees, in written form before 
approval of the plans, with the following conditions: 
 
• The balcony frames (dark grey on the plan) will definitely and fully be built of solid 

brick, not of any type of transparent or frosted material. 
 
• About 72% of the boundary between lot 777 and our lot (778) will be directly adjacent 

to the planed driveway and parking, representing a source of noise and a high risk that 
cars will hit and dent the fence (even with the planned bushes). Therefore, the owner 
of lot 777 will take measures to solidify and soundproof the boundary. A single-brick 
wall of 1.6m-1.8m height (same as current fence) and sandstone rendering is an 
acceptable solution – supporting piers will have to be fully on lot 777. 

 
• Convincing measures will be presented to avoid light pollution from the car park of lot 

777 towards lot 778. In particular, wall and ceiling mounted lights shining on our house 
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(No. 2/261) will be avoided and potential car bay lights will automatically turn off. We 
are using telescopes for astronomy on our west-facing side. 

 
• To prevent noise pollution for lot 778, no air conditioning units are to be installed on 

the east-facing side on lot 777. 
 
• Construction is to happen in accordance with east-facing distances and heights as 

shown in the plans (presented to us on 26/10/2016), with no additional alterations. 
 
• A dilapidation survey, i.e. a structural report by an independent certified expert issued 

before and after construction, will be carried out for our house on lot 778 (No. 2/261). 
This survey will be organised and covered by the owner of lot 777. In case of damage 
caused by the construction, a full monetary compensation, estimated by an 
independent expert, will be payed to us by the owner of lot 777 with 30 days. 

 
We trust that the Town of Cambridge will support these requests as a fair compromise in 
exchange for approving the east-facing R-code violations.  
 
 
267 Cambridge Street (west) 
 
Comment 1: 
 
I sincerely hope you stick to the guidelines, I will be overlooked by the said windows and do 
not want my privacy invaded. 
 
Comment 2: 
 
We are concerned that the proposed development has no setback on the ground level and 
do not approve that plan which is not compliant with council regulations. A setback is 
important to minimise overshadowing, improve privacy and provide a sense of space.  
 
Also there are concerns of any liability with cars reversing from 267 into the boundary wall 
which if this was the wall of a unit would be potentially more serious. 
 
Further, any future development by unit holders of 267 Cambridge Street would be adversely 
affected if 263 were allowed to build on the boundary with no setback. This may limit 
property development options for our property owners.  
 
Comment 3: 
 
I am not accepting of the ground floor side setbacks having nil setback. This is totally 
unacceptable and needs to be changed. 
 
What parking is going to be available? Parking is a nightmare as apartments usually have 2 
cars each. We have constant problems at 267 so I am curious as to what the proposed plans 
are there.  
 
As my unit faces directly into 263 I am hoping windows are not looking straight into my unit 
and my privacy is maintained as you can appreciate. 
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12. The proposed development meets the ‘deemed to comply requirements’ of Element 

6.4.2 C2.1 (‘Solar access for adjoining sites’) of the R-Codes as it does not 
detrimentally impact access to light and ventilation for any existing dwellings on the 
adjoining properties. 
 

13. The proposed development makes effective use of all available space and provides for 
the creation of adequate internal and external living areas which will benefit all future 
occupants. 
 

14. The proposed setback variations to the side boundaries will not have an adverse 
impact on the local streetscape in terms of its bulk and scale. 
 

15. It is considered that those portions of the development proposing a reduced setback 
from the western side boundary are consistent in terms of its design, bulk and scale 
with other similar residential developments recently approved by the Town in the 
immediate locality. 
 

16. Those portions of the proposed development with a reduced setback from the western 
side boundary abuts the communal open space and common car parking area of the 
exiting multiple dwelling development on adjoining Lot 5 (No.265) Cambridge Street 
(See Figure 1 or the cover letter). As such it is contended that the proposed 
development on Lot 777 will not have any adverse impacts on any outdoor living areas 
or major openings to habitable rooms associated with the existing multiple dwellings 
on adjoining Lot 5. 

 
Having regard for all of the above it is contended that those portions of the new multiple 
dwelling development on Lot 777 proposing a reduced setback from the western side 
boundary satisfies the ‘design principles criteria’ of Element 6.1.4 of the R-Codes and may 
therefore be approved by the Town. 
 
R-Code Element 6.1.4 C4.3 – ‘Lot boundary setbacks’ (buildings on boundary) 
 
7. The proposed variation to the average wall height (i.e. 250mm) in considered minor 

and will not have an adverse impact on the streetscape of the adjoining properties. 
 

8. The proposed development meets the ‘deemed to comply requirements’ of Element 
6.4.2 C2.1 (‘Solar access for adjoining sites’) of the R-Codes and will not detrimentally 
impact access to light and ventilation for the existing dwellings on any adjoining 
properties. 
 

9. The proposed development makes effective use of all available space and provides for 
the creation of adequate internal and external living areas of each unit which will 
benefit all future occupants. 
 

10. It is contended that the proposed variation for those portions of the new development 
to be built up to the western side boundary is consistent in terms of their design, bulk 
and scale with other similar residential developments approved by the Town in the 
immediate locality. 
 

11. It is contended that those portions of the proposed development to be built up to the 
western side boundary will not have any adverse impacts on the local streetscape in 
terms of its bulk and scale. 
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12. Those portions of the proposed development to be built up to the western side 

boundary abuts the communal open space and common car parking area of the exiting 
multiple dwelling development on adjoining Lot 5 (No.265) Cambridge Street (See 
Figure 1 of the cover letter). As such it is contended that the proposed development on 
Lot 777 will not have any adverse impacts on any outdoor living areas or major 
openings to habitable rooms associated with the existing multiple dwellings on 
adjoining Lot 5. 

 
Having regard for all of the above it is contended that those portions of the proposed new 
multiple dwelling development on Lot 777 to be built up to the western side boundary satisfy 
the ‘design principles criteria’ of Element 6.1.4 of the R-Codes and may therefore be 
approved by the Town. 
 
R-Code Element 6.2.1 C1.1 - 'Street surveillance' 
 
7. The proposed development has been designed with ‘architectural features’ along its 

Cambridge and Halifax Lane frontages to help provide an interesting and articulated 
front facade. 
 

8. The proposed development has been designed to make a positive contribution to the 
local streetscapes, with major openings to the habitable rooms and balconies providing 
an ‘active frontage’ to both Cambridge Street and Halifax Lane. 
 

9. The proposed development has been designed to provide all entry points along the 
common driveway/car parking area, therefore providing improved passive surveillance 
and security for all future occupants. 
 

10. The proposed development has been designed with balconies along the street 
frontages to provide improved passive surveillance over both Cambridge Street and 
Halifax Lane. 
 

11. The design of the proposed development will not have any adverse impacts on the 
local streetscape. 
 

12. The proposed development has been design to provide improved surveillance of the 
adjoining street and the common driveway/car parking area, therefore providing 
improved security for its occupants and minimise any opportunities for concealment 
and entrapment. 

 
Having regard for all of the above it is contended that the proposed multiple dwelling 
development on Lot 777 satisfies the ‘design principles criteria’ of Element 6.2.1 of the R-
Codes and may therefore be approved by the Town. 
 
Element 6.4.1 C1.1– ‘Visual privacy’ 
 
6. The proposed development has been designed to effectively locate all major openings 

to habitable rooms in a manner which avoids overlooking and maintains the visual 
privacy of all adjoining residential properties. 
 

7. The extent of overlooking from the proposed development extending over the adjoining 
properties is considered minor and will not have an adverse impact on the adjoining 
properties. 
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8. Those portions of the ‘cones of vision’ extending over all immediately adjoining 

properties are not considered to be excessive or detrimental in terms of visual privacy 
impacts. 
 

9. With respect to any potential impacts on the amenity of adjoining Lot 778 (No.261) 
Cambridge Street (i.e. eastern property), the following points are submitted in support 
of the proposal: 
 
(iii) That portion of the 'cone of vision' from the Units 6, 7 & 9 of the proposed new 

development will extend over side setback area of the existing grouped dwelling 
development on adjoining Lot 778 (see Figure 1 - Aerial Site Plan of the cover 
letter). As such, it is contended that the overlooking from Units 6, 7 & 9 of the 
new development on Lot 777 will not have an adverse impact on adjoining Lot 
778; and 
 

(iv) That portion of the 'cone of vision' from the bedroom 2 window of Unit 4 of the 
proposed new development on Lot 777 extends over the front setback and 
driveway areas of the existing grouped dwelling on Lot 778. Furthermore, the 
portion of Lot 778 being overlooked from the bedroom 2 window of Unit 4 is 
currently visible by the general public from Cambridge Street. 

 
10. With respect to any potential impacts on the amenity of adjoining Lot 5 (No.265) 

Cambridge Street (i.e. western property), the following points are submitted in support 
of the proposal: 
 
(iii) That portion of the 'cone of vision' from the bedroom 2 window of Unit 8 of the 

proposed new development will extend over the common car parking area of the 
existing multiple dwelling development on adjoining Lot 5 (see Figure 1 - Aerial 
Site Plan). As such, it is contended that the overlooking from Unit 8 of the new 
development on Lot 777 will not have an adverse impact on adjoining Lot 5; and 
 

(iv) That portion of the 'cone of vision' from the bedroom 2 window of Unit 5 of the 
proposed new development on Lot 777 extends over the front setback area of 
the existing multiple dwelling development on Lot 5. Furthermore, the portion of 
Lot 5 being overlooked from the bedroom 2 window of Unit 5 is currently visible 
by the general public from Cambridge Street. 

 
Having regard for all of the above it is contended that those portions of the ‘cones of vision’ 
extending from the proposed multiple dwelling development on Lot 777 over the adjoining 
western and eastern properties satisfy the ‘design principles criteria’ of Element 6.4.1 of the 
R-Codes and may therefore be approved by the Town. 
 
Town of Cambridge Local Planning Policy 3.1 'Streetscape', Element 3.1.1 
(‘Street setbacks’) 
 
11. The proposed variation to the front setback (i.e. between 815mm & 860mm) is 

considered minor and will not have a detrimental impact on the adjoining properties or 
the streetscape. 
 

12. The proposed development has been designed with a variable setback along its 
Cambridge Street frontage to help provide an interesting and articulated front facade. 
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13. The proposed development has been designed to make a positive contribution to the 

local streetscape and an ‘active frontage’ to Cambridge Street. 
 

14. The proposed development will not have an adverse impact on the Cambridge Street 
streetscape in terms of its overall bulk and scale and is generally consistent with other 
similar residential developments approved by the Town in the immediate locality. 
 

15. The front setback of the proposed development is reflective of various developments 
within the nearby Wembley Town Centre which contain nil front setbacks. 
 

16. The variation to the upper floor front setback for the proposed development will not 
have an adverse impact on any major openings to habitable rooms or any outdoor 
living areas associated with any dwellings on the adjoining properties. 
 

17. It is contended that the proposed front setback of the new development on Lot 777 
meets the 'deemed to comply requirements' of Element 6.1.3 C3.1 ('Street setback) of 
the R-Codes, which permits the location of balconies forward of the 4 metre setback 
line in areas coded R40. 
 

18. The proposed variation to the front setback of the new multiple dwelling development 
on Lot 777 will significantly improve current levels of passive surveillance over 
Cambridge Street. 
 

19. Sufficient space is available within the front setback area on the ground floor to 
accommodate gardens and landscaping, all of which will be designed and constructed 
to ensure that the development is visually attractive and makes a positive contribution 
to the local streetscape. 
 

20. Abutting Lot 777 is a substantial verge area with a width of 4.5 metres along the 
Cambridge Street frontage.  The verge width provides an increased setback between 
the proposed development and the road pavement, therefore minimising the impact of 
the proposed built form on the Cambridge Street streetscape. 

 
Having regard for all of the above it is contended that the proposed variation to the front 
setback for the new multiple dwelling development on Lot 777 will not have a detrimental 
impact on the streetscape in terms of bulk and scale and may therefore be supported and 
approved by the Town. 
 
NEIGHBOUR COMMENT 
 
261 Cambridge Street (east) 
 
Unit 1 
 
I note from your letter the east-facing features which do not comply with the respective R-
Codes and consider the most significant violations for me to be the following visual privacy 
setbacks: 
 
- The proximity of Apartment 4, bedroom 2, window to the east-facing boundary is 2.1m 

closer to Lot 778 than permitted. 
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- The proximity of the balconies of Apartments 6 and 7 are 1.4m closer to Lot 778 than 

permitted. 
 
I am however prepared to compromise and refrain from objecting to these plans, subject to 
the owner of Lot 7877 agreeing in writing before approval of the plans, to comply with the 
following conditions: 
 
7. To enhance the privacy for Lot 778, the balcony frames on Apartments 4, 6 and 7 on 

Lot 777 are to be constructed of solid, non-transparent materials. 
 

8. The risk of both impact to the existing east-facing fibro fence and noise pollution 
associated with vehicle movements along the driveway on Lot 777 be mitigated by the 
construction of an aesthetic and solid 1.8m brick wall (height of existing fence) to 
replace the existing fibro fence as an effective barrier.  The brick wall supporting piers 
must be west facing. 
 

9. Effective measures be taken to minimise light pollution to Lot 778 from external lighting 
on Lot 777. 
 

10. To prevent noise pollution for Lot 778, no air conditioning units are to be installed on 
the east-facing side on Lot 777. 
 

11. Construction is to be in accordance with east-facing distances and heights shown in 
the plans presented to me on 4 November 2016, with no additional alterations. 
 

12. A dilapidation survey i.e. a structural report by an independent certified expert, issued 
before and after construction will be carried out for my property on Lot 778 (No. 1/261).  
This survey will be arranged and paid for by the owner of Lot 777.  In the event of 
damage to my property caused by the construction, a full monetary compensation, 
estimated by an independent expert, will be paid to me by the owner of Lot 777 within 
30 days. 

 
Unit 2 
 
We have examined the detailed plans and have taken notice of the east-facing features that 
do not comply with the R-Codes. The most pertinent violation for us is the proximity of the 
balconies of Apt. 6 and 7, which are about 1.4m closer to us than permitted. We will consider 
refraining from objecting to these plans, if the owner of lot 777 agrees, in written form before 
approval of the plans, with the following conditions: 
 
• The balcony frames (dark grey on the plan) will definitely and fully be built of solid 

brick, not of any type of transparent or frosted material. 
 
• About 72% of the boundary between lot 777 and our lot (778) will be directly adjacent 

to the planed driveway and parking, representing a source of noise and a high risk that 
cars will hit and dent the fence (even with the planned bushes). Therefore, the owner 
of lot 777 will take measures to solidify and soundproof the boundary. A single-brick 
wall of 1.6m-1.8m height (same as current fence) and sandstone rendering is an 
acceptable solution – supporting piers will have to be fully on lot 777. 

 
• Convincing measures will be presented to avoid light pollution from the car park of lot 

777 towards lot 778. In particular, wall and ceiling mounted lights shining on our house 
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(No. 2/261) will be avoided and potential car bay lights will automatically turn off. We 
are using telescopes for astronomy on our west-facing side. 

 
• To prevent noise pollution for lot 778, no air conditioning units are to be installed on 

the east-facing side on lot 777. 
 
• Construction is to happen in accordance with east-facing distances and heights as 

shown in the plans (presented to us on 26/10/2016), with no additional alterations. 
 
• A dilapidation survey, i.e. a structural report by an independent certified expert issued 

before and after construction, will be carried out for our house on lot 778 (No. 2/261). 
This survey will be organised and covered by the owner of lot 777. In case of damage 
caused by the construction, a full monetary compensation, estimated by an 
independent expert, will be payed to us by the owner of lot 777 with 30 days. 

 
We trust that the Town of Cambridge will support these requests as a fair compromise in 
exchange for approving the east-facing R-code violations.  
 
 
267 Cambridge Street (west) 
 
Comment 1: 
 
I sincerely hope you stick to the guidelines, I will be overlooked by the said windows and do 
not want my privacy invaded. 
 
Comment 2: 
 
We are concerned that the proposed development has no setback on the ground level and 
do not approve that plan which is not compliant with council regulations. A setback is 
important to minimise overshadowing, improve privacy and provide a sense of space.  
 
Also there are concerns of any liability with cars reversing from 267 into the boundary wall 
which if this was the wall of a unit would be potentially more serious. 
 
Further, any future development by unit holders of 267 Cambridge Street would be adversely 
affected if 263 were allowed to build on the boundary with no setback. This may limit 
property development options for our property owners.  
 
 
Comment 3: 
 
I am not accepting of the ground floor side setbacks having nil setback. This is totally 
unacceptable and needs to be changed. 
 
What parking is going to be available? Parking is a nightmare as apartments usually have 2 
cars each. We have constant problems at 267 so I am curious as to what the proposed plans 
are there.  
 
As my unit faces directly into 263 I am hoping windows are not looking straight into my unit 
and my privacy is maintained as you can appreciate. 
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APPLICANT'S JUSTIFICATION 
 
The application proposes that the roof form for the rear portion of the new dwelling will 
comprise a skillion structure with a 4 degree pitch in lieu if a pitched roof structure (between 
22 degrees and 35 degrees) as required by the 'deemed to comply requirements‘ of Clause 
3.1.10 of the Town's Local Planning Policy No.3.1 ('Streetscape'). 
 
In determining the suitability of the abovementioned variation, the following justification is 
provided in support of the proposal for the Town’s consideration: 
 
1. The proposed skillion roof form is located on the rear portion of the new dwelling, 

behind a pitched roof form on the front section of the dwelling. It is significant to note 
that the roof form on the front portion of the dwelling is a compliant pitched structure 
comprising a pitch of 22 degrees. As such the proposed skillion roof for the new 
dwelling will not have an adverse impact on the local streetscape or the adjoining 
properties in terms of bulk and scale. 

 
2. In addition to the above point, the skillion roof form will be predominantly screened 

from the public realm by the compliant pitched roof form of the front portion of the 
dwelling. 

 
3. The skillion roof form for the rear portion of the new dwelling will help to provide an 

interesting and articulated roof line. 
 
4. The proposed new dwelling on Lot 1 meets the ‘deemed to comply requirements’ of 

Element 5.4.2 C2.1 (‘Solar access for adjoining sites’) of the R-Codes as it does not 
detrimentally impact access to light and ventilation for any existing dwellings on the 
adjoining properties. 

 
5. The proposed dwelling has been designed using a modern roof form which is common 

throughout the metropolitan area, including parts of the Town of Cambridge. 
 
Having regard for the above it is contended that the proposed skillion roof form for the rear 
portion of the new dwelling on Lot 1 will not have a detrimental impact on the streetscape, 
will not compromise the objectives of the Town’s Local Planning Policy Scheme No.3.1 and 
may therefore be approved by the Town. 
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APPLICANT'S JUSTIFICATION 
 
Ground floor side setback south 
 
The entry wall parapet aligns with the neighbours laundry/kitchen parapet. Whilst this wall is 
740 mm higher than the neighbours parapet, the additional height abuts neighbouring 
roofing and does not affect any windows or internal living spaces. 
 
The Pantry parapet wall height(well with-in R-code clause 5.1.3.C3.2iii requirements)  is 
designed to align with current fence heights as shown on our south elevation drawing, but 
there is a section where the current fence steps down and our proposal involves ‘filling in’ 
this anomaly in the fence height. As per my original letter, there is a return neighbouring 
window (not the major opening for the room) that the proposal will shade marginally more 
than the current situation. 
 
To compensate for this, our proposal has stepped the upper floor back to 3000 (more than 
2.5 times the minimum 1.2m setback) adjacent (north east) to this window. The upper floor 
has been cut back to align with this window, thus there is no upper floor building at all 
immediately to the north of this window.   

 
Front landscaping 
 
The proposed residence has been holistically designed around three major items: 
 
1)  The design principles of 5.4.2P2.2 as below 
2)  The Council’s streetscape policy 
3)  The large existing gum tree which makes a substantial contribution to the streetscape 

and it is desired to be kept by the proprietors and neighbours. 
 
To achieve the above, the house has been initially designed around the tree with courtyards 
to the front and side of the house. The house then wraps around these areas.  

 
 Roof Pitch 
 
Much effect has been placed in complying with the council’s streetscape policy in terms of 
the dominant major roof being pitched. The skillion roof (designed to assist with neighbours 
overshadowing) is a minor part of the elevation and is setback 16 metres from the street. It 
will not have a detrimental affect on streetscape. 

 
Overshadowing 
 
The neighbouring setting in which the proposed residence sits is the extreme worst case 
scenario with regard to the ’Deemed to Comply’ R-code interpretation of Solar access 
(clause 5.4,2.C2.1). To the south is a subdivided ,small, thin (7.5m wide) site that is 
orientated east/west. Further compounding factors are the neighbouring levels (the house is 
dug below natural ground level) and the recent addition to the R-codes of clause 5.4.2.C2.2 
relating to proportionate allocation of overshadowing allowance. 
 
Because of the above points, applying the ’Deemed to Comply’ requirements of Clause 
5.4.2. is not practical (even the current fence exceeds these requirements) so the proposal 
has been designed around the ’Design Principles’ R-code clauses of 5.4.2.P2.2. 
Where the proposed residence abuts the neighbouring living and dining areas: 
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• The drying court has been designed to coincide with the neighbours dining room 

sunken light court 
• Proposed parapets (allowed under clause 5.1.3 C3.2iii) align with existing parapets 

(entry) or are lowered to match adjacent fence levels to the neighbours existing dining 
room light court. 

• Upper floor setbacks have been increased to 1.9m and 3m (from 1.2m - R-code table 
2a) 

• Roof form is a lower pitch skillion to reduce bulk and overshadowing to the neighbours 
living and dining areas. 

 
SPECIFIC JUSTIFICATION UNDER DESIGN PRINCIPLE CLAUSES: 5.4.2.P2.1- 
EFFECTIVE SOLAR ACCESS FOR THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT AND 
PROTECTION OF THE SOLAR ACCESS 
 
Our proposal involves major outdoor living spaces and opening spaces opening to the north 
and protects solar access as below. 
 
5.4.2.P2.2- DEVELOPMENT DESIGNED TO PROTECT SOLAR ACCESS FOR 
NEIGHBOURING PROPERTIES TAKING INTO ACCOUNT THE POTENTIAL TO 
OVERSHADOW EXISTING: 
 

• OUTDOOR LIVING AREAS: 
 
The neighbouring property has its main outdoor living areas orientated to the west and does 
not abut our proposal. There is a minor sunken (light) court with-in the street frontage area, 
but this area is not a major outdoor living area and as is sunken, is already significantly 
affected by overshadowing of the large retaining walls, fences and landscaping. 
 

• NORTH FACING MAJOR OPENINGS TO HABITABLE ROOMS 
 
The neighbouring house has 4 north facing major openings to habitable rooms. Only the 
dining room windows are the main windows for this room. The living room’s main window is 
to the west and not affected by our proposal. 
 

• Dining room void window - This is the main source of northern light to the central void 
in the house and as shown in Section C, this window is not affected at all by our 
proposal. 

• Dining room lower court window- This window is designed to look out over the pond 
and waterfall (built into fence) and is sunken down below natural ground level. This 
window is approx 1.3m away from the fence (as shown in section C) and is already 
significantly overshadowed by the existing retaining wall/fence. The existing 
residence on 67 already overshadows the highest portion of this window not currently 
overshadowed by the existing fence. As such our proposal does not alter the pre-
existing conditions to this window in terms of the 34 degree sun angle. 

• Living room north window (eastern)- This window is approx 1.0m away from the 
fence and (as shown in section C) is already significantly overshadowed by the 
existing retaining wall/fence. The existing residence on 67 already overshadows the 
highest portion of this window not currently overshadowed by the existing fence. As 
such our proposal does not alter the pre-existing conditions to this window in terms of 
the 34 degree sun angle. 
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• Living room north window (western)- This window is part of a corner window which 
wraps around to become the west facing major window to the living room. As such, is 
it not the major window for the living room.  This window is approx 1.0m away from 
the fence and is already significantly overshadowed by the existing retaining 
wall/fence. However the fence has a small lower stepped down section adjacent to 
this window so the existing fence does not overshadow as much as the eastern 
window above. 
 

The proposed parapet wall (well with-in R-code clause 5.1.3.C3.2iii requirements) matches 
the height of the fence adjacent to the dining room, but will shade this window marginally 
more than the current situation (because of the fence step down as mentioned above) . To 
compensate for this, our proposal has stepped the upper floor back to 3000 (more than 2.5 
times the minimum 1.2m setback) adjacent (north east) to this window. The upper floor has 
been cut back to align with this window, thus there is no upper floor building at all 
immediately to the north of this window. 
 
I believe the above provides clear justification under clause 5.4.2.P2.2 that the proposal has 
adequately "taken into account the potential to overshadow north facing major openings to 
habitable rooms". 
 

• ROOF MOUNTED SOLAR COLLECTORS 
 
The neighbouring residence has roof mounted solar pool heating collectors (above 
bed 1) which (as shown in section C) are not affected by our proposal. 

 
Further to discussions, I have proposed to lower the pitching height of the roof to the lift/store 
and stairs down to 2150 (from 2400) and alter the eaves detail.  This further significantly 
reduces overshadowing to neighbouring north facing major openings.  Please refer to the 
attached drawing (Revised Section C). 
 
NEIGHBOUR COMMENT 
 
Submission One (No. 65b St Leonards Avenue) 
 
As the proposed dwelling is to be located on our northern boundary, we are concerned about 
the adverse impact this dwelling will have on the amenity of our dwelling. 
 
Based on our examination of the plans and from the advice provided by the Town, the 
proposed dwelling at No 67 does not meet the deemed to comply requirements relating to 
overshadowing and we understand that the applicant is now required to provide justification 
addressing the relevant design principles of the Residential Design Codes. 
 
In assessing these plans, we request the Town to consider that our dwelling at No 65b 
shares a northern boundary with both House No 67 and House No 67a. The Town should 
consider the cumulative impact of overshadowing created by both the recent approval to the 
two-storey dwelling on 67a St Leonards Ave and the overshadowing proposed at No 67. 
 
The recent approval of the dwelling at 67a St Leonards Avenue has resulted in 62m2 of our 
lot being affected by shadow on 21 June. The major impact was to our rear open space 
grassed area and a portion of our outdoor swimming pool. 
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The dwelling proposed for 67 St Leonards Avenue will result in a further 139m2 of our 
property being affected by shadow on 21 June. This brings the total overshadowing at our 
property to 201m2. Given that our lot is only 306m2 in area, this will result in approximately 
66% of our property being affected by overshadowing on 21 June, which is significantly 
greater than the 35% considered acceptable by the Residential Design Codes. 
 
We recognise that overshadowing of our property already occurs through an existing 
boundary wall, which is over 3m in height; and by the existing dwelling at House no 67. 
As our property is already affected by the existing boundary wall, this is in no way a reason 
for the adjoining dwelling to even further increase the amount of overshadowing on our 
property. 
 
Indeed, the boundary wall is of sufficient height to enable a dwelling to be designed so that it 
can avoid any further overshadowing. 
 
In regard to the existing two storey dwelling at house No 67, the Town should consider the 
following: 
 
1. Lots sizes have changed 
 
At the time the two storey dwelling at house No 67 was constructed, the neighbouring lot at 
house No 65 was a 613m2 lot. As this lot has since been subdivided, the neighbouring 
dwelling (our home) now sits on a 306m2 lot. The tolerance for overshadowing is, therefore, 
significantly less than at the time the original dwelling was constructed at house No 67. 
 
2. Existing Dwelling should not be used as the standard for future dwellings 
 
The overshadowing by the existing building which is to be demolished, should not be seen 
as a reason to increase the overshadowing impact on our property. As the application 
proposes to demolish the existing dwelling, whatever impact that dwelling has on our 
property should be of no significance to the consideration of the new dwelling. The new 
dwelling should comply with current requirements and not exacerbate any shortcomings of 
the existing dwelling. 
 
3. Proposed Dwelling increases adverse impact 
 
The existing dwelling at House No 67 is a two storey dwelling and while it does affect the 
solar access of our home, the design of our home mitigates against this. Our living areas are 
bright and only wholly affected by shadow for an 8 week period in mid winter. At these times 
of the year, the rooms enjoy reflect light that has been created through careful design and 
attention to landscaping detail. At other times of the year, our main living rooms enjoy bright 
solar access. 
 
The proposed dwelling will be a three storey building, with the eaves closest to our home to 
be approximately 2.4m higher than the existing building and approximately 3.7m higher that 
the 3m boundary wall. It should be noted that the existing building is already 1.3m higher 
than the existing boundary wall. Being located so close to our common boundary, the new 
dwelling will tower over our dwelling and block out sunlight for a significant number of 
months every year. 
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The following figures demonstrate that while both the existing and proposed building 
adversely affect the solar access to our main living area, this impact is for an extended 
period of time with the new dwelling. 

 
 
 
 
The following figure is a photograph taken from our living area, where the gutter of the 
existing dwelling on No 67 is just visible standing at our window. The photograph clearly 
demonstrates that the potential impact that an additional 2.4m high building will have on the 
solar access to our dwelling. 
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Figure 5 - Photograph of existing 3m boundary wall and glimpse of existing neighbouring 
dwelling as viewed from our living room. Eaves of existing dwelling are 1.3m higher than 
boundary wall. 
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We understand that developments that are not able to meet the deemed to comply 
requirements must be assessed under the Design Principles. The Design Principles require 
development to be designed to protect the solar access for neighbouring properties, 
particularly for north facing major openings to habitable rooms. 
 
While our property is already adversely impacted by the existing neighbouring dwelling and 
our high boundary fence, this should not be used as a reason to further reduce solar access 
to our main living areas. 
 
We are of the opinion that the natural ground level provides the opportunity to step the 
dwelling down the lot, thereby avoiding the need to reduce any solar access that we 
currently enjoy with our dwelling. 
 
We would also like to object against the proposed zero setback wall on the south west 
corner. The Town will note from the elevation plans provided by the applicant that the 
existing boundary wall at this point is stepped down approximately 400mm. If approved, as 
submitted, the proposed zero setback wall will cover this entire stepped down area. 
Given the height of the existing boundary wall, the small stepped down area is important for 
our dwelling in terms of providing additional solar access to our main living areas. We do not 
support the removal of the 400mm step in the boundary wall as it would further reduce solar 
access to our main living areas. 
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Should the applicant wish to construct a zero lot wall in this location, we would have no 
objections subject to the height of the wall being equal to or below the existing stepped down 
area. That is, the height of the wall being reduced by a minimum of 400mm. Given the 
natural slope of the land, it would be possible to step the building down in this location 
without compromising the integrity of the proposed dwelling. 
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APPLICANT'S JUSTIFICATION 
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NEIGHBOUR COMMENT 
 
Firstly, we would like to point out that we never received notice of the initial proposal 
regarding the garage boundary wall as well as any other features of the proposed building 
plans which were subject to our comments.  You advised that such a letter was sent to us, 
but at the same time, could not provide proof that the letter was, in fact, sent.    
 
Hence, we have had no opportunity to respond to the garage boundary wall, and as a result, 
much to our dismay, the garage boundary wall was approved.   
 
We would also like to point out that the letter from Cambridge Council regarding the 
proposed amended plans was dated 1 November 2016.  We did not receive this letter until 
10 November 2016. 
 
It is our opinion that the owners of 24 Marapana have done well in obtaining a garage on our 
boundary with a 3.2 metre wall attached, as well as a granny flat at the back.   
 
Therefore, we object to the proposed amendment to increase the height of the wall to 3.7 
metres.  The wall of such a height would:  
 

• Be towering and imposing upon our property 
• Reflect a lot of heat in the summer onto our property 
• Be inconsistent with the street scape. 

 
Furthermore, and more significantly, the wall on the boundary line, in and of itself, has huge 
potential to detrimentally affect the re-sale value of our property. 
   
For the reasons stated above, we would ask the Council not to approve this amendment. 
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APPLICANT'S JUSTIFICATION 
 
Front Setback 
 
The ground floor has been increased to 4m as per 3.1.1 of the TPS Policy Manual. The 
proposed bay window protrudes 0.5m into the street setback area and is considered a minor 
projection as per R-Codes 5.1.3 - C3.1 (iv), and 3.1.2 Minor Incursions of the TPS Policy 
Manual. 
 
Setbacks 
 
Side Setback Unit 1: 
• The proposed garage parapet wall height has been reduced to an average 3m above 

the adjacent natural ground level. 
• The proposed low level kitchen window will be fixed and obscure glazed and is 

therefore considered to be a secondary window. 
• The upper floor retreat has a 2.6m setback as measured from the adjacent northern lot 

boundary. 
 
Side setback unit 2: 
• The proposed garage located off the rear laneway has an average height of 3m and 

abuts an existing wall of similar dimension. 
• The north facing alfresco is an open space (as distinct from a wall with a major 

opening), and as such a 1.0m setback is considered appropriate. 
 
Street Surveillance 
 
The approach to unit 2 is exclusively via the dedicated pedestrian access way. A video 
intercom system that is proposed at the McCourt Street entry, and there will be a clear view 
from the dining room and bedroom 1 of any invited approach to the dwelling via this access 
way. 
 
The proposed primary access to the dwelling will be via the large glass sliding doors located 
off the covered outdoor area. This door will be visible on the approach via the pedestrian 
access way. 
 
Vehicle access 
 
Vehicular access to unit 1 is proposed via the existing bitumen crossover at McCourt Street. 
No changes to the existing streetscape are proposed. The setback to the garage has also 
been increased to 6.4m - well behind the established building line. 
 
NEIGHBOUR COMMENT 
 
Submission 1 
 
We live beside the proposed two-group dwellings site of 48 McCourt Street West Leederville 
and are writing to request that the Cambridge Council refuse this proposed planning 
application. 
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• Our major concern is that the proposed plans show an infill and subsequent retaining 

wall with a maximum height of 0.9 metres on the northern boundary. Currently the 
existing dividing brick wall is 1.8mtrs from our ground level, if the proposed infill/wall 
goes ahead we will be looking at a dividing wall close to 3metres high along our main 
entertaining area.  

• We purchased our property in March 2016; one of the main attractions of our property 
was its outdoor alfresco area. It consists of kitchen and dining facilities and has proven 
to be a great entertaining area. We believe that the proposed development will result in 
a dividing wall that is not only visually an eyesore but will result in a decline in the 
value of our property. 

• The plans also show the Unit 2 (Rear) garage to extend 0.5 metres beyond our 
existing garage. We believe this will also have a visual impact on the outlook of our 
property (boxing us in). Our garage is currently in line with our other existing neighbour 
and appears much more streamline and less obtrusive.  

• Seemingly this garage does not currently meet the Town of Cambridge planning policy 
of a 1.1 metre setback: the proposed plans show a nil setback. We believe that this is 
due to the proposed garage being greater than 6mtres in length. We would request 
this not be approved for reasons stated above. 

• We are also very concerned that the proposed Rear Unit 2 will overlook our property; 
this will lead to a loss of privacy and will certainly impact on the peaceful enjoyment of 
our home and garden. The planned proposed alfresco in Rear Unit 2 show a setback 
of only 1.0 metre. We don’t believe this is a sufficient buffer for noise, light and odours. 

• The layout (front and back house) is not in keeping with the neighbouring properties 
(side by side), which assist in promoting the streetscape by removing from 
car/traffic/parking from the immediate area. 

• Therefore, we ask that The Cambridge Council refuse this Planning Application and 
encourage the owners to resubmit a building design that is less intrusive on their 
neighbouring property. 

 
Submission 2 
 
• The proposed setback of the proposed garage wall is nil. This will result in an 

unacceptable reduction in the daylight and direct sun available to number 44 McCourt 
Street through window and/or skylights facing the proposed property. 

• The proposed nil setback will drastically reduce the perception of open space available 
to 44 McCourt Street as it will aggravate the visual impact of the building bulk due to 
the proposed property’s proximity. 

• The proposed setback of the scullery wall is 1.2 meters. As at point 1, this will result in 
an unacceptable reduction in the daylight and direct sun available to number 44 
McCourt Street through windows and/or skylights facing the proposed property. 

• The proposed 1.2 meters setback will reduce the perception of open space available to 
44 McCourt Street as it will aggravate the visual impact of the building bulk due to the 
proposed property’s proximity. 

• The proposed setback of the kitchen wall is 1 meter. As at point 1, this will result in an 
unacceptable reduction in the daylight and direct sun available to number 44 McCourt 
Street through windows and/or skylights facing the proposed property. 

• The proposed 1 meter setback will reduce the perception of open space available to 
44 McCourt Street as it will aggravate the visual impact of the building bulk due to the 
proposed property’s proximity. 

 



ATTACHMENT: 
Summary of Applicant's Justification  
and Neighbour Comment  
DV16.194 - LOT 450 (NO. 48) MCCOURT STREET, WEST LEEDERVILLE 
 
• I submit that that proposed non-compliance with the minimum setbacks does not assist 

in the protection of privacy between adjoining properties as it is required to do by the 
Residential Design Codes (see Part 6.2.4, P.4.1, bullet 4). Rather said non-compliance 
radically diminishes the privacy between the properties by placing them closer 
together. 

• Any non-compliance with the minimum set back is exacerbated by the fact that one of 
the proposed buildings is two stories, and as such is likely to already diminish the 
privacy available to 44 McCourt Street. I am further concerned that non-compliance 
with the minimum setback may increase the levels of noise audible at 44 McCourt 
Street, again diminishing privacy and loss of amenity at that property. 
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APPLICANT'S JUSTIFICATION 
 
The purpose of this letter is to advise of design modifications made to the development 
application at 26 Biara Gardens, Mount Claremont, henceforth referred to as the ‘subject 
site.’  
 
Following on from the meeting on the 7th October 2016, we have considered the feedback 
provided and have incorporated the following changes which are reflective of both the sites 
obvious constraints, but also concerns surrounding the impact on the amenity on the 
adjoining property to the south.  
 
The changes to the proposed dwelling are listed as follows:  

 
1. Reduction in overshadowing of adjoining lot from 145m2 to 132.4m2;  
 
2. Setback to southern side boundary increased to lessen amenity impact  

a. Ground floor setback 1.2m/1.6m → 1.8m (400mm-600mm reduction)  
b. Upper floor setback  

i. 1.2m → 1.8m (600mm reduction)  
ii. 1.6m →  3.3m (1700mm reduction)  

 
3. A landscaping plan has been included as part of the revised DA package. The 

landscaping exceeds deemed-to-comply (DTC) provisions of the LPP.  
 

4. The setback to the ‘secondary street/car park’ is now compliant.  
 

5. Natural surveillance from the ground floor facing the primary street is now provided.  
 

6. Natural surveillance is provided facing Stephenson Avenue to the rear.  
 

7. Natural surveillance is provided to overlook the adjoining carpark/secondary street.  
 

8. The ground floor setback has been increased to 4.2m from 3.8m.  
 

9. The upper level front setback is illustrated in greater detail. The upper level now 
features an ‘other minor incursion,’ specifically an ‘other architectural feature,’ as per 
Cl 3.1.2 of LPP 2.7. The cantilevered architectural feature also provides function to the 
design by partly enclosing the shower.  

 
Additional justification 
 
The revised design resubmitted retains some elements which seek assessment under the 
design principles. Accordingly, subsequent justification is provided below. 
 
Overshadowing 
 
Combined modifications to increase wall setbacks from the boundary and reduce bulk have 
reduced overshadowing onto the adjoining lots. Overshadowing has been reduced in such a 
way so as to limit the impact to the most sensitive areas of the future adjoining dwelling. This 
has been done through consultation and determining the position of major openings and 
outdoor living areas.  
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The wall setbacks to the south have been increased as previously discussed. The setbacks 
now exceed to minimum setbacks and heights permitted.  
 
Whilst midday during the winter solstice determines DTC overshadowing requirements, a 
supplementary figure illustrates the reduced extent of overshadowing occurring at 3pm.    
 
Garage width 
 
It is anticipated that the street setback will achieve cohesion with future adjoining dwellings. 
The required setback for the adjoining lot to the south is 4m. The garage is setback behind 
that line at 4.2m. 
  
The massing of the proposal will be in keeping with the intended streetscape character. The 
decision maker should be basing the design principle assessment on whether the physical 
appearance of the garage, as an architectural feature of the entire proposed façade, has 
sufficient aesthetical appeal to meet the desired development pattern for the area. 
 
The facade provides a substantial amount of permeable glazing of which a significant portion 
comprises major openings on both levels. This contributes to creating a vibrant, safe, and 
attractive streetscape. 
 
The effective front boundary is 11.5m. Garage width is always going to be an issue with this 
lot an ideally would have benefited from a Local Development Plan as it is only 26m2 short 
of the mandatory requirement. The requirement to setback the dwelling from the secondary 
street by 1.5m combines with the Local Planning requirement to measure garage width 
against the façade width as opposed to the R-Codes which assesses against effective lot 
width, to result in compliance being very difficult to achieve.  
 
The driveway is now tapered and allows for a significant proportion of the front yard to be 
landscaped which exceeds the minimum standards set by the Town of Cambridge in their 
comprehensive streetscape policy.  
 
There are no existing trees contained within the lot, however, the truncated area will allow for 
additional landscaping. The adjoining car parking area provides additional landscaping.  
 
As demonstrated by figure 5, hard surfaces are reduced by as much as possible to limit 
impact of the ‘heat island’ effect. This is improved through the inclusion of two mature trees. 
 
No street fencing or retaining is proposed. This improves streetscape connectivity of the 
proposal and perpetuates the garden suburb character. 
 
Visual connectivity has been strongly emphasised in this design. The openness of the 
facade allows street users to immediately and clearly identify the entry to the dwelling.  
 
Visual connectivity is easily maintained through the provision of significant amounts of 
glazing provided to the front façade. The proposal exceeds compliance with natural 
surveillance requirements.  
 
The windows serve a dual purpose in that they also serve to break up the bulk and massing 
to the façade.  
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The effect of the garage door on the streetscape is minimised through the use of the 
following design features:  
 
1. The garage door is recessed behind the heavily articulated upper level. This upper 

level is also timber clad in a dark wood which reduces the visual dominance of the 
garage and its supporting structure. 

 
2. The two storey design has far more visually dominating architectural features which 

reduce the garage’s ability to detract from the existing streetscape. 
 
Open space 
 
The development makes a positive contribution to the desired streetscape character. The 
variation has occurred as a result of the architectural feature which overhangs the driveway. 
Areas of habitable spaces, despite being cantilevered and having no direct footprint to the 
ground, still trigger site coverage. 
 
The proposal has unobstructed access to northern light on its side boundary. Access to 
sunlight is not an issue with this proposal. 
 
The dwellings designed on the site is consistent with expectations, the southern lot boundary 
wall significantly exceeds minimum setback requirements. 
 
We feel the proposal offers a high level of architectural integrity. 
 
The lot allows for recreation within the front yard and within the large outdoor living area. In 
an effort to reduce the impact of overshadowing on the southern boundary, the open space 
in this location has been increased. 
 
All services are safely accommodated. 
 
Summary 
 
The proposal has been carefully drafted by the designer to ensure that the amenity of the 
streetscape exceeds expectations, whilst also creating a functional and high quality-internal 
design to meet the requirements of the owner and future occupants.  
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APPLICANT'S JUSTIFICATION 
 
Front Setback 
 
In accordance with the Town’s Policy 3.1.1 relating to Street Setbacks, the primary street 
setback for a lot zoned Residential R40 in the West Leederville area is 4 metres from the 
primary street and the upper floor setback is 6 metres from the primary street.  
 
Given the orientation of the lot, the outdoor living area and main internal living areas are 
located towards Vincent Street West. The main building wall of the dwelling is setback 7.58 
metres to 8.32 metres from the Vincent Street boundary, which is compliant with the City’s 
policy. However, in front of the main building is an alfresco area with a roofed balcony 
above. The balcony floor is triangular in shape, with its closest point being setback 3.76 
metres from the street and its furthest point setback 6 metres. The roof line of the balcony is 
setback at a minimum distance of 4.5 metres from the Vincent Street West boundary. 
 
Furthermore, there a several examples of both residential and commercial development 
along Vincent Street West, which have front balconies that are forward of the ground floor 
main building line. 
 
In relation to the dwelling itself, specific design features have been included to assist in 
reducing perceived bulk and scale on the street. The front building façade of the dwelling is 
made entirely out of glass, which creates a sense of openness when viewing the dwelling 
from the street and the angle and shape of the balcony significantly reduces the bulk of the 
structure on the streetscape.  
 
Furthermore, the proposal illustrates that screens will be provided along the eastern and 
western sides of the balcony to provide adequate privacy for the neighbouring dwellings. In 
addition, sufficient landscaping is provided within the street setback area as demonstrated 
further in the report. 
 
In light of the fact that that the dwelling is consistent with the prevailing setback along 
Vincent Street West and that the perceived bulk of the building is reduced given specific 
design features, it is considered that the proposed variation in the street setback 
requirements, will not result in an undue impact on the streetscape and should be supported 
accordingly. 
 
Roof pitch 
 
The subject single house proposes a flat roof in lieu of roof with a pitch between 30 and 40 
degrees. In this instance, it is considered that the proposal satisfies the design principles 
listed in the Town’s policy as demonstrated below.  
 
The subject site was recently created as a result of a subdivision of a portion of land from 
No. 427 Vincent Street West. Given the site’s narrow frontage of 7.94 metres, it is 
considered that the proposal respects the height, massing and design of other developments 
along street.  
 
 
 
As demonstrated on the site survey plan, the site slopes upwards approximately 3.5 metres, 
from a level of 10.85 in the north-east corner to 14.25 in the south-west corner. The western 
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and eastern elevations demonstrate the 3 metre and 7 metre points above the boundary 
natural ground levels, which indicate the allowable heights in accordance with the R Codes. 
At the development’s highest point above the natural ground level, the dwelling is still below 
the 7 metre maximum height and to the rear of the property, the development only extends 
to a height a 3.5m above the natural ground level.  
 
In comparing the proposed height to the two neighbouring dwellings, the site survey plan 
indicates that the finished floor level of No. 427 Vincent Street West is 12.50 and the finished 
floor level of No. 431 Vincent Street West is 12.80. The finished floor level of the ground floor 
of the proposed dwelling is 11.1, with the height of the roof being 18.247.  
 
With a finished floor level of 12.5, it can be assumed that the wall height of No. 427 extents 
to a height of 16.00 (3.5m above the floor level). Given this dwelling has a pitch roof, it is 
likely that the top of the pitch will be of a similar height to the overall building height of the 
subject dwelling.  
 
In relation to No. 431 Vincent Street West, this dwelling has a two-storey component located 
approximately 5 metres setback from the Vincent Street West boundary. When assuming a 
wall height of 6 metres above the finished floor level of the two-storey component of the 
dwelling, the height of the wall extends to a height of 18.8, which is approximately 0.5 metres 
above the overall building height of the subject dwelling. However, the image below indicates 
that the roof pitch is likely to extends a further 1.5 to 2 metres above the wall height. 
 
In addition to the two neighbouring dwellings, there are several two-storey residential 
dwellings that appear to be well over the prescribed heights of the R Codes and Town’s 
Policies. The street also occupies several two-storey commercial buildings as well as a 
three-storey commercial building located on the corner of Vincent Street West and Caddy 
Avenue, only 3 lots west of the subject site. 
 
Whilst it is noted that the existing dwellings along Vincent Street West do not contain flat 
roofs as proposed in the subject dwelling, Vincent Street West is an extremely eclectic 
street, in terms of building design and land use. The streetscape includes a range of single 
houses and grouped dwelling developments as well two and three storey commercial 
buildings, where almost all the commercial buildings contain flat roofs.  
 
In light of the fact that the proposed height of the dwelling is generally less than the height of 
other two-storey dwellings along the street, as well as the fact that the street does not 
appear to have a consistent design or land use style, it is considered that the dwelling is 
respectful to the streetscape and the proposed flat roof will not cause an undue impact on 
the streetscape and should be supported. 
 
 



ABN 6761 495 9885 

10 Koeppe Road 

Claremont WA 6010 

info@bhplanning.com.au 

Wednesday, 9 November 2016 

Attention: Sam Moss 

Town of Cambridge 

1 Bold Park Drive 

Floreat 

WA 6014 

9 (Lot 118) Sudbury City Beach | DA Justification Letter 

Dear Sam, 

The purpose of this letter is to justify a variation to deemed-to-comply (DTC) planning provisions of the local planning framework 

for a development application on 9 (Lot 118) Sudbury City Beach, henceforth known as the ‘subject site.’ 

BACKGROUND 

1. The lot is zoned R12.5.

2. The lot is of a slightly irregular rectangular shape. It is 23.8m wide with a site area is 845m2.

3. The site has a significant amount of vegetation on site, the majority of which is proposed to be retained.

4. The subject site is flat and otherwise has no other remarkable features.

Figure 1 ‘Subject Site’ Intramaps 2016 

DV16.197 - Lot 118 (No. 9) Sudbury Way, City Beach
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Figure 2 Artistic impression of front façade. 

VARIATIONS & JUSTIFICATION 

Town of Cambridge Policy 3.1: Streetscape 

Variation/Design Principal Justification 

Garage front setback: at least two thirds of the dwelling frontage must be set back in-line with or forward of the garage, the 

plans show only the entry porch in-line with the garage with the remainder of the dwelling setback further on levels. 

Policy Objectives 

 achieve street setbacks which,

together with the type of dwelling,

fits in with the established and/or

desired development pattern for the

area;

The street setback achieves cohesion with the existing adjoining dwellings. The 

figure below demonstrates this, identifying the proposals setback relative to the 

adjoining existing buildings. 

DV16.197 - Lot 118 (No. 9) Sudbury Way, City Beach
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Figure 3 Comparative setbacks of adjoining dwellings. 

 maintain the openness of

streetscapes to create a safe and

attractive pedestrian environment

through passive surveillance of the

street and dwellings;

The facade provides a significant amount of permeable glazing of which a 

significant portion comprises major openings. This contributes to creating a 

vibrant, safe, and attractive streetscape. 

Figure 4 Street facing façade. 

 reduce the dominance of garages,

carports, driveways and hard

surfacing, fences and other

structures which detract from the

street presentation of homes and

gardens;

The front boundary is approximately 24m. The garage width expressed as a 

percentage is relatively small and its impact is significantly reduced through 

other more dominant architectural features of the home. 

The driveway is tapered and allows for a significant proportion of the front yard 

to be landscaped which exceeds the minimum standards of 60% set by the 

Town of Cambridge in their comprehensive streetscape policy. Figure 5 

demonstrates the proportion of the front yard to be landscaped. 

DV16.197 - Lot 118 (No. 9) Sudbury Way, City Beach
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Figure 5 Portion of front yard able to be landscaped as a result of the tapered 

driveway. 

 encourage the retention and

improvement of plantings and

landscaping in the front garden and

on the verge, including the retention

of healthy street trees;

The existing trees contained within the lot adjoining the front setback are 

proposed to be retained. The street trees are also proposed to be retained with 

guidance and feedbacks being sort from the Town with regard to appropriately 

setting back the driveway to avoid impacting the root system of the existing 

street trees. 

 prohibit the excessive use of hard

surfaces in the front setback, to

retain the green character of our

neighbourhoods; and

As demonstrated by the figure above hard surfaces are reduced by as much as 

possible to limit impact of the ‘heat island’ effect. 

 ensure that dwellings are an integral

part of the streetscape, connecting

visually to the street as homes and

are not isolated by fencing, retaining

walls, garages or other features.

No street fencing, or retaining is proposed. To maintain openness, no on 

boundary walls are proposed either. This improves streetscape connectivity of 

the proposal and perpetuates the garden suburb character. 

R-Codes Design Principle 5.2.2

Visual connectivity between the 

dwelling and the streetscape should be 

maintained and the effect of the 

garage door on the streetscape should 

be minimised whereby the streetscape is 

not dominated by garage doors. 

Visual connectivity has been strongly emphasised in this design. The openness of 

the facade allows street users to immediately and clearly identify the entry to 

the dwelling. 

The effect of the garage door on the streetscape is minimised through the use of 

the following design features: 

1. The second garage door is recessed behind the main portion of the

garage. This section is also rendered in a slightly darker colour which

reduces the visual dominance.

DV16.197 - Lot 118 (No. 9) Sudbury Way, City Beach
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2. The two storey design has far more visually dominating architectural

features which reduce the garage’s ability to detract from the existing

streetscape.

3. The significant amount of retained landscaping visually shields the

secondary garage entry as viewed from the street. Refer to figures

below.

Figure 6 Retained vegetation on site. 

Figure 7 Vegetation to be retained on site for the purpose of screening the 

garage. 

ADDITIONAL JUSTIFICATION 

The proposed variation does not appear to be in isolation when assessing the context of the proposed dwelling. The figures 

below demonstrate an overwhelming majority of dwellings within the streetscape context demonstrating a similar or greater 

variation pertaining to garages doors. Compounding this is many dwellings which present dual crossovers or front setbacks 

which are paved almost in their entirety. We believe that the proposal significantly contributes to the improvements of the 

immediate streetscape through high quality design and the retention of a significant number of existing trees within the front 

setback. 

DV16.197 - Lot 118 (No. 9) Sudbury Way, City Beach
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Figure 8 Eastern side Subury streetscape variations circled in blue. 

Figure 9 Western side Sudbury streetscape variations circled in blue.

SUMMARY 

The proposal has been carefully drafted by the designer to ensure that the amenity of the streetscape is not only maintained 

but improved, primarily through the retention of mature existing trees and the provision of a significant amount of soft 

landscaping within the front setback. The proposal includes a single variation requiring assessment against design principles. 

We believe that this highly compliant design creates a functional and high quality internal design to meet the requirements of 

the owners and any subsequent occupants. 

Should clarification on any aspects of the proposal be required please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned to discuss 

those matters further. 

Kind regards 

Alex Hemsley 

Director  |  Principal Planner 

alex@bhplanning.com.au 

0415 337 100 

DV16.197 - Lot 118 (No. 9) Sudbury Way, City Beach
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APPLICANT'S JUSTIFICATION 
 
 Non-habitable rooms a minor part of the frontage 
 
The combined area of the Master Bed, Wir and Ensuite is 42.6m². The WIR and Masterbed 
should be treated as one room as the dividing wall between both rooms is a low height wall, 
therefore the non habitable room percentage is 35.2%.  
 
Roof pitch 
 
We have provided a 35º roof pitch to the Essex Street streetscape as per the streetscape 
policy and a 25º roof pitch to the majority of the Grantham Street streetscape as per the 
Streetscape Policy. At what point should an owner be allowed to add a modern “architectural 
feature” to their investment in the ‘Town of Cambridge’? 
 
We draw your attention to an addition to a property at 79 Holland Street Wembley (corner of 
Grantham St).  This development has a flat roof that does not look out of place and actually 
compliments the existing buildings around it even though the addition appears to be setback 
less than 3 metres from the secondary street.  
 

 
 
Our proposed flat roof studio is setback 6.5m and the studio building bulk is half of the 
addition to the property in the picture above. The studio walls will be in the same material as 
used on the adjacent ground floor roof, so in a sense providing an illusion of the same 
building material being on the same plain. The Studio is setback 6.5m from the secondary 
street. To impose a pitched roof of 30 or 35º on the studio is only going to add to the bulk of 
the studio and detract from the rest of the building design. The intention of an ‘ architectural 
feature’ is exactly that.  Grantham Street is hardly ever going to have an acceptable 
streetscape to match the Town's Streetscape Policy due to it being a major road.  
 
Street walls and fences 
 
As per drawing A101/b and A102/a we are intending to keep the existing wall that runs along 
Grantham Street as this provides an important sound and safety buffer between our North 
facing outdoor living areas. The Streetscape drawings provide details of how we will open up 
the existing full height wall facing Essex Street and the Extension to the Existing Wall toward 
the ROW, replacing the existing asbestos fence approximately 6m in length.  



ATTACHMENT: 
Summary of Applicant's Justification  
and Neighbour Comment  
DV16.199 - LOT 928 (NO. 9) NORTH BANFF ROAD, FLOREAT 
 
APPLICANT'S JUSTIFICATION 
 
• The nil setback for the proposed garage parapet wall makes for more effective use of 

space on the site & privacy to the pool area behind. Due to the orientation direct sun 
on the adjoining property is not restricted thereby having no adverse effect on its 
amenity. 

• The proposed increased wall height of 6.902m is taken from the highest part of the 
building but is lower than 6.0m when averaged. Given the severity of the natural slope 
of the site (approx. 3m from front to back) a maximum height of 6.0m from any point on 
the building is almost impossible to achieve. Efforts have been made to minimise the 
impact on the adjoining property by lowering the garage floor level to approximately 
same height as the neighbouring ground level. In turn this has resulted in an increased 
wall height for this section of the building, but due to the orientation, direct sun on the 
adjoining property and its amenity are not adversely impacted. 

• Roof height shares similar reasoning as wall height. The severity of the natural slope 
of the block means there will be some parts of the building which are going to be 
higher than others. The upper floor roof as a whole is below the maximum height with 
only the flat sections exceeding the limit. These flat sections are relatively small in 
length and will not affect any access to direct sun or views on adjoining properties. 

• The removal of the street tree in the proposed crossover is proposed. A 1.5m 
clearance would make the crossover approximately 2.5m wide and squeezed into one 
end of the frontage, having an undesirable effect on the streetscape. Therefore we’d 
like to leave as is please. 

• The figures mentioned in your letter in regards to retaining wall heights refer to the 
worst points along the wall against a sloping ground. Taken as an average the 
proposed wall does not exceed 500mm high and given the slope of the site I think this 
is a very good outcome. Furthermore, efforts have been made to setback portions of 
the retaining wall from the boundary so to have minimal impact on adjoining properties. 

• The proposed roof colour is yet to be determined but the owners have ensured it will 
not be either zincalume or Surfmist Colorbond and not to exceed a solar reflectivity 
index of 40 per cent. 

• A side boundary setback of 1.1m will have very little improvement on the view from the 
patio/balcony. 

• Street surveillance from the southeast corner of the house will not be compromised as 
a result of the parapet wall. The proposed parapet wall is behind the required front 
setback distance of 7.5m as per the Residential Design Codes. Given this figure has 
changed over the years, it would naturally result in the newer properties to be set a 
little forward of older properties. If and when the adjacent properties are demolished 
and re-built, they could also move forward and have a lesser setback with unrestricted 
views. 

• Efforts have been made to minimise the impact on the adjoining property by lowering 
the garage floor level to approximately same height as the neighbouring ground level. 

• A proportional amount of cut & fill has been proposed on a sloping site. It is 
unavoidable 

• to have varying retaining wall heights and filling of land in these situations and we feel 
a reasonable outcome has been achieved. 

• The proposed internal FFL (12.500) is only 200mm higher than the FFL of the existing 
house (FFL 12.30), and the proposed external area with RL 12.414 is only 
approximately 100mm higher than the existing pergola area with RL 12.30. Therefore 
there will be no increased effect on privacy on the adjacent property from the main 
living areas of the proposed design. 
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• Although there may be potential for some overlooking from the Master Bed & Bed 2 

windows, their setback from the boundary is much greater than what is required by the 
Residential Design Codes. The Master Bed window is set back 5.9m in lieu of required 
minimum of 4.5m. Furthermore, these windows have been designed and positioned to 
not only overlook the pool/backyard area, being the focal point of the home, but to also 
maximise the amount of natural light entering these rooms. Any removal/reduction in 
size will have a negative impact in this regard. And although bedrooms are habitable 
rooms, they are usually only frequented for small amounts of time around sleeping 
hours. 

• The upper level windows exceed the requirements of the Residential Design Codes 
(5.9m in lieu of required minimum of 4.5m). 

• Given the proposed main floor level of the home is in keeping with the floor levels of 
the existing home, the “extra height” or “exaggerated view” is nullified. The main issue 
here is the fact that the neighbour is unhappy there will be a 2 storey next door to his 
home and amongst many other single storey homes. 

• Any 2 storey home surrounded by single level homes would have this effect but does 
this mean 2 storey homes should not be allowed??!! 

• A new home will actually enhance the streetscape and encourage future development 
of adjacent properties. 

• Chemical injection will be used by the builder if required to maintain structural integrity 
of any adjacent structures. 

• The proposed retaining wall is setback 1m from the boundary which should make it 
possible to build the wall without removing the existing fence. 

• The intention is to leave the fence and surrounding levels as is so no undermining will 
occur. If necessary, chemical injection will assist in achieving this. 

• The Ensuite window will be opaque and the WIR will have a highlight window as it is 
shown on the drawings. 

 
NEIGHBOUR COMMENT 
 
Comment 1: 
 
• We would firstly like to object to the nil side setback (northwest) as at the moment we 

have a patio balcony on the southeast corner of our house. By building a garage with 
nil side setback our view from the patio balcony will be severely restricted. Our family, 
for many years, has sat on this balcony and enjoyed the view across the road and up 
the street. Although the minimum setback of 1.1 meters will restrict our existing view 
we believe the minimum setback is a fair ruling and should be required in the building 
of the new dwelling. 

• Our major concern with the proposed application is that by allowing the owners to raise 
the Wall Height, the Overall Height and the height of Retaining Walls and Filling of 
Land, we will lose all privacy of our back yard and main entertainment areas and they 
will also look directly into our kitchen window. The plans show that although there is an 
acceptable setback, the raising of the heights above Residential Design Codes and 
Cambridge planning policies, the building will have two floor to ceiling windows on the 
upper storey and a main bedroom window that will enable full view of our 
entertainment area, swimming pool and kitchen. When we viewed the plan, the officer 
explained that these were accepted as clear windows because “the passage way and 
bedroom were not considered to be areas where the home owner would spend a great 
deal of time.” The same could be said for most rooms in a house but it still does not 
justify 3 large clear windows with a bird’s eye view of everything in the neighbour’s 
yard and into their kitchen! 



ATTACHMENT: 
Summary of Applicant's Justification  
and Neighbour Comment  
DV16.199 - LOT 928 (NO. 9) NORTH BANFF ROAD, FLOREAT 
 
• By raising the height off the land fill and the height of the building, the view from the 

second story windows will be exaggerated and the owners will have uninterrupted 
views into our kitchen window, family pool and entertainment areas. In fact, the height 
of the building will dominate our whole streetscape. The fact is, that they already sit on 
one of the highest blocks in the street as a one-storey dwelling. Add another storey 
and the extra height that they are requesting and the building will overshadow 
everything around it. 

• As residents and ratepayers at 11 North Banff Road, Floreat for twenty-three years we 
believe by allowing these concessions our life and family routines will be severely 
interrupted. The proposed dwelling will also dominate the visual aesthetics of the 
streetscape. 

 
Comment 2: 
 
• Rear setback to the storeroom is 5.54m. We do not have any objection to this. 
• Retaining wall height - we do not object to the proposed heights of the walls per se.  

Our concern is with the significant amount of vegetation to be cleared (including 
stumps and roots), cutting down below natural surface and then building retaining 
walls within close proximity to our property is what measures will be put in place to 
protect our property (including our pool which isn’t shown on the plan). 

• It would also appear that by installing retaining near the back boundary that the 
existing fence will need to be removed and replaced. 

• The top of the proposed wall nearest our property is RL14.128m but the level on our 
side in the eastern corner is about RL14.4m implying about a 300mm level difference. 
We don’t want our property to be undermined so we suggest this 300mm level 
difference needs to be accommodated somewhere (possibly additional retaining). 

• The second storey will have the potential to look into a backyard in which we have our 
pool. We would request that the bathroom window on the second storey is opaque and 
that the proposed highlight window in the WIR is located at the position shown on the 
plans. 



ATTACHMENT: 
Summary of Neighbour Comment 

 
DV16.200 - LOT 204 (NO. 235A) SALVADO ROAD, FLOREAT 
 
NEIGHBOUR COMMENT 
 
233B Salvado Road, Floreat (east) 
  
 We expressed our very serious concerns about the design and lack of setbacks for this 
proposed residence.  
  
In our view it has some seriously unreasonable features which benefit the owner of the proposed 
residence but significantly reduce our amenity and enjoyment of our property. 
  
Our concerns are as follows: 
 
 This residence is disregarding all the guidelines in relation to setbacks on the Eastern 

boundary of the above property which is our major concern. This is unreasonable when our 
property has complied with the necessary setbacks. If we have been required to comply 
then it is only reasonable they should be required to comply as well. 

 
 We are lodging an objection to the garage wall having a zero metre setback on their 

eastern boundary. We want the design changed so the garage complies with the zoning 
requirements and is a minimum of 1 metre from our boundary, especially given the visual, 
ventilation and sunlight problems it is going to cause us. 

 
 The heights shown on the plans displaying ground levels on their eastern boundary are 

extremely misleading and attempt to downplay the apparent height of the garage and 
bedroom heights on their eastern boundary. They have shown the ground level at the 
fence line. However, theirs is a sloping block as is ours and the level our house has been 
built at is the same as the street level. Hence, when we look at the garage wall and 
bedroom on their eastern boundary, it is in fact for us another 12 brick courses higher. The 
enclosed pictures highlight this height differential disparity. 

 
 Given the height differentials (another 12 brick courses) this means the garage wall will be 

an enormous height towering right on the boundary of our property. This is a serious 
reduction in our amenity for our property. Not only will we have an apparently monstrous 
wall directly on our boundary but it will seriously reduce both the amount of sunlight and 
ventilation of our property all along the western side of our property. In summertime the 
lack of air circulation on the western side of our house due to both the garage and 
bedroom on their eastern boundary will significantly reduce the cooling of our home due to 
a lack of air circulation. 

 
 We also wish to lodge an objection concerning the bedroom on the eastern boundary 

which does not comply with the 1.5m setback required by the guidelines. It is currently only 
1.3m on the submitted plans. Why we are supposed to accept this when the setback 
guidelines clearly states the setback to be 1.5m. We consider this unacceptable as it also 
reduces the amenity of our property, reducing open spaces and distance between our 
properties which all impacts on our outdoor living areas and sunlight in our rear garden. It 
is not difficult to adjust the eastern bedroom to be 0.2m smaller to comply with the required 
guidelines. 

 
 We are also concerned regarding the reduced rear setback shown in this proposal as the 

proposed residence is only 3m from the rear boundary of their property instead of the 
suggested guidelines of 6m which consequently also reduces the amenity of our property 
impacting on reduced sunlight to our outdoor living areas. 
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DV16.200 - LOT 204 (NO. 235A) SALVADO ROAD, FLOREAT 
 
We consider this design proposal is unreasonable and hope we have made our point clear that 
we believe the setbacks proposed for the above residence is particularly loathsome on their 
eastern boundary which adjoins our property at 233B Salvado Road, Floreat. 
  
We trust the plans for this residence will be adjusted to, at the minimum, comply with the required 
setbacks on their eastern boundary. 
 
16A Evandale Street, Floreat (south) 
 
With reference to the above dwelling, we inspected the plans and do not object to the setback 
from the rear/southern boundary encroaching onto the required provisions of the Residential 
Design Code. 
  
We accept the plans with the setback of 3.132 metres from the rear/southern boundary alongside 
the rear boundary of our Lot 84 PT2, 16A Evandale Street Floreat. 
  
We would however request that the stability of the rear fence be investigated. Prior to the 
subdivision of lot 204 there was a retaining wall, associated with a swimming pool, against the 
rear fence that was removed when the subdivision was undertaken.  When reviewing the new 
dwelling plans it was noted that additional soil is to be removal alongside the fence to terrace the 
site. The concern is that there are areas where the end of the fence has been exposed and as 
such could present a stability issue when further soil is removed for the terracing.  
 
235 Salvado Road, Floreat (north) 
 
We have the following concerns about the proposed development: 
 
1. The visual bulk of the proposed development is enormous and if approved will directly 

impact the amenity of our back garden and the living area at the rear of our house. The 
proposed development will dominate both the skyline and our kitchen area which opens 
directly onto this boundary. The proposed development blatantly contravenes the allowable 
set back detailed in the Town of Cambridge guidelines and we feel that everybody else in 
the adjoining properties has respected these guidelines and the developer is proposing to 
ignore them. We consider that the impact of the visual bulk may be mitigated by either: 

 
a. Reducing the garage/store size from approximately 8m x 8m to a standard 6m x 6m 

garage/store, lowering the garage/store finished floor level to 1m below the finished 
level of our back yard and maintaining the 1m setback to the northern boundary.  
 

b. Reducing the garage/store size from approximately 8m x 8m to a standard 6m x 6m 
garage, nil set back to the northern boundary, lowering the garage finished floor level 
to 1m below the finished level of our back yard and replacing the entire northern 
boundary fence with a rendered block wall to the eave height of the garage/store. 

  
2. The plans show a veranda beside the front porch which will look directly into our kitchen 

and children’s play area at the rear of our property. We feel that this is not in keeping with 
the sense of respect in this community where this would be deemed visually intrusive as 
per the State Planning Policy 3.1 Part 5.1.3 P3.1. In order to alleviate this concern we 
request that either: 

 
a. The floor level of the veranda is lowered 
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b. The developers provide some visual barrier between the proposed veranda and the 

boundary line with our property. Considering the higher elevation of the veranda floor 
level, trees of at least 4 metres high planted along the northern boundary of Lot 204 
may reduce the perception of visual intrusion. 

  
3. The building’s exterior finish including the part rendered walls combined with a corrugated 

steel roof is entirely out of character with the neighbourhood. We do not consider that the 
proposed plans respect nor reflect the character of our neighbourhood. 

  
4. The proposed corrugated steel roof may cause a nuisance glare by reflecting sunlight 

toward our property and into our living area. We request that the roof finish be 
reconsidered and changed to terracotta tiles or similar in keeping with the dominant 
material in 6 of the adjoining properties. 

  
5. We are also concerned about the runoff of storm water and the location of soakwells as 

they were not indicated on the plans, however, the finished level of the site indicates a 
cross fall towards our property. Please confirm the proposed system and confirm that it will 
not impact on the integrity of our property. 

  
In conclusion, we feel that the proposed development may result in the disregard for what is both 
socially and visually best for our neighbourhood. Accordingly, please consider our concerns 
outlined above.  
  

 



ATTACHMENT: 
Summary of Applicant's Justification  
and Neighbour Comment  
DV16.201 - LOT 201 (NO. 20) BENDIGO WAY, CITY BEACH 
 
APPLICANT'S JUSTIFICATION 
 
The existing Carport consists of a painted brick gable wall, with an adjoining blank wall 
measuring approximately 4m long and in excess of 2.7m high. Our intention is to enhance 
the existing streetscape by removing the existing Carport wall. 
 
The Town of Cambridge Streetscape Policy requires the proposed Garage to be 1 m behind 
the front of the facade. We are proposing a set-back of 5.8m to the new Garage. The new 
Garage is 1.9m in front of the existing Carport. However we believe this achieves a better 
streetscape as the new gable incorporates weatherboard and painted brick, matching 
existing materials used in the existing house. The architecture of the existing house is 
unique having split roofs and gables and it our intention to replicate this style to ensure the 
proposed addition is sympathetic to the existing house. 
 
The existing streetscape incorporates elevations dominated by garage doors which are often 
forward of the front façade.  Our proposal is to be perpendicular to the front facade 
minimising the impact of the Garage viewed from the street. 
 
At present the Carport is set-back approximately 7.7m from the front boundary, forcing the 
refuse bins to be stored at the front of the house. With our proposal, the bins would be able 
to be kept within the Garage. In addition, the existing Carport was constructed some time 
ago when cars were smaller and was built at 4.5m wide. This is no longer wide enough to fit 
2 modern cars, so we are proposing a garage door opening of 5.4m to ensure ease of 
access and egress of onsite parking. 
 
 



ATTACHMENT: 
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DV16.202 - LOT 1159 (NO. 10) WISE STREET, WEMBLEY 
 
APPLICANT'S JUSTIFICATION 
 
3.1.12 Access and Crossovers for single and grouped dwellings 
• Existing tree to be retained and open space in the northern area of the yard for outdoor 

living is retained. 
• There is an existing concrete car bay that would be retained. 
• Owners design would enhance the street appeal of Wise street. 
• Consistent with the existing vehicle arrangements of other properties in Wise Street. 
• We also note that there is an existing crossover from the property onto Wise Street, 

this crossover will not induce any more vehicle use that is the present situation. 
 
Residential Design Codes 5.1.3 Lot Boundary setback 
• Northern side proposal: We are proposing 1.090 metre setback from the boundary. 
• The adjoining property has no major openings or open space on their southern side; 

for this reason we believe that there will be no loss of privacy to the adjoining property. 
It will have minimal impact on solar access to our site or the adjoining property and will 
have no bulk building impact. 

• This setback of the rear porch will align with the existing home (rear entry door and 
side setback) and maintain the original character of the of the early 1900’ s Californian 
bungalow. 

 
NEIGHBOUR COMMENT 
 
We are concerned about the application which has been put forward and do not 
support approval of the additions which have been proposed. The proposed portico 
is clearly outside of the required setbacks for side boundaries. In fact they are 
almost half the distance. 

 
The reasons for our position are as follows: 
• The proposed additions do not meet regulations. Our understanding is that these rules 

are in place to protect the interests of neighbours and prevent devaluation of 
neighbouring properties. These additions will have a direct impact on our 
entertainment area which is a major selling point for our home and they should not be 
approved.  

• It should be noted that our property is situated on the lower side of the large hill on 
Harborne Street where there is a significant gradient. The existing house towers above 
our property with around 5m high walls (see attached photos) and windows looking 
directly into our house and main outside entertaining area. The addition of more white 
building will only enclose our rear entertaining area and property further. 

• The extension will clearly devalue our property given it is so close to the boundary 
together with the height of the proposed additions as per the previous points. 

• The addition will add to the visual pollution in our backyard. Given the lack of 
consideration to date we are concerned about what else they may decide to add to the 
exterior of the building. (please see comments regarding the new light below). 

• We are concerned about the inclusion of a window to the portico which will be facing 
into our property. A tall person could look out into our rear yard where our two young 
daughters play. This is a significant concern for our privacy. 

• It is unclear why the portico must be built so close to the boundary when there are 
clearly a number of other options that could be considered which would not impact on 
the neighbouring property. 
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• In addition to the above, a large light has already been installed well above the height 

above the fence line. The light seems to serve no other purpose than to shine into our 
yard and into our children’s bedroom windows. We fail to see the purpose of this 
addition other than lighting up our property. 

• We appreciate that we can’t change the existing building or windows, but we definitely 
do not support the proposed additions as they will further exacerbate the issue. We are 
not anti-development. We were pleased to hear that the owners want to improve the 
existing building; however there has been no consideration of their only neighbouring 
property or even attempting to mitigate the impact. The proposed portico will 
negatively affect the value of our investment and we believe that it is crucial we raise 
these points regarding our objections to the changes being suggested. 
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NEIGHBOUR COMMENT 
 
• The height and length of the proposed structure would drastically change the view of 

our backyard affecting the aesthetic making it visually polluting.  
• The proposed structure of this magnitude would require part of our fence to be 

removed and replaced, which would affect the structure and the aesthetic of our own 
backyard.   

• We also have numerous fruit trees planted along the proposed extension. These trees 
have literally taken years to cultivate and mean a great deal to our family and we 
believe the proposed building could affect their growth. As the wall would be built on 
the northern side of our backyard it would limit the sun exposure adversely impacting 
the growth of these trees and other plants in our backyard 

• We have gone through some difficult times and our backyard has been a place where 
we are able to find peaceful moments of recluse and we just don’t want anything to 
affect this space.  

• If the neighbors were willing to put forward something less obtrusive, which would fully 
comply with the council requirements then we would prepared to look over it and 
reconsider.  
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APPLICANT'S JUSTIFICATION 
 
Due to the topography of the site along the front boundary, the front fence has been 
designed to suit the contours and natural ground levels, stepping down from left to right. It is 
designed in an open style with glass infill panels to comply with swimming pool regulations. 
 
• The wall has been designed for security and privacy to the residence/swimming pool 

and outdoor entertaining area. 
• The fence design does not disrupt the streetscape. 
• The design enhances a clear view to the residence and entry from the street with the 

clear glass panels. 
• The design of the fence is generally visually permeable with clear glass infill panels. 
• The design of the 2 metre section of was is desirable to provide privacy to the 

swimming pool and outdoor living area. 
• The front screen wall has been designed to comply with all swimming pool barrier 

requires for the safety of the residents and pedestrians. 
• The front fence maintains openness of the street scape to create a safe and attractive 

pedestrian environment. 
• Gardens behind the wall remains displayed to the street while maintain passive 

surveillance. 
• The dwelling remains an integral part of and remains visually connecting to the 

streetscape. The natural ground level at the boundary line is lower than road level, has 
been designed with clear glass infill panels. 

• The higher sections of solid wall remain located on the lower sections of natural 
ground levels. This allows the fence to step down along the width of the site, following 
the natural contours of the verge. 

• The fence appears lower from road level than that at natural ground level along the 
boundary. No pedestrian access/footpath has been provided along the road verge. 

 
The owner has taken considerable care in designing the front fence to suite the 
circumstances and peculiarities of the site. All care has been taken to consider the 
enhancement of streetscape, privacy and security to the new residents while maintaining a 
safe and attractive pedestrian environment. It is considered that the design is one of high 
quality and will complement the locale and is consistent with the style and nature of 
homes/fences being built in Town of Cambridge and City Beach. The design meets the 
performance criteria of the Residential Design Codes, Cambridge’s planning policies and 
objectives as outlined in discussions above. 
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PURPOSE OF THIS DOCUMENT 

The primary purpose of this document is to collate additional information to supplement the 
existing Wembley Activity Centre Plan documents for final endorsement by Council and for 
submission to the Western Australian Planning Commission (WAPC) for approval.  

Information is provided to satisfy the requirements of the Activity Centre Structure Plan 
Framework under State Planning Policy 4.2 ‘Activity Centres for Perth and Peel’.  

The Wembley Activity Centre Plan was originally prepared prior to the introduction of the 
Planning and Development (Local Planning Scheme) Regulations 2015 and as it was not 
proposing to exceed 20,000sqm of retail floorspace, it did not require WAPC approval at the 
time.  The Wembley Activity Centre Plan was prepared with a focus on determining an 
appropriate Centre boundary, addressing the Centre’s interface and connectivity with the 
surrounding area, exploring appropriate development density and built form and identifying a 
desirable land use mix to inform the Town’s review of Town Planning Scheme No. 1 and the 
Wembley Precinct Policy.  Subsequently, the Wembley Activity Centre Plan was not 
formatted as per State Planning Policy 4.2 and its associated checklist criteria, but instead 
focused more on meeting the broader policy objectives and provisions under this State 
Planning Policy.   

Given the Wembley Activity Centre Plan is being finalised during a transition phase in the 
implementation of the Regulations, the Department of Planning has advised that a suitable 
approach is to provide an addendum with additional background material and studies to 
meet the checklist and to assist their assessment. 

A 'way-finding' table is provided to guide locating the necessary information in the Wembley 
Activity Centre Plan documents which relate to specific State Planning Policy 4.2 criteria or 
to inform where extra material has been provided.  The remainder of this document then 
provides that material. 

It is proposed the information provided in this addendum document will be incorporated into 
the Wembley Activity Centre Plan documentation prior to final publication and following the 
formal review by the Western Australian Planning Commission.  
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REFERENCE GUIDE AGAINST ACTIVITY CENTRE STRUCTURE 
PLAN REQUIREMENTS UNDER STATEMENT OF PLANNING 
POLICY 4.2 

Centre Context 
Required content Document reference 

/page reference 
Comments/ Further information 

1. Classify the centre and assess
its current performance against
the activity centres hierarchy and
the functions and performance
targets in Table 2 of the Policy.

Background Analysis - 
Page 6, 
Page 12 - commercial 
uses 
Page 13 - densities 
Page 17 - public 
transport 
Page 27 - retail types 

The Plan has been prepared based on 
400m walkable catchment for District 
Centre 

A comparative table - Performance 
against Activity Centre, 
Functions/Targets under Table 2 of 
SPP4.2 is provided in this Addendum 

Further information is provided 
regarding Residential Density Targets 
in this Addendum  

2. Document and map the
centre’s regional context,
recording the centre’s strengths,
weaknesses, opportunities and
constraints.

Background Analysis - 
Page 6 and 8 

3. Clearly define and map the
existing centre boundary and any
proposed extension.

Detailed Centre Plan - 
Page 9 

Refer to further information in this 
Addendum under Centre Boundary 
Definition  

4. Document and map the
centre’s demographic profile and
defining characteristics.

Demographic information is referred to 
in this Addendum. 

5. Conduct a baseline
assessment of land and its use
within the centre's boundary and
walkable catchment

Background Analysis - 
Page 13-15  & 27 

6. Document and map transport
links and accessibility nodes
within the centre boundary and its
surrounds. Note local street
hierarchy, bus services and
stops, rail facilities, and
pedestrian/ cycle access and
provision.

Background Analysis - 
Page 16 - 18 &25 

7. Review relevant state and local
planning policy, guidance, and
best practice noting key
objectives and targets relating to
the centre.

Background Analysis - 
Page 7 
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Movement 
Required content Document reference 

/page reference 
Comment/ Further information 

1. Identify gaps and deficiencies
in the strategic transport network
affecting the provision, efficiency
and choice of access to the
centre;

Background Analysis - 
Page 16 - 18, 20 &25 

2. Define initiatives in consultation
with transport agencies to
improve access by all modes,
particularly sustainable modes by
(for example) service
improvement, new/enhanced
provision, priority measures, and
congestion relief;

Detailed Centre Plan - 
Page 28 - 31 

Comments on plan have been received 
from Public Transport Authority, Main 
Roads and West Cycle (peak cycling 
body in WA) and submissions 
responded to 

3. Map the main points of arrival
and key sites within the centre
boundary and assess their
suitability in terms of centre
function and role, legibility and
accessibility;

Background Analysis - 
Page 16 - 18 &25 

4. Focus travel-intensive uses (i.e.
offices, anchor retail, and
commercial leisure) on sites
which are (or will be) highly
accessible by sustainable
transport;

Detailed Centre Plan - 
Page 8 - 9 

Most development potential and 
commercial uses are located on 
Cambridge Street which is the focus of 
local bus services in the area. 

5. Audit the public transport
facilities within the centre
boundary noting any deficiencies
and hindrances in the service and
infrastructure provision. Define
initiatives in consultation with the
PTA to address the shortfall in
local public transport facilities;

Background Analysis - 
Page 17 

Comments on plan have been received 
from Public Transport Authority and 
submissions responded to 

6. Audit the pedestrian and cycle
facilities within the centre
boundary noting gaps,
deficiencies and hindrances in the
service and infrastructure
provision

Background Analysis - 
Page 25 

(a) Define clear initiatives to
address the shortfall in pedestrian
and cycle facilities

Detailed Centre Plan - 
Page 28 - 31 

(b) Define cycle parking and end
of trip standards for broad classes
of development

This matter is dealt with in the Town's 
Parking Policy 5.1. The standards were 
introduced in 2013 following a 
comprehensive review of the Town's 
Parking Policy. This document is 
available online at 
http://www.cambridge.wa.gov.au/files/37
205251-59e9-4ece-9953-
a17300e45c43/Policy_51_Parking.pdf 

(c) Promote linked sustainable
journeys by providing for
pedestrian, cycle and bus
interchange at high-frequency
transport hubs.

Detailed Centre Plan - 
Page 28 - 31 

Improvements to pedestrian 
environment will assist in amenity for 
public transport users in the centre 
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Required content Document reference 
/page reference 

Comments/ Further information 

(i) Design streets to meet the
required level of use and access
(including priority access where
appropriate) and form a well-
connected and legible network
that includes safe and efficient
pedestrian routes to public
transport hubs

Detailed Centre Plan - 
Page 18, 23 - 26 
illustrates indicative 
street profiles  

(ii) Inform traffic management
proposals such as vehicle speed
and access restraint, reduced
severance/noise/pollution, and
increased safety

Detailed Centre Plan - 
Page 28 - 31 

Crossover rationalisation and speed limit 
reductions 

(iii) Locate access to major
development sites that avoids
detriment to road capacity and
safety.

Detailed Centre Plan - 
Page 28 

A network of laneway connections at 
rear of those properties facing 
Cambridge Street are proposed to 
reduce the number of crossovers onto 
Cambridge Street.  

(iv) Identify suitable routes for
delivery and service access.

Detailed Centre Plan - 
Page 28 

Rear laneway connections will improve 
delivery and service access 

8. Locate heavy freight generating
uses such as distribution and
warehousing away from
congested central areas and
preferably near the strategic road
network;

Not applicable - no 
heavy freight 
generating uses are 
proposed 

9. Undertake an audit of the
existing parking supply occupancy
rates and patterns of use, and use
the findings to identify
opportunities for more efficient
use;

Background Analysis - 
Page 24  
Detailed Plan - Page 
30 (parking laneways) 
and 31  

The Town's Access and Parking 
Strategy addresses this matter in 
greater detail and annual occupation 
surveys are undertaken. This 
information is available online at 
http://www.cambridge.wa.gov.au/Servic
es/Planning_and_Design/Access_and_
Parking  It is proposed to continue these 
occupancy surveys into the future to aid 
the shift towards introducing maximum 
parking provisions as a key tool to 
manage long term traffic demands.  

10. Adopt a strategy that provides
for upper parking limits, parking
standards for people with a
disability and a management plan.

The Town's Access and Parking 
Strategy addresses this matter in 
greater detail which is available online at 
http://www.cambridge.wa.gov.au/Servic
es/Planning_and_Design/Access_and_
Parking 
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Activity 
Required content Document reference 

/page reference 
Comment/Further information 

1. Review the existing land use
patterns within the centre
boundary and identify any
complementing use clusters and
define these as discrete character
areas;

Background Analysis - 
Page 22 (residential 
density) and Page 27 
(retail / commercial) 

Note - Grey shaded buildings on Page 
27 are mostly residential use. Urban on 
Cambridge (344 Cambridge St) and 362 
Cambridge St are mixed use 
developments  

2. Record the existing uses and
document any gaps in the land
use mix. Identify the requirements
to address the diversity
performance target;

Background Analysis - 
Page 22 (residential 
density) and Page 27 
(retail / commercial) 

Detailed Plan - Page 
10- refer to "Right Mix"

Note - Grey shaded buildings on Page 
27 are mostly residential use. Urban on 
Cambridge (344 Cambridge St) and 362 
Cambridge St are mixed use 
developments. Comments in the 
Background document reflect that there 
are gaps in the commercial strip along 
Cambridge Street and there should be 
more opportunities for more cafes and 
restaurants (Centre Analysis Page 20).  
Diversity target - see further 
information further on in this 
Addendum  

3. Assess existing community,
civic and cultural facilities within
the centre boundary. Make
allowance for their provision
relative to the scale and type of
centre;

Educational and 
recreational facilities in 
the catchment were 
mapped (Background 
Analysis Page 14-15). 
Page 26 (Spatial 
Character) also refers 

The centre includes Henderson Park 
and Our Lady of Victories Church. The 
plan encourages the creation of a series 
of open spaces including a plaza as the 
focal point of the activity centre.  

4. Where required by the activity
centres policy, conduct a retail
sustainability assessment or retail
needs assessment;

No assessment 
needed. 

See information further on in this 
Addendum for retail floorspace 
estimations  

5. Maximise pedestrian benefit by
locating new retail along
accessible streets and areas that
can support high foot fall.

Covered in Land use 
principles (Detailed 
Centre Plan - Page 8). 

Retail and hospitality uses encouraged 
on ground floor to assist with creation of 
lively, activated streets.  

6. Identify employment sectors
(retail and non-retail) and formats
(i.e. live-work) and estimate the
number and types of jobs
provided by the centre;

The Centre is to have a local focus, with 
less than 20,000m2 retail floor space 
and comfortably satisfies diversity 
targets. The Wembley Centre is 
considered more appropriately to 
provide opportunity for smaller scale 
offices and commercial tenancies to 
complement the existing function of the 
Centre in providing the daily and weekly 
needs of the surrounding residential 
area. It is not considered the number 
and types of jobs provided in the Centre 
is going to have any significant regional 
impact and as such, identifying 
employment sectors and number of jobs 
is not a vital aspect of the Plan.  The 
Plan is more focused towards getting 
the right mix of land uses right to ensure 
the Centre remains economically 
sustainable into the future.  

7. Assess the housing densities
required within the walkable
catchment to meet the residential
density targets in the Policy;

Equivalent to R30 
density is possible 
under plan over the 
catchment  

See information further in this 
Addendum for detail regarding 
Residential Density 
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Urban Form 
Required content Document reference /page 

reference 
Comment/ Further 
information 

1. Map existing block structure, building
bulk/scale/layout, ownership patterns, anchor
tenants, land use synergies (forming character
areas) and any vacant or under-utilised land

Background Analysis - Pages 
22, 23, 26 and 27  

2. Review existing building stock and identify
heritage structures or currently
disused/underused buildings and allocate their
reuse/intensification

Background Analysis - Pages 
22 and 26 
Detailed Plan - Page 16 

3. Allocate and map locations within the centre
boundary that are suitable for accommodating
optimised building envelopes

Detailed Centre Plan - Page 
12 

4. Define design controls that allocate
maximum (and minimum) building heights and
setbacks to safeguard an attractive and
appropriate scale to streets and public spaces,
and solar access

Detailed Centre Plan -Page 
12 - 15 (refer also to 
Precincts from Page 33 
onwards) 

5. Define design controls to optimise building
densities within the centre boundary, subject
to other built form and environmental
objectives

Detailed Centre Plan -Page 
12 - 15 (refer also to 
Precincts from Page 33 
onwards) 

6. Define controls to minimise environmental
impacts of development including: minimum
standards to safeguard occupant amenity
including segregation of incompatible uses
and protection against potential nuisances

Plan proposes 
compatible land use 
mix (retail, 
commercial, 
residential)  

Matters would be 
dealt with at a Policy 
level 

7. Define land use and design controls that
provide for active uses (e.g. retail, service,
hospitality) at ground floor and maximise
building articulation, including the use of
glazing and entrances to animate spaces and
minimise blank facades/inactivity

Detailed Centre Plan - Page 
8, 14, 16, 17 

8. Provide weather protection using awnings,
eaves, or street trees

Detailed Centre Plan - Page 
12 and 16 (awnings) 
Detailed Plan - Pages 22 - 26 
- street trees

9. Review the provision and quality of public
spaces (parks, plazas, pedestrian malls etc)
and rank the spaces according to usage and
function, and define and prioritise areas for
improvement

Background Analysis - Page 
15, 26 

Detailed Area Plan - Public 
Realm section - Page 18 - 27 

10. Provide a landscape strategy that
provides for biodiversity and urban

 

Detailed Area Plan - Public 
Realm section - Page 18 - 27 

11. Identify and map the key nodes,
landmarks, and view lines. Identify
opportunities to enhance legibility such as
creating new/improving old links, and defining
new landmarks.

Background Analysis - Page 
26 

Detailed Centre Plan -Anchor 
sites and Henderson Park to 
form three landmarks (Page 
19)  
Connections (Page 22-27) 
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Resource conservation 
Required content Doc ref/page ref Comment 
1 Establish guidelines for new 
development to ensure that 
energy-saving design and 
technology is incorporated 
through passive solar building 
orientation and roof designs that 
facilitate use of photovoltaic 
panels, natural ventilation and 
wind turbines 

Building angle approach 
to avoid overshadowing 
(Page 13) 

Matters would be dealt with at a Policy 
level 

2. Mandate the use of
waterwise plants and trees in all
centre landscape plans

Matters would be dealt with at a Policy 
level 

3. Establish targets for
stormwater and greywater use.

Matters would be dealt with at a Policy 
level 

Implementation 
Required content Doc ref/page ref Comment 
1. Document the collaboration
with local government and with
transport and relevant
infrastructure agencies

The plan has been advertised on two 
occasions which has included referral to 
City of Subiaco and relevant agencies.  

Comments on plan have been received 
from Public Transport Authority, Main 
Roads, City of Subiaco, Landcorp, State 
Heritage Office, Department of Planning 
and submissions responded to in report. 

2. Outline the proposed strategy
and coordination arrangements
for staged implementation of the
structure plan.

Detailed Plan - Page 46 
- 49
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PERFORMANCE AGAINST ACTIVITY CENTRE FUNCTIONS, 
TYPICAL CHARACTERISTICS AND PERFORMANCE TARGETS FOR 
DISTRICT CENTRES

ASSESSMENT OF WEMBLEY ACTIVITY CENTRE AGAINST TABLE 3 OF SPP 4.2 

Typical 
characteristics 

Performance 
target/typical 
characteristics 

Existing in Wembley 
Activity Centre 

Proposed under 
Wembley Activity Centre 
Plan 

Main 
role/function 

District centres have a 
greater focus on 
servicing the daily and 
weekly needs of 
residents. Their relatively 
smaller scale catchment 
enables them to have a 
greater local community 
focus and provide 
services, facilities and 
job opportunities that 
reflect the particular 
needs of their 
catchments. 

Focuses mostly on 
servicing local needs 

Still to retain mostly local 
focus 

Transport 
connectivity 
and 
accessibility 

Focal point for bus 
network. 

Bus services along 
Cambridge Street 

Bus services along 
Cambridge Street 

Typical retail 
types 

Discount department 
stores 
Supermarkets  
Convenience goods  
Small scale comparison 
shopping 
Personal services 
Some specialty shops  

Supermarket 
Convenience goods 
Small scale 
comparison shopping 
Personal services 
Some speciality shops 

Supermarket 
Convenience goods 
Small scale comparison 
shopping 
Personal services 
Some speciality shops 

Typical Office 
development 

District level office 
development 
Local professional 
services  

District level office 
development 
Local professional 
services 

District level office 
development 
Local professional services 

Future 
indicative 
service 
population 
(trade) area 

20,000–50,000 persons 
(Note: Service population 
or retail trade areas for 
(residential-associated) 
centres are indicative 
only and often overlap 

More relevant to new 
centres and 
commercial strategy. 
The WAPC has 
designated 
Wembley/Jolimont as 
a District Centre. 

More relevant to new 
centres and commercial 
strategy. The WAPC has 
designated 
Wembley/Jolimont as a 
District Centre. 
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Typical 
characteristics 

Performance 
target/typical 
characteristics 

Existing in 
Wembley Activity 
Centre 

Proposed under Wembley 
Activity Centre Plan 

Walkable 
Catchment for 
residential density 
target 

400m 400m 400m 

Residential density 
target per gross 
hectare 

Minimum - R20 
Desirable - R30 

R15 (Refer below for 
calculations) 

R30-35 

Diversity 
performance target 
(centres with  
10,000m2 - 
20,000m2 shop 
retail) 

20% Retail use is largely only 
expected at ground floor 
and a significant proportion 
of ground floor is and will 
continue to be expected to 
be hospitality, office and 
medical use. 

Where commercial land 
uses are proposed on upper 
floors of developments this 
is expected to be non-retail.  

It is therefore expected 
overall that the diversity 
target of at least 20% of 
commercial floor space as 
non-retail would be 
comfortably met. 
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CENTRE BOUNDARY DEFINITION 

BACKGROUND TO DISTRICT CENTRE CLASSIFICATION 

It was on the gazettal of State Planning Policy 4.2 Activity Centres (SPP 4.2) on 31 August 
2010 that Wembley Centre was designated a District Centre with Jolimont.  Prior to this 
gazettal, due to the absence of Wembley being listed in the draft Policy, the Town had ceded 
its classification to that of a Neighbourhood Centre. 

The Town’s view at the time was the Wembley Centre was an example of a centre that didn’t 
quite fit neatly into the centre hierarchy.  Wembley has some characteristics of a 
neighbourhood centre, but on a larger scale.  The main concern raised by the Town when 
SPP 4.2 was being reviewed was that under the proposed policy provisions for 
neighbourhood centres the mixed-use threshold did not apply, removing any potential to 
expand retail floorspace beyond 5,000sqm within the Centre, particularly if the population 
catchment of the Centre was to increase.  This could stifle the growth of the Wembley 
Centre, particularly since there was still potential under the current zoning of Local Centre for 
further expansion.  Any expansion was considered largely driven by market forces. 

The Town requested consideration be given to another classification, for example ‘main 
street centre’ that could adequately describe these traditional commercial centres historically 
developed on main street principles.  However, after due consideration of the Town’s 
comments on the draft SPP 4.2, a determination was made by the WAPC to reclassify 
Wembley/Jolimont as a District Centre together. 

Whilst the Wembley Centre and Jolimont Centre are close geographically, historically the 
two centres have had little relation to each other, therefore no strategic consideration had 
been given to how to better connect or combine the two Centres.  Wembley Centre is more 
of a traditional main street centre focused strongly along Cambridge Street, while Jolimont 
has developed in more recent times, relatively speaking, and is bounded by several streets. 

RATIONALE TO CENTRE BOUNDARY 

DV16.206 - Att 1 of 2 - Addendum - Supplementary Information



The above Wembley Centre Boundary (shown by the yellow line) was resolved as part of the 
three-stage process undertaken to prepare the Wembley Activity Centre Plan. 

The overall process was driven by four key objectives: 
• Foster the creation of a Centre that provides an attractive amenity;
• Improve housing choice;
• Improve design and function; and
• Provide for a logical transition to the surrounding area with recognition of

established development.

The first stage comprised of a background analysis that considered Wembley’s context with 
other Centres in the region and concluded, amongst other matters, the strength and 
difference for the Wembley Centre is the neighbourhood community and its focus on the 
direct surrounding area.  Most centres in the surrounding area are also of a main street type, 
making it difficult to attract people from outside its immediate area.  Wembley and Jolimont 
are declared one district centre in State Planning Policy but do not function as one Centre. 

The second stage involved the Scenario Games, a community engagement tool to help 
guide the review of the Centre boundary.  From the results of this exercise the following 
elements were identified in relation to the Centre boundary: 

• Two main development directions being mixed use development along Cambridge
Street between Marlow Street and Essex/ Denton Streets, and southern pedestrian
connections to Henderson Park, Parkside Walk and Wembley Sports Park facilitated
by multi-storey residential development along Salvado Road;

• Anchor points (landmark sites) being the Wembley Hotel/Cambridge Forum site and,
the IGA site/Shell Service Station site on the corners of Jersey and Cambridge
Streets; and

• Improved pedestrian connections and public spaces including an attractive
pedestrian network along Cambridge Street and new pedestrian connections
between Cambridge Street and Salvado Road.

This then led to the endorsement of a preferred scenario, capturing the key elements above 
to guide the detailed planning of the Activity Centre Plan, stage three. 

From the analysis, consultation and design work undertaken it was determined the most 
appropriate boundary for the Wembley Centre was to generally continue along Cambridge 
Street but also strengthen the connections south to key community assets and future 
residential development.  This Centre Boundary also seeks to preserve the low density 
residential development to the north, adopting transitioning methods within the centre 
boundary through stepped building height and rear setbacks. 

It is also considered whilst there was no clear strategic reason identified through the 
preparation of the Wembley Activity Centre Plan to extend the boundary further south along 
Jersey Street towards the Jolimont Centre, the proposed planning for the Wembley Centre is 
not considered to hinder any future opportunity for the two Centres to be better connected. 
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RESIDENTIAL DENSITY TARGETS 

The guidance for the preparation of the Wembley Activity Centre Plan required the following 
elements to be addressed: 

• The centre’s interface and connectivity with the surrounding areas;
• Identify appropriate development density and urban design in relation to building

height, scale and residential density;
• Connectivity with the residential properties to the south, including Parkside Walk

(planned for medium to high density residential); and
• Feasible residential density surrounding the Centre and to the north.

The approach to meeting the residential density targets under SPP 4.2 is consistent with the 
broader principles under the Policy but with consideration of the abovementioned elements 
allowed due regard to also be given to existing context and character of the local area.  

Following the first phase of community engagement that involved the Scenario Games 
Workshops, the retention of the existing low density residential area to the north of the 
Centre, which is highly valued by the community, was revealed as a key objective to be met 
by the Wembley Activity Centre Plan.    

This resulted in the rationale to optimise residential growth within the Centre boundaries by 
increasing existing development potential through the application of appropriately scaled 
buildings ranging in height from three storeys to seven storeys.  This includes extending the 
Centre boundary to incorporate the north side of Salvado Road and allowing for apartments 
to be built in this location, taking advantage of views overlooking Henderson Park.   

The Plan also acknowledges the residential density that will be realised through the 
development of Parkside Walk and looks to improve the connection of this site with the 
Centre, further establishing a sense of community and increasing potential activity around 
and within the Centre. 

 This approach acknowledges the history of the Wembley Centre as a traditional main street 
centre that straddles either side of Cambridge Street and is fed, particularly from the north, 
via grid-pattern streets. It is considered the approach to activity centre plans identifying both 
a core and a frame, doesn’t easily translate to the existing built form and urban design 
established in Wembley.   Nonetheless, to assist with assessment of compliance with 
residential density targets under SPP 4.2, the following information is provided:    

* Includes Parkside Walk and remaining infill opportunities under existing R20 density

Area 
(m2) 

Existing 
dwellings 

Existing 
net 
density 
(approx) 

Potential 
additional 
dwellings 

Total 
Dwellings 
(existing 
and 
potential) 

Resultant 
density 

Core (Wembley 
Activity Centre) 

145,623 389 R25 830 1219* R60-R80+ 

Frame 534,911 680 R12.5 426* 1106* R20 
Combined Core 
and Frame (400m 
catchment)  

680,534 1069 R15 1256* 2325* R35 
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As indicated in the above table, the approach taken under the Wembley Activity Centre Plan 
concentrating residential density within the Centre boundaries meets the density target 
applicable to district centres of at least Residential R30 in the 400 metre catchment of the 
centre.   
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DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

The demographic profile used to inform this document is provided by Profile ID. The 
Wembley/Jolimont report is available at http://www.cambridge.wa.gov.au/files/d69e6f61-
20a1-4983-ab96-a69b00ac2424/community_profile-wembley_-_jolimont.pdf.  

Key summary statistics are provided below. 
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PROJECTED RETAIL FLOORSPACE 
An assessment of existing retail floor space, projected additional retail floor space under full 
build out of the Wembley Activity Centre Plan, and the projected total floor space has been 
prepared.  

In estimating the shop retail floor space, it was assumed that this would be restricted to the 
ground floor of developments, while assuming some of the ground floor space would also be 
other retail uses (such as cafes/restaurants and bars/hospitality) and other commercial uses 
(generally office and consulting rooms). These proportions were generally based on the 
existing make up of each of these general uses in each area or projected future distributions. 

A total of 10775m2 GLA of 'shop' retail floor space is projected upon full realisation of the 
Wembley Activity Centre Plan, reflecting an additional 4895m2 GLA of shop retail floor 
space from the existing shop retail floor space of approximately 5880m2 GLA. The total 
figure is well below the maximum of 20,000m2 for district centres. 

Given the projection for only minimal increase in retail floor space and the local focus of the 
centre, it is not considered a future retail needs assessment is necessary.  

Existing commercial at ground floor (GLA m2) -estimated 

Shop retail Café/Hospitality Other Comm. 
(i.e. office, 
consulting 
rooms) 

Total 
Commercial 

Anchor Site 1 200 2680 320 3200 
Anchor Site 2 2550 200 0 2750 
Anchor Site 3 0 0 0 0 
Cambridge St W 2200 1030 2920 6150 
Cambridge S E 930 470 1000 2400 
Salvado Road 0 0 0 0 
All Precincts 5880 4380 4240 14500 

Additional commercial at ground floor (GLA m2) -estimated 

Shop retail Café/Hospitality Other Comm. 
(i.e. office, 
consulting 
rooms) 

Total 
Commercial 

Anchor Site 1 1807 1334 349 3490 
Anchor Site 2 690 205 405 1300 
Anchor Site 3 897.3 897.3 1196.4 2991 
Cambridge St W 302.5 757.5 -60 1000 
Cambridge S E 539 999 3407 4945 
Salvado Road 660 660 880 2200 
All Precincts 4895.8 4852.8 6177.4 15926 
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Total commercial at ground floor (GLA m2) -estimated 

Shop retail Café/Hospitality Other Comm. 
(i.e. office, 
consulting 
rooms) 

Total 
Commercial 

Anchor Site 1 2007 4014 669 6690 
Anchor Site 2 3240 405 405 4050 
Anchor Site 3 897.3 897.3 1196.4 2991 
Cambridge St W 2502.5 1787.5 2860 7150 
Cambridge S E 1469 1469 4407 7345 
Salvado Road 660 660 880 2200 
All Precincts 10775.8 9232.8 10417.4 30426 
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TRANSPORT IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

The Town engaged Cardno to undertake a Transport Impact Assessment of the Wembley 
Activity Centre Plan.  The Transport Impact Assessment examines transport implications for 
the Centre to 2031. 

The Transport Impact Assessment Report is available online at 
http://www.cambridge.wa.gov.au/files/9fa856b6-391d-45c2-b822-a6d600dbfb8b/CW980400-
TR-RP-001-Wembley_TIA-B.pdf 
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WEMBLEY ACTIVITY CENTRE PLAN 

SCHEDULE OF MODIFICATIONS 

The following modifications are proposed to the draft Wembley Activity Centre Plan dated 
August 2016 in response to community engagement and review (as outlined in the Report to 
Council on 20 December 2016): 

Part 3 – Detailed Centre Plan 

3.2 Land Use 

1. Modify the Land Use Key Principles (page 8) as per the below table:

Key Principle Modification 
2 Introduce medium to higher 

residential density along the north 
side of Salvado Road to enhance 
the linkage between the Centre and 
Henderson Park. 

Modify 

Facilitate medium-density detached housing in the form of  
garden apartments along the north side of Salvado Road to 
enhance the linkage between the Centre and Henderson Park. 

7 Add new key principle - 
Housing density 

Housing density 

Accommodate an increase in residential and mixed use 
development within the Centre to allow more people to live and 
work in the area and to help conserve the well-established lower 
residential density to the north. 

2. Modify the below figure (Page 9) to show a rezoning to ‘District Centre Zone’ in place of
‘Commercial Type Zoning’:

3. Modify text (page 10) to indicate consideration should be given towards specifying
permitted land uses at ground level and prohibiting residential at ground level where
facing Cambridge Street or abutting a public plaza, square or urban garden.
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3.3 Built Form 

1. Modify the Built Form Key Principles (page 12) as per the below table:

Key Principle Modification 
8 Add new key principle - 

Residental interface 
Residental interface 

Design of new buildings adajcent established residential areas are to 
provide an attractive facade towards this interface that is of an 
appropriate scale and proportion, with respect to the existing 
character and amenity of the area. Consideration to be given to 
architectural form and detail of the building, achieving reasonable 
levels of visual privacy and the use of landscaping to minimise 
adverse impacts. 

2. Modify the below map (page 12) accordingly to reflect changed focus towards retention
of pre-war buildings of a commercial nature:

3. Modify page 15 (Landmark buildings and heritage) to incorporate comment and advice
from the State Heritage Office relating to retention of heritage and pre-war buildings and
heritage lists. This will be considered further as part of the review of the Town's
Municipal Heritage Inventory.

4. Modify page 15 (Landmark buildings and heritage) to reflect the status of the Wembley
Police Station in the Heritage Council’s Assessment Program for possible inclusion in
the State Register of Heritage Places.
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3.4 Public Realm 

1. Modify the Public Realm Key Principles (page 19) as per the below table:

Key Principle Modification 
Sequence of Open Spaces 

1 The Wembley Plaza on the 
Hotel/Forum anchor site, the 
square and urban garden on the 
IGA and Service Station anchor 
sites and Henderson Park are to 
become the three cornerstones of 
an ‘open space triangle’ within the 
centre. This is to be 
complemented by a series of 
smaller open spaces encouraged 
upon redevelopment of properties 
within the Centre. 
• Wembley Plaza to be the
focal point and heart of the Centre
with a strong connection to
Cambridge Street, surrounded by
retail and hospitality uses and
created as an inviting place to stay
or hold events.
• The Square and Urban
Garden of the second and third
anchor sites (IGA / Service
Station) are to become the second
focal points in the Centre and to be
created with two unique settings
and atmospheres.
• Henderson Park contributes
towards a unique character and
with improved connections users
of the park could be encouraged to
extend their stay with a visit to
other parts of the centre.

Modify 

• Wembley Plaza to be the focal point and heart of the Centre
with a strong connection to Cambridge Street, surrounded by
retail and hospitality uses, provided with appropriate landscaping
and shading trees and created as an inviting place to stay or hold
events.

• The Square and Urban Garden of the second and third
anchor sites (IGA / Service Station) are to become the second
focal points in the Centre and to be created with two unique
settings and atmospheres with appropriate landscaping and trees
to create green relief within an urban setting.

• Henderson Park – no change

2 Additional squares and urban 
gardens are to be encouraged as 
an integral part of development to 
further enhance the Centre’s 
attractiveness and appeal. Each 
could have their own setting, 
atmosphere and use - being little 
squares, small public gardens or 
informal playgrounds. 

Modify 

Additional urban gardens are to be encouraged as an integral 
part of development to further enhance the Centre’s 
attractiveness and offer small pockets of green relief.  Each could 
have their own setting, atmosphere and use - being small public 
gardens, informal playgrounds, alfresco areas or a shady place 
to sit. 

Network of Connections 
4 The improvement of the 

Cambridge Street streetscape is 
central to making Wembley Centre 
more pedestrian friendly.  
Key elements may include:- 
• Carriageways reduced to one
lane in each direction with a
widened central median to 2
metres to improve pedestrian
crossings and for more trees to be
planted
• Pedestrian footpaths widened
to 5 metres through larger building
setbacks (Weather protection

Modify 

The improvement of the Cambridge Street streetscape is 
central to making Wembley Centre more pedestrian friendly. 
Key elements that will enhance pedestrian amenity include:- 

• Creating opportunities for outdoor dining, street
trees/plantings and seating;

• Reducing the carriageways to one lane in each direction and
having wider central medians to make crossing the road
easier;

• - Wider footpaths with awnings overhanging to provide
shelter from the sun or rain.
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Key Principle Modification 
provided by 3 metre wide awnings) 
• Formalising on-street parking,
alternated with kerb protuberances
providing areas for outdoor dining,
street plantings and furniture
• Gradual closing of vehicle
access from Cambridge Street
once continuous rear laneway is
created.

5 Side Streets to follow a similar 
principle to Cambridge Street 
before continuing into the existing 
profiles of the residential streets.  
Key elements may include:- 
• Single lane carriageways
separated by a central median to
assist with pedestrian crossings
and where appropriate to act as
part of a right turn pocket into the
rear laneways parallel to
Cambridge Street. Of note, single
lane carriageways may not be
achievable on Jersey Street due to
intersection constraints at
Cambridge Street.
• Pedestrian footpaths widened
to 5 metres through larger
development setbacks (Weather
protection provided by 3 metre
wide awnings)
• Formalising on-street parking
• Tree planting increased to
reinforce lush and green
appearance of Wembley and
provide shade along footpaths to
the centre.

Modify 

Side Streets to follow a similar principle to Cambridge Street  in 
enhancing pedestrian amenity before continuing into the existing 
profiles of the residential streets.  
Key elements may include:- 
• Single lane carriageways separated by a central median to
assist with pedestrian crossings;
• Awnings providing weather protection over adjacent
footpaths;
• Tree planting increased to reinforce lush and green
appearance of Wembley and to provide additional shade along
footpaths;
• Formalising on-street parking.

2. Modify page 20 (Sequence of open spaces) to clarify the public access rights over open
spaces. The spaces are proposed to remain in private ownership and maintained by
owners with some form of legal arrangement to ensure public access.
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3.5 Movement and Access 

1. Modify the Movement and Access Key Principles (page 28) as per the below table:

Key Principle Modification 
3 Re-design Cambridge Street profile to 

assist in conveying a reduced speed and 
pedestrian friendly environment 
including:-  
• Dual carriageway road with one lane
in each direction
• Widening the median to 2 metres
• Formalising on-street parking -
maximum 4 parking bays in row
• Use of kerb protuberances to break
up on-street parking and provide areas
for outdoor dining, street trees and
furniture
• Change of carriageway surface
material or colour to communicate a
change in environment.

Modify 

Re-design Cambridge Street profile to assist in conveying 
a reduced speed and pedestrian friendly environment 
including:-  
• Dual carriageway road with one lane in each direction
;
• Widening the median to 2 metres;
• Formalising on-street parking;
• Change of carriageway surface material or colour to
communicate a change in environment.

10 Improvements to Marlow Street, Jersey 
Street and Cambridge Street to improve 
cyclist amenity. 

Modify 

Facilitate east-west cycling with a southern corridor along 
Salvado Road and a northern corridor along Ruislip Street 
with improvements to north-south cycling connections 
along Jersey Street and Marlow Street. 

11 Add new key principle -  
Vehicle access and egress 

Vehicle access and egress 

Vehicle access and egress is designed and managed to 
minimise negative impacts on the side streets.  

12 Add new key principle - 
Alternative modes of transport 

Alternative modes of transport 

Encourage and facilitate a shift towards more walking, 
cycling and public transport to reduce car dependency. 

13 Add new key principle - Parking Parking 

Manage traffic within the Centre by moving towards the 
use of parking as a key travel demand management tool. 

2. Modify page 30 (Parking laneways) and previous page 27 (Laneways and passages) to
remove conflicting methods to create laneways and to reflect consideration towards a
separate mechanism to more effectively target location and need.  Matters of who is
responsible for construction and maintenance included as well.

3. Modify page 31 (Traffic volumes) to reflect the key conclusions of the Transport Impact
Assessment Report.

4. Modify page 31 (Public transport) to include comment received from the Public
Transport Authority.

5. Modify page 31 (Cycling) to make reference to the Town’s recently prepared draft Bike
Plan and to clarify any inconsistencies between the two documents.

6. Modify page 31 (Parking) to reflect the importance of moving towards maximum parking
standards to constrain the supply of parking within the Centre in the long term as a key
outcome of the Transport Impact Assessment. This is consistent with the direction of the
Town's Access and Parking Strategy.
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7. Modify page 31 (Parking) to reflect outcomes of community survey regarding ACROD
parking bays.

3.6 Development Regimes 

1. The below map (page 32) be modified accordingly to reflect the boundary change for
Anchor Site 1 incorporating No. 352 Cambridge Street into this precinct:

2. Modify the table on page 33 – Development Precincts accordingly to reflect the
proposed modifications to each development precinct.
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Precinct 1 - Anchor Site 1 

1. Modify page 34 to include reference to Lot 78 (No. 352) Cambridge Street as part of this
Anchor Site 1.

2. Modify page 34-35 to be reconfigured under the following headings of primary controls,
local development plan and policy provisions as detailed below.

Primary Controls 

Primary Controls for Precinct 1 – Anchor Site 1 
Primary Control 
Statement of Intent No change 
Site R-Coding R-AC0
Plot ratio limit N/A 
Building height limit (storeys/ metres) Lot 78 Remainder of A1 

5/ 18 7/ 25 
Street front height limit (storeys/ metres) Cambridge/Simper 

Streets Street 
Alexander Street 
(opposite 
residential) 

3/ 11 2/ 7.5 
Rear height limit (storeys/ metres) 2/ 7.5 
Boundary wall height (storeys/ metres) Matter may be better addressed through 

Local Development Plan 
Adaptable ground floor minimum height (metres) 3.7 
Minimum setback Cambridge Street (metres) 2 
Minimum setback Other Streets (metres) Simper Street Alexander Street 

Nil 2 
Minimum side setback (metres) Matter may be better addressed through 

Local Development Plan 
Minimum rear setback (metres) 6 

Notes Building height – both a limit on storeys and height in metres applies.  The storey height 
limit must be achieved within the height in metres limit. 
Street front height – Additional height above 2 or 3 storeys to be setback. 
Rear height limit – Additional height above 2 storeys to be setback. 
Adaptable ground floor – measured from floor to ceiling (i.e. slab to slab) to 
accommodate changing commercial tenancies over the life of the building. 
Boundary wall height – It is noted further consideration will need to be given to the 
interface with the Wembley Hotel (which is to be retained) and whether it is appropriate 
to have nil setbacks and boundary walls abutting this site.  Further, how Lot 78 (No. 
352) Cambridge Street, relates at the boundaries with the remainder of Anchor Site 1.
Boundary walls to the adjoining residential areas are not being entertained.
Minimum setback Alexander Street – setbacks along Alexander Street to be greater 
where opposite residential properties compared to towards the Cambridge Street corner 
Minimum side setback – similar to the approach to boundary walls, this requires further 
consideration.  It is also noted the northern boundary of Anchor Site 1 is staggered with 
two-east-west sections and a north-south section.  How the setback to this north-south 
oriented boundary is addressed (as technically it could be construed as a side 
boundary) is important given the interface to residential.   

Local Development Plan 
 Specific matters to be addressed by Lot 78 Cambridge Street include: 

• Design of carparking in a basement configuration;
• Provision of active street frontages to Simper Street and Cambridge Street
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• Provision of an active frontage and interface to Wembley Plaza, no blank walls
• Shared access with the remainder of Anchor Site 1, allowing only one access point from

Simper Street is desirable

Modify to specify the plaza fronts both Cambridge Street and the common boundary with Lot 
78.  

Other Requirements to be addressed: 
• public open space
• vehicular and pedestrian access
• location of parking
• provision of public parking
• retention of the Wembley Hotel
• street and boundary setbacks above 2 and 3 storeys
• residential interface
• preserving a level of visual privacy with adjacent residential area
• building interface to the Wembley Plaza (particularly setbacks for upper storeys) to

consider daylight and solar access/amenity requirements
• building interface to rear of the Wembley Hotel to ensure good design outcomes

Development provisions to be guided by clear objectives and design principles 

Public Open Space - Include the initial cost of developing the space to a suitable standard as 
being the owner’s responsibility. 

Public car parking - issues regarding management, maintenance, and whether it is to be 
transferred to the Town to be clarified. 

Policy Provisions 
Design elements to be incorporated into policy provisions 
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Precinct 2 - Anchor Sites 2 & 3 

1. Modify page 36-37 to be reconfigured under the following headings of primary controls,
local development plan and policy provisions as detailed below.

Primary Controls 

Primary Controls for Precinct 2 – Anchor Site 2 &3 
Primary Control 
Statement of Intent No change 
Site R-Coding R-AC0
Plot ratio limit N/A 
Building height limit (storeys/ metres) 6/ 21.5 
Street front height limit (storeys/ metres) 3/ 11 
Rear height limit (storeys/ metres) 2/ 7.5 
Boundary wall height (storeys/ metres) 6/ 21.5 
Adaptable ground floor minimum height (metres) 3.7 
Minimum setback Cambridge Street (metres) 2 
Minimum setback Other Streets (metres) Nil 
Minimum side setback (metres) Nil 
Minimum rear setback (metres) 7 

Notes Building height – both a limit on storeys and height in metres applies.  The storey 
height limit must be achieved within the height in metres limit. 
Street front height – Additional height above 3 storeys to be setback. 
Rear height limit – Additional height above 2 storeys to be setback. 
Adaptable ground floor – measured from floor to ceiling (i.e. slab to slab) to 
accommodate changing commercial tenancies over the life of the building. 
Boundary wall height – architectural treatment or design is required where a boundary 
wall extends above an existing building at the boundary to avoid expansive blank walls.  
Rear setback – to accommodate rear laneway 

Local Development Plan 
Requirements to be addressed include: 

• public open space
• vehicular and pedestrian access
• location of parking
• street and boundary setbacks above 2 and 3 storeys

Development provisions to be guided by clear objectives and design principles 

Public Open Space - Include the initial cost of developing the space to a suitable standard as 
being the owner’s responsibility. 

Policy Provisions 
Design elements to be incorporated into policy provisions 
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Precinct 3 - Cambridge Street West 

1. Modify page 38-39 to be reconfigured under the following headings of primary controls
and policy provisions as detailed below.

Primary Controls 

Primary Controls for Precinct 3 – Cambridge Street West 
Primary Control 
Statement of Intent No change 
Site R-Coding R-AC0
Plot ratio limit N/A 
Building height limit (storeys/ metres) Base Where a Min street 

frontage 34 metres & 
Min lot area 1,800m2 
is achieved 

3/ 11 5/ 18 
Street front height limit (storeys/ metres) 3/ 11 
Rear height limit (storeys/ metres) 2/ 7.5 
Adaptable ground floor minimum height (metres) 3.7 
Minimum setback Cambridge Street (metres) 2 
Minimum setback Other Streets (metres) Nil 

Notes Building height – both a limit on storeys and height in metres applies.  The storey height 
limit must be achieved within the height in metres limit. 
Street front height – Additional height above 3 storeys to be setback. 
Rear height limit – Additional height above 2 storeys to be setback. 
Cambridge Street Setback - excludes retention of pre-war buildings 
Adaptable ground floor – measured from floor to ceiling (i.e. slab to slab) to 
accommodate changing commercial tenancies over the life of the building. 
Pre-war buildings retained to be a mandatory provision - minimum façade retention – 
building height dependent on lot frontage and size. 
Combined lots achieving a minimum lot area 1,800m2 or above, public open space to 
be provided. 

Policy Provisions 
Design elements to be incorporated into policy provisions 

Street setbacks above 3 storeys and rear and side boundary setbacks, as well as provisions for 
public open space, vehicle and pedestrian access and parking location are also to be 
incorporated into policy provisions. 

Specific Development Requirements 
Modify to highlight that all applications for redevelopment will be subject to design review. 

2. Modify the diagrams on page 39 accordingly to reflect the modified development
provisions as detailed above.
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Precinct 4 - Cambridge Street East 

1. Modify page 40-41 to be reconfigured under the following headings of primary controls
and policy provisions as detailed below. Modify the statement of intent to better reflect
the changed approach towards the retention of the pre-war buildings of the Nanson
Street Local Centre, required retention instead of encouraged.

Primary controls 

Primary Controls for Precinct 4 – Cambridge Street East 
Primary Control 
Statement of Intent Minor modifications 
Site R-Coding R-AC0 (existing Local Centre zoning

remains in place)
Plot ratio limit N/A 
Building height limit (storeys/ metres) 3/ 11 
Street front height limit (storeys/ metres) 3/ 11 
Rear height limit (storeys/ metres) 2/ 7.5 
Adaptable ground floor minimum height (metres) 3.7 
Minimum setback Cambridge Street (metres) 2 
Minimum setback Other Streets (metres) Nil 

Notes Building height – both a limit on storeys and height in metres applies.  The storey 
height limit must be achieved within the height in metres limit. 
Rear height limit – Additional height above 2 storeys to be setback. 
Cambridge Street Setback - excludes retention of pre-war buildings 
Adaptable ground floor – measured from floor to ceiling (i.e. slab to slab) to 
accommodate changing commercial tenancies over the life of the building. 
Pre-war buildings retained to be a mandatory provision (applicable to Nanson Street 
Local Centre) - minimum façade retention 

Policy Provisions 
Design elements to be incorporated into policy provisions 

Rear and side boundary setbacks, as well as provisions for vehicle and pedestrian access and 
parking location are also to be incorporated into policy provisions. 

Specific Development Requirements 
Modify to highlight that all applications for redevelopment will be subject to design review. 

2. Modify the diagrams on page 41 accordingly to reflect the modified development
provisions as detailed above.

DV16.206 - Att 2 of 2 - Schedule of Modifications - Wembley Activity Centre Plan



Precinct 5 - Salvado Road 

1. Modify page 42-43 to be reconfigured under the following headings of primary controls
and policy provisions as detailed below.

Primary Controls 

Primary Controls for Precinct 5 – Salvado Road 
Primary Control 
Statement of Intent No change 
Site R-Coding R-AC0
Plot ratio limit N/A 
Building height limit (storeys/ metres) Base Where a Min 

street 
frontage 30 
metres & Min 
lot area 
1,800m2 is 
achieved 

Where a Min 
street 
frontage 45 
metres & Min 
lot area 
2,700m2 is 
achieved 

3/ 10 5/ 16 6/ 19 
Street front height limit (storeys/ metres) 3/ 10 
Rear height limit (storeys/ metres) 2/ 7 
Minimum setback Salvado Road (metres) 5 
Minimum setback Other Streets (metres) 2 

Notes Building height – both a limit on storeys and height in metres applies.  The storey height 
limit must be achieved within the height in metres limit. 
Street front height – Additional height above 3 storeys to be setback. 
Rear height limit – Additional height above 2 storeys to be setback 
Combined lots achieving a minimum lot area 1,800m2 or above, a percentage of the site 
to be provided as an open space area. 

Policy Provisions 
Development provisions that relate to street setbacks above three storeys, setbacks to side and 
rear boundaries, design elements, vehicular and pedestrian access and location of parking 
included as policy provisions. 

Open space provisions which would be applicable to developments of 5 and 6 storeys to be 
addressed through policy provision. Review percentages to bring in line with draft Apartment 
Design Policy. 

Specific Development Requirements 
Modify to highlight that all applications will be subject to design review. 

2. Modify the diagrams on page 43 accordingly to reflect the modified development
provisions as detailed above.
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Precinct 6 - Henderson Park 

1. Modify page 44 to reflect the following:

Heritage - reflect intentions to promote the heritage and historical importance of the park 

Desire Elements - reflect the importance of community facilities the public would like to see in 
any future plan of the Park by modifying the desired elements and community facilities into 
'required' and 'desired' elements for future guidance. 

Required elements would comprise of: 
1. Continuous path connecting with Mabel Talbot Park and Salvado Road.
2. Play space for children

An informal amphitheatre to watch sports or organised performances and the other community 
facilities would be listed as desired. 
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3.7 Development Strategy and Implementation 

1. Replace the tables on page 47 – Realistic development potential and Maximum
development potential with the following table:

Development Capacity - Maximum Development Potential – Mixed Use Scenario 
Precinct Additional Floorspace (sqm) Additional 

Dwellings 
(90sqm/unit) 

Retail - 
Shop 

Other Retail 
(Hospitality) 

Other Commercial 
(office/commercial) 

Total 

A1 1807 1334 4,885 8,026 155 
A2 690 205 3,844 4,118 81 
A3 897 897 1,658 3,452 34 
CW 303 757 18,244 19,304 108 
CE 539 999 16,414 17,952 101 
S - - - - 352 
Theoretical 
Total 

4,236 4,192 45,045 52,852 830 

2. Modify page 47 (Servicing and infrastructure) to incorporate recent comment from
Western Power and Water Corporation.

3. Modify page 47 (Quick wins) to include improving the look and feel of Cambridge Street
as a quick win opportunity under ‘Localised improvements’.   This could include creating
opportunities for outdoor dining, street trees/plantings and seating.

4. Modify page 48 (Planning scheme and policy recommendations) to reflect a staged
approach could be adopted to the Scheme amendments.  Consideration could also be
given to preparing a Development Contribution Plan, if this approach is warranted to
enable the provision of public facilities and infrastructure within the Centre.

5. Modify page 48 (Matters for further consideration) as follows:

1. Heritage Controls – modify to reference advice from the Heritage Council and
explore the possibility of preparing a heritage list to retain both heritage and
pre-war buildings, where appropriate. This would be considered further as
part of the review of the Municipal Inventory.

2. Wembley Community Centre – delete reference
3. Trading in Public Places – no change
4. Sustainable design – no change
5. No. 164 Salvado Road – no change
6. Wembley Hotel and Forum Site – delete reference
7. Mechanism for laneway creation – new matter for further consideration to

allow for a more strategic approach to be adopted for the creation of the rear
laneways

8. Bus priority infrastructure – new matter for further consideration in regard to
improving bus access to and through the Centre.

Addendum - Supplementary Information and Supporting Documents 

1. Modified the draft Plan accordingly to accommodate the information included in the
Addendum.
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Schedule of Submissions 

 Draft Local Planning Policy 3.14: Minor Structures behind the Street Setback Area

 Draft Amended Policy 2.1: Minor Use and Development Exempt from Planning Approval

 Draft Amended Policy 3.1: Streetscape

 Draft Amended Policy 3.2: Building on the Boundary

 Draft Amended Policy 3.3: Building Height

 Draft Amended Policy 6.5: Precinct P5: West Leederville Precinct

Advertised Friday, 4 November to Monday, 28 November 2016

No. Policy 3.14 Policy 2.1 Policy 3.1 Policy 3.2 Policy 3.3 Policy 6.5 

1 Support Support Support Support Support No Opinion 

2 Support Support Support Support Support Support 

* Note: submissions did not include further comment other than whether or not the draft Policy was supported.
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Town Planning Scheme Policy Manual (October 2009, amended September 2016) 

1 
3. Residential Zones: Use and Development
3.14 Minor Structures behind the Street Setback Area

Policy 3.14: Minor Structures behind the Street Setback Area 

INTRODUCTION 

Minor structures such as pergolas, shade sails, cubby houses, outdoor decking, and 
screening are beneficial to the Australian residential setting, however they have 
increasingly become a source of concern for neighbouring properties, especially in 
regards to visual privacy. 

Although these structures are not classified as buildings in the Residential Design 
Codes, Clause 3 of the Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) 
Regulations 2015 - Deemed Provisions allows for the Council to make a Local 
Planning Policy relating to matters related to the planning and development of the 
Scheme Area. 

The Policy provides clarification in relation to common forms of residential 
development which are considered minor or incidental to a dwelling. In order to 
ensure that minor structures are not detrimental to the amenity of adjoining 
properties, this policy sets out circumstances where planning approval is required for 
minor structures on residential land. 

Along with the provisions outlined in this Policy, minor structures behind the street 
setback area are to comply with all other relevant provisions of R-Codes, and the 
Town's Local Planning Policies and Local Laws, such as open space, solar access, 
setbacks, storm water management and fencing provisions where applicable. Minor 
structures located in the street setback area are to comply with the Town's Policy 3.1: 
Streetscape. 

Note: Structures with a floor level elevated 1.0 metres or more above natural ground 
level may be subject to further structural and safety requirements at the building 
permit stage. 

AIMS 

• To ensure that minor structures are appropriately located to preserve the
amenity of the area, reduce impacts on adjoining properties including
overlooking and limit visual impact of minor structures by controlling bulk (size
and height).

• To provide certainty for applicants, residents and Council regarding the forms
of residential structures located behind the street setback areas which are
considered minor or incidental in nature.

APPLICATIONS SUBJECT TO THIS POLICY 

This Policy applies to minor structures behind the street setback area that are 
incidental to a single house or grouped dwelling development in the Residential 
zones. 
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Town Planning Scheme Policy Manual (October 2009, amended September 2016) 

2 
3. Residential Zones: Use and Development
3.14 Minor Structures behind the Street Setback Area

DEFINITIONS 

For the purpose of applying this Policy, the following definitions apply:- 

Adjoining Dividing Fence Height means the height of the dividing fence including 
any retaining walls or attached privacy screen as measured form natural ground level 
at the lot boundary. 

Animal Enclosures means a dog kennel, beehive, aviary and the like. 

Cubby House means a structure, such as a small-scale replica of a dwelling, and 
includes platforms, used primarily by children for the purposes of play and 
entertainment.  

Decking and Landing Structures means an outdoor platform capable of supporting 
weight, similar to a floor, often elevated from the ground, which may or may not be 
attached to a building such as decking, terraces or landings. 

Dividing Fence means a fence that separates the land of different owners whether 
the fence is on the common boundary of adjoining lands or on a line other than the 
common boundary. 

Gatehouse and Arbour Structures means a tunnel-like structure with climbing 
vines and plants trained over the framework. 

Natural Ground Level means the levels on a site which precede the proposed 
development, excluding any site works unless approved by the decision-maker or 
established as part of subdivision of the land preceding development. 

Outdoor Cooking and Heating Facilities means an outdoor gas-fuelled, electric or 
wood-fired barbecue, oven, heater and the like. 

Pergola means an open-framed structure covered in a water permeable material or 
unroofed, which may or may not be attached to a dwelling. 

Shade Sail means a piece of flexible cloth or canvas like material (which may be 
water permeable or impermeable) supported between a building or posts to provide 
shade to an outdoor area. 

Tree House means a structure attached to a tree, such as a small-scale replica of a 
dwelling, and platforms, used primarily by children for the purposes of play and 
entertainment. 

Vergola means an unenclosed structure similar to a patio or pergola but with 
louvered roof panels which can be opened or closed. 
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POLICY 

1. Pergolas, Vergolas, Shade Sails and Gatehouses
(a) Pergolas, Vergolas and Shade Sails are exempt from requiring planning

approval where subject to the following:-

(i) The overall height of the structure (including posts or roof structure)
does not exceed 3.5 metres above natural ground level;

(ii) Structures up to 2.5 metres above natural ground level or no taller
than the adjoining dividing fence height, may be built up to the lot
boundary;

(iii) If greater than 2.5 metres in height or taller than the adjoining dividing
fence, the structure is set back in accordance with the R-Codes lot
boundary setback deemed-to-comply requirements; and

(iv) Structures with a floor level elevated 0.5 metres or more above natural
ground level must comply with the R-Codes visual privacy deemed-to-
comply requirements.

(b) Gatehouse and arbour structures are exempt from requiring planning
approval subject to the following:-

(i) The structure has a maximum plate height of 2.4 metres and the
overall height does not exceed 3.5 metres above natural ground level;
and

(ii) Structures over 2.5 metres high are set back in accordance with the R-
Codes lot boundary setback deemed-to-comply requirements.

2. Decking and Landing Structures
Unattached, freestanding decks and/or landings with a floor level elevated 0.5
metres or more above natural ground level are exempt from planning approval
provided it complies with the R-Codes visual privacy deemed-to-comply
requirements.

Note: Please refer to the "Balustrades and Handrails" section of the National
Construction Code for specific standards for barriers and balustrades for
structures above ground level.

3. Screening Structures
(a) Privacy screens, trellis, or lattice adjacent to a dividing fence are exempt

from planning approval subject to the following:-

(i) The overall height of the structure does not exceed 3.5 metres above
natural ground level;

(ii) If the structure is less than 2.5 metres in height or no taller than an
adjoining dividing fence, it may be built up to the lot boundary; and

(iii) Structures over 2.5 metres high are set back in accordance with the R-
Codes lot boundary setback deemed-to-comply requirements.

(b) Outdoor blinds or screens to outdoor living areas (verandahs, patios,
pergolas and the like) are exempt from planning approval where:-
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(i) At least two of the other sides of the area remain open; or

(ii) The material used is transparent, non-reflective, lightweight and does
not permanently enclose the structure.

4. Animal Enclosures
Animal enclosures are exempt from planning approval provided that the overall
height of the structure does not exceed 2.0 metres above natural ground level.

Note: Bird enclosures and aviaries must comply with the Town's Animal Local
Law as amended October 2016. Bird enclosures must not be located any
closer than 1.0 metre from a lot boundary in any circumstance.

5. Outdoor Cooking and Heating Facilities
(a) Permanent outdoor cooking and heating facilities are exempt from

planning approval subject to the following:-

(i) The overall height of the structure (including chimney flute and
vents), does not exceed 3.5 metres above natural ground level;

(ii) Structures less than 1.8 metres high or no higher than the adjoining
dividing fence height may be built up to the lot boundary; and

(iii) Structures above 1.8 metres in height are set back at least 1.0
metre from the lot boundary.

6. Children Play Structures
(a) Cubby houses are exempt from planning approval subject to the

following:-

(i) The structure not to exceed 6.0 square metres in area and have a
maximum overall height of 4.5 metres above natural ground level;

(ii) Structures with a maximum height of 2.5 metres above natural
ground level and no taller than an adjoining dividing fence height,
may be built up to the lot boundary;

(iii) A cubby house greater than 2.5 metres in height to be set back in
accordance with the R-Codes lot boundary setback deemed -to-
comply requirements;

(iv) Openings to a cubby house with a floor level of 0.5 metres or more
above natural ground level are to be setback at least 4.5 metres
from any residential lot boundary or provided with screening up to
1.4m in height; and

(v) The structure will not be used for habitable purposes other than
occasional children's play.

(b) Tree houses are exempt from planning approval subject to the following:-

(i) The structure does not exceed 2.0 square metres in area;

(ii) The structure is set back at least 4.5 metres from any residential lot
boundary; and

(iii) The structure will not be used for habitable purposes other than
occasional children's play.
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Note: Please refer to the "Balustrades and Handrails" section of the National 
Construction Code for specific standards for fencing and balustrades for 
structures above ground level. 

7. Flag poles
Flagpoles are exempt from planning approval provided that it is a maximum of
6.0 metres in height, not used for commercial advertising nor contain offensive
material, and located so that all flags are contained wholly within property
boundaries.

DESIGN PRINCIPLES 

Where the deemed-to-comply provisions above are not met, applications are to be 
assessed against the following design principles:- 

• Structures to be located and set back from lot boundaries so as to:
o reduce impacts of building bulk on adjoining properties;
o provide adequate direct sun and ventilation to active habitable spaces,

outdoor living areas and habitable rooms of adjoining properties;
o minimise the extent of overlooking and resultant loss of privacy to active

habitable spaces, outdoor living areas and habitable rooms of adjoining
properties; and

o make effective use of private open space without compromising the above.

• The dimensions and scale of the structure should allow for maintenance of:
o adequate access to direct sun into buildings and appurtenant open spaces;
o adequate daylight to major openings into habitable rooms; and
o access to views of significance.

• Structures should be designed to minimise adverse impact on the amenity of
adjoining properties. The extent of the structure's visual bulk, overshadowing
impacts and obstruction of views should not exceed the deemed-to-comply
requirements for a wall with major openings of the equivalent length and height.
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2    GENERAL PLANNING PROCEDURES 

Policy 2.1: Minor Use and Development Exempt from Planning 
Approval 

INTRODUCTION 

The Town Planning Scheme requires the prior approval of the Council for all development 
except as detailed in the Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 
2015 (Deemed Provisions). including a change in the use of land, except as detailed in 
clause 33 of the Scheme.  Clause 33 of the Scheme includes: 

• development of a minor nature where listed as exempt in a planning policy;
• communications antennae, where listed as exempt in a planning policy;
• home occupations, where listed as exempt in a planning policy;
• advertising signs, where listed as exempt in a planning policy; and
• use of land which is a permitted (ie. ‘P’) use under the Scheme, subject to certain

conditions.

This policy relates to development of a minor nature which is exempt from the requirements 
to obtain planning approval and should be read in conjunction with Clause 61 of the Deemed 
Provisions and Schedule A - Supplemental Provisions.  Separate policies have been 
prepared for communications antennae, home occupations and advertising signs, which 
include information on when such development and uses are exempt from planning approval. 
Clause 33 of the Town Planning Scheme should be referred to for details concerning 
permitted uses which are exempt from the requirements for planning approval. 

Notwithstanding what is listed in the following Policy, development approval may still be 
required for use and/or works carried out on land that is designated in a heritage list, Special 
Control Area or a Bushfire Prone Area. In addition, an exempt development cannot 
contravene any conditions of a current planning approval. 

Where an applicant has any doubt as to whether a particular proposal meets the 
requirements for exemption, it is recommended the proposal be discussed with Council’s 
Planning Services.  

Other approvals 

An exemption from the requirements to obtain planning approval does not obviate the need 
to seek and obtain any other approval which may be required, under any other written law, 
and such development is also required to conform to any relevant provisions of the Town 
Planning Scheme.  In most cases a building permit will be required before construction 
commences, even where a development is exempt from planning approval. 

AIMS 

• To provide clarification and guidance concerning development of a minor nature,
which does not require the planning approval of the Council.

• To reduce the regulatory process while ensuring that required development
outcomes are maintained.
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POLICY 

The following uses and development are deemed to be of a minor nature and are therefore 
exempt from the requirement to obtain the Council’s planning approval under the Scheme: 

1. Construction of minor structures covered in Policy 3.14: Minor Structures behind the
Street Setback Area provided the development complies with the Deemed Provisions
and the deemed-to-comply requirements of the Residential Design Codes and any
relevant planning policy.

2. Erection of a boundary fence where the overall height as measured from natural
ground level, including any retaining wall or attached privacy screen, is equal to or
less than:

(a) 2.5 metres if situated behind the primary street setback area; and

(b) 1.8 metres if situated in the secondary street setback area in Wembley and
West Leederville; and

(c) 1.8 metres for a maximum of 60% of any length of fence if situated in the
secondary street setback area in City Beach and Floreat.

Note: Boundary fences along a secondary street or abutting a reserve are subject to 
compliance with all relevant provisions of Policy 3.1: Streetscape. 

3. Site works (the alteration of land levels, and/or the construction of retaining walls),
provided the extent of fill does not exceed 0.5 metres, and the extent of cut within 3.0
metres of the street boundary alignment does not exceed 0.5 metres.

4. The replacement of an existing, authorised retaining wall greater than 0.5 metres
above natural ground level behind the street setback area, provided there is no
change to the natural ground level on either side of the retaining wall or to the height
of the retaining wall.

Construction of patios, pergolas, garden sheds and the like, provided the
development complies with the deemed-to-comply requirements of the Residential
Design Codes and any relevant planning policy.

5. Temporary viewing platform for the purpose of demonstrating the prospective views
of a development, that is:

(a) On-site for a maximum of 3 months in any 12 month period;

(b) Within the maximum height of the proposed development;

(c) Behind the primary street setback area; and

(d) Set back a minimum distance of 7.5m from any property boundary.

6. Demolition, other than the demolition or removal of an object or place which is:

(a) located in a place that has been entered in the Register of Places under the
Heritage of Western Australia Act 1990;

DV16.207 - Att 3 of 7 - Policy 2.1 Minor Development Exempt from Planning Approval



Town Planning Scheme Policy Manual (October 2009, amended September 2016) 

5 
2. General Planning Procedures
2.1 Minor Use and Development Exempt from Planning Approval

(b) the subject of an order under part 6 of the Heritage Act of Western Australia
1990; or

(c) the subject of a declaration by the Council under clause 8 24 or clause 9 25 of
the Deemed Provisions. Town Planning Scheme.

7. Family Day Care Centre (as defined by the Town Planning Scheme) conducted in a
private dwelling where no more than four children are cared for in accordance with
the Education and Care Services National Regulations 2012.

Minor changes of use, provided the new use belongs to the same use class as the
previous authorised use, and its method of operation and patterns of use do not
result in changes to aspects of the approved use such as parking, hours of operation,
noise or the emission of odours.

8. Activities of a temporary nature being one-off or occasional and which, in the opinion
of the Council, are not likely to adversely affect the amenity of the locality or the
normal operation of adjacent land uses.  Examples of such activities include garage
sales and markets (as defined by the Town Planning Scheme), fairs, fetes and
charity sales.

9. The installation of low impact facilities as defined under part 3 of the
Telecommunications (Low-impact Facilities) Determination 1997.

Adopted: 13 October 2009 
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3    RESIDENTIAL ZONES: USE AND DEVELOPMENT 

Policy 3.1: Streetscape 
Streetscape is the term given to the collective appearance of all buildings, footpaths and 
gardens along a street. The streetscape is the visual identity of a neighbourhood and plays 
an important role in fostering interaction between residents and creating a community. 

STATEMENT OF INTENT AND OBJECTIVES 

This policy aims to create and preserve neighbourhoods that are attractive, safe and offer 
high amenity for residents and pedestrians. The policy covers a range of matters including 
housing design, building setbacks, fencing, landscaping and crossovers as these collectively 
impact the quality of streetscapes. 

In particular, the policy seeks to: 

• achieve street setbacks which, together with the type of dwelling, fits in with the
established and/or desired development pattern for the area;

• maintain the openness of streetscapes to create a safe and attractive pedestrian
environment through passive surveillance of the street and dwellings;

• reduce the dominance of garages, carports, driveways and hard surfacing,
fences and other structures which detract from the street presentation of homes
and gardens;

• encourage the retention and improvement of plantings and landscaping in the
front garden and on the verge, including the retention of healthy street trees;

• prohibit the excessive use of hard surfaces in the front setback, to retain the
green character of our neighbourhoods; and

• ensure that dwellings are an integral part of the streetscape, connecting visually
to the street as homes and are not isolated by fencing, retaining walls, garages
or other features.

STRUCTURE OF THE POLICY 
This policy sets out requirements relating to the following elements:- 

• Street Setbacks (primary and secondary street)
• Garage Setbacks and Design
• Carport Setbacks and Design
• Setbacks for Minor Incursions (balconies and other minor incursions and

pergolas/gatehouses/shade-sails)
• Surveillance of the Street
• Walls and Fences
• Retaining Walls in the Street Setback Area
• Landscaping
• Roof Design and Materials
• Vehicle Access and Crossovers.
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The policy relates to all residential development in the Residential zones. For some 
elements, there are different standards applicable to individual precincts shown in Figure 1. 

Figure 1: Precinct Map 

RELATIONSHIP WITH RESIDENTIAL DESIGN CODES (R-CODES) 

• This policy is adopted as a Local Planning Policy under the provisions of the
Residential Design Codes of Western Australia (R-Codes). The standards contained
herein replace or amend the deemed to comply provisions of 5.1.2, 5.1.3, 5.2.1, 5.2.2,
5.2.3, 5.2.4, 5.2.5, 5.3.2, 5.3.5, 6.1.3, 6.2.1,6.2.2 and 6.3.2 of the R-Codes.

• Development which complies with the following deemed to comply provisions is
deemed to meet the relevant design principle. Where the development does not
comply with the deemed to comply provisions, the relevant design principles of the R-
Codes or this policy apply.

RELATIONSHIP WITH OTHER POLICIES 

Where this policy is inconsistent with the provisions of a specific policy or guidelines applying 
to a particular site or area e.g. Jersey Street, Jolimont; Perry Lakes, Floreat; Ocean Mia, City 
Beach; St John's Wood, Mt Claremont; Parkside Walk, Jolimont and the West Leederville 
Precinct Policy, the provisions of the specific policy or guidelines prevail. 

PRECEDENT 

In every neighbourhood there will be examples of dwellings and features that do not comply 
with this policy.  Policies cannot undo what has been done and they are often designed to 
prevent things that have been allowed in the past from reoccurring. For this reason, the 
existence of nearby dwellings or features that do not comply with this policy will have no 
influence on whether a development or feature will be approved. 
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Definitions

For the purpose of this policy, the following definitions apply.  For any other definition, the R-
Codes' definitions apply.  

Architectural Feature 
An ornamental feature to complement the building, or artwork including paintings, murals 
and sculptures.  

Garage Definitions 
Double garage 
A garage which is greater than 3.0 m in width as measured parallel to the street frontage, 
including doors and supporting structures. 

Single garage 
A garage which is 3.0 m or less in width as measured parallel to the street frontage, 
including doors and supporting structures. 

Landscaping 
Land developed with garden beds, ground covers, shrubs and trees, or by the planting of 
lawns, and includes such features as rockeries and ornamental ponds but excludes 
swimming pools, artificial turf, turf-cell, pavement, gravelled or pebble areas or any other 
non-vegetative objects. 

The area under a pergola may qualify towards the landscaping requirement but the area 
under a shade sail or patio will not qualify towards the landscaping requirement. 

Open Style 
Where a design maintains views of the façade behind the structure with the following 
meanings in particular cases:- 

Open Style Balconies 
A balcony without a roof, where balustrades are no higher than 1.2 m and no less than 4:1 
open to solid ratio in any position; or glass, mesh or similar effectively transparent material. 

Open Style Carports 
Carports with no side or back enclosure and if there is a door, it is to be no less than 4:1 
physically open to solid ratio in any position. Glass, mesh and similar materials are 
unacceptable door materials. 

Open Style Fencing Infill Panels and Gates 
Fencing infill panels in accordance with the materials shown in Appendix 1 including:- 

• infill panels no less than 1:2 open to solid ratio in any position, provided that solid walls
do not exceed 0.35 m in height and the total fence height does not exceed 1.2m;

• infill panels no less than 4:1 open to solid ratio in any position, provided that solid walls
do not exceed 0.75 m in height; or

• non-reflective glass or effectively transparent mesh, provided that solid walls do not
exceed 0.75 m in height.

In any other circumstance which is not specified above, such as but not limited to porches 
and gatehouses, an open style surface area is to be no less than 4:1 open to solid ratio. 
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Notes:- 
1. In all cases, where slats and railings are proposed these must also be no greater than 50 mm

in width and 15 mm in depth to qualify as open style.

2. For safety, there are maximum widths for spaces between railings and panels in certain
circumstances. Please refer to the section on "Balustrades and Handrails" of the National
Construction Code for specific standards for fencing and balustrades above ground level.
Balcony railings should be no more than 125mm apart. Please refer to the Building
Commission of Western Australia "Rules for Pools and Spas" in the case of pool or spa fencing.

Street definitions 
In the case of a site that has access from more than one public road:- 

Primary street 

The road where the dwelling is set back the furthest distance. 

Primary street setback area 

The area that extends from a point on the side and secondary street boundaries 
corresponding with the required primary street setback (see Figure 2 below). 

Secondary street setback area 

The area that extends from a point on the side boundary corresponding with the required 
secondary street setback to a point where it intersects with the required primary street 
setback (see Figure 2 below). 

Figure 2: Primary and secondary street setback areas (corner lots) 
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3.1.1 - Street Setbacks 

Primary street setback areas are important parts of the streetscape and are fundamental to 
the amenity and particular character of residential localities. They should enable a clear view 
between homes and the street and provide a comfortable and secure transition between 
homes and the street. 

From a visual point of view, an open setback area provides a more attractive setting for the 
building. 

Low density areas have large setbacks and high density areas have smaller setbacks. In 
areas coded R30 or higher, an additional 2.0m setback is required for upper levels so as to 
reduce the impact of large and bulky dwellings that detract from the established streetscape. 

DEEMED-TO-COMPLY PROVISIONS 

Note: Setbacks shall be measured at 90 degrees to the street alignment. 

Primary street setbacks (Ref: R-Codes 5.1.2 - C2.1 & 6.1.3 - C3.1) 

The minimum setback for buildings (including garages but excluding double garages and 
carports) from the primary street boundary is to be in accordance with Table 1 and the notes 
below (there is no provision for averaging).  

Additional setbacks may apply for double garages and upper storeys as per the note 
beneath Table 1 and double garages as per the 'Garages' section 3.1.3 of this Policy.  

Minor incursions may also be permitted in accordance with the ‘Minor incursions in street 
setback area’ section of this policy. 

Table 1: Primary street setbacks 
Precinct Density coding 

R12.5 R15 R20 R30 R40 R40/60, 
R60 & 
R160 

City Beach 6.0m (a) n/a 6.0m  (a) 4.0 m n/a n/a 

Floreat 6.0m (a) 6.0 m (a) 6.0 m (a) n/a n/a n/a 

Wembley n/a n/a 6.0 m 
(ab) 

4.0 m 
(ba)(c) 

4.0 m 
(ba)(c) 

4.0 m 

West 
Leederville 

n/a n/a 6.0 m 
(ab) 

4.0 m ( 
ba)(c) 

4.0 m 
(ba)(c) 

4.0 m 

Notes:- 

Double garage setback 
In these cases, double garages are to be set back at least an additional1.0 m from the setback 
which is specified in Table 1. If the rest of the dwelling is set back further, then the double 
garage may also need to be set back further. No additional setback is required where the 
ground level at the front of the garage is at least 1.5m below street level. Note: - In some 
cases, a garage will have to be set back further than the setback which is possible under the 
policy so as to provide the necessary driveway gradient. 
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(a) (b) Variation to primary street setback
In these cases, the primary street setback to the dwelling (excluding a double garage) can be
reduced by up to 1.0 m where there is no carport or minor incursion in the primary street
setback area.

(b) (c) Upper storey setback (R30 and R40 areas)
In these cases, upper storeys (second storey or higher) are to be set back a further 2.0 m from
the setback specified in Table 1, except where the ground level at the front of the dwelling is at
least 1.5 m below street level.

Primary street setback - for subdivided corner lots in areas coded R15 or higher (Ref: 
R-Codes 5.1.2 - C2.1 & 6.1.3 - C3.1)

Where a grouped dwelling has its main frontage to a secondary street; or a single dwelling 
results from subdivision of an original corner lot and has its frontage to the original 
secondary street; the street setback may be reduced to 2.5 m for the dwelling; 1.5 m to a 
porch, verandah, balcony or the equivalent and 3.5 m for a double garage.  

Secondary street setback (Ref: R-Codes 5.1.2 - C2.2 & 6.1.3 - C3.1) 

The minimum setback for buildings (including garages but excluding carports) from the 
secondary street boundary is to be in accordance with Table 2 below.  There is no provision 
for averaging. Minor incursions may also be permitted in accordance with ‘Minor incursions 
in street setback area’ section of this policy. 

Table 2: Secondary street setback 
Precinct Density coding 

R12.5 R15 R20 R30 R40, R40/60 & 
R160 

City Beach 3.75 m n/a 3.75 m 1.5 m n/a 

Floreat 4.5 m 1.5 m 1.5 m n/a n/a 

Wembley n/a n/a 1.5 m 1.5 m 1.0 m (a) 

West 
Leederville 

n/a n/a 1.5 m 1.5 m 1.0 m (a) 

Note:- 
(a) Applies only to single and grouped dwellings. The minimum secondary street setback for

multiple dwellings is 1.5 m.

DESIGN PRINCIPLES 

Where the deemed to comply provisions are not met, applications are to be assessed 
against the relevant design principles of clause 5.1.2 Street Setback or clause 6.1.3 Street 
Setback of the R-Codes. 
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Minimum Primary Street Setback Diagrams 

City Beach and Floreat Precincts 

Wembley and West Leederville Precincts - R20 

 

Wembley and West Leederville Precincts - R30 

* Garage may be setback 6.0m from
primary street if sunken at least 1.5m

Carport / minor incursion present No Carport or minor incursion present 

* Garage may be setback 5.0m from
primary street if sunken at least 1.5m

* Garage may be setback 4.0m from
primary street if sunken at least 1.5m
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3.1.2 - Minor Incursions in the Street Setback Area 

(Ref: R-Codes 5.1.2 - C2.4 and 6.1.3 - C3.2) 
Dwellings often have certain architectural features that add to the general attractiveness of 
their appearance. Provided these are not extensive, they may project into the street setback 
area without compromising the openness of the area. 

DEEMED-TO-COMPLY PROVISIONS 
Open-style balconies, verandahs and other minor incursions may project into the primary or 
secondary street setback area as per Table 3 below subject to meeting the requirements 
listed under Table 3. 
Table 3: Minor Incursions 
Area Minor incursion into 

Primary Street 
Setback 

Minor incursion into 
Secondary Street 

Setback 
City Beach Precinct (R12.5 and R20) 
and Floreat Precinct (R12.5) 

2.0 m 2.0 m 

Floreat Precinct (R15 and R20), 
Wembley Precinct (R20) and West 
Leederville Precinct (R20) 

2.0 m n/a 

All areas coded R30 or greater 1.0 m* 1.0 m 
* An open-style and unroofed balcony on the first floor may protrude into the front setback
area up to 3.0m from the front boundary.

Balconies 
 Open style balconies (see definition section) may occupy the full width of the building

and extend over the roof of any building below.

 Enclosed balconies are not considered to qualify as a minor incursion and shall be set
back in line with buildings generally.

Verandahs 
 A verandah may occupy the full width of the building provided it is not more than 3.5 m

in height above natural ground level and must be open style.

 Where support piers are provided, these are to be no more than 0.5m in width or
depth.

Other Minor Incursions 
 A porch, portico, entry stairs or other architectural feature must be no greater than 30%

of the overall width of the building.

 Where support piers are required these are to be no more than 0.5 m in width or
depth.

Eaves 
 Eaves may project up to 1.0 m from the building into the primary or secondary street

setback area for the full width of the building in all cases.

DESIGN PRINCIPLES 
Where the deemed to comply provisions are not met, applications are to be assessed 
against the relevant design principles of clause 5.1.2 Street Setback or clause 6.1.3 Street 
Setback of the R-Codes. 
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3.1.3 - Garages 

Double garages are now a standard feature in most homes, but in many home designs, 
double garages dominate the appearance of the dwelling, either extending across a large 
part of the frontage or protruding forward, or both. This leads to streetscapes with large 
blank surfaces facing the street, diminishes the appearance of the dwelling and limits 
opportunities for passive surveillance onto and from the street. 

DEEMED-TO-COMPLY PROVISIONS  

Garage setback (Ref: R-Codes 5.2.1 - C1.1 & C1.4) 

 Garages to be set back in accordance with the Street Setbacks section of this policy.

 Double garages may be required to be set back a further 1.0 m from the primary street
setback in all areas apart from Wembley R20 and West Leederville R20 (as specified
under the Street Setbacks section of this policy) provided there is no carport or minor
incursions in the primary street setback area.

 A double garage which is sunken at least 1.5m as viewed from the street will not be
required to be set back a further 1.0m from the primary street setback.

 The minimum setback for a double garage from the primary street boundary is to be in
accordance with Table 4 below.

Table 4: Minimum primary street setbacks for double garages 
Precinct Density coding 

R12.5 R15 R20 R30 R40 R40/60, 
R60 

City Beach 7.0m n/a 7.0m 4.0 m n/a n/a 

Floreat 7.0m 7.0m 7.0 m n/a n/a n/a 

Wembley n/a n/a 6.0 m 5.0 m 5.0 m 4.0 m 

West 
Leederville 

n/a n/a 6.0 m 5.0 m 5.0 m 4.0 m 

Notes:- A garage may need to be set back further than the specified primary street setback to 
enable certain vehicle types to enter a driveway and to achieve acceptable crossover limits and 
gradients. 

 All garages to be set back from the secondary street boundary in accordance with the
minimum secondary street setbacks specified in Section 3.1.1 - Table 2 of this Policy.

 Where the ground level at the front of the garage is sunken at least 1.5m below street
level, it may be set back as per the minimum primary street setback specified in
Section 3.1.1 - Table 1. Refer to the 'Minimum Primary Street Setback Diagrams'
under Section 3.1.1 of this Policy for clarification.

 A double or wider garage shall not dominate over the rest of the dwelling. Regardless
of whether the garage is set back as per all other primary street setback requirements
of this Policy, at least two-thirds of the remainder of the ground floor of the dwelling
must be in line or forward of the garage, subject to all other setbacks being met. In
calculating this length of frontage of the remainder of the dwelling, porches, porticos,
verandahs or similar are included. Refer to diagrams below for clarification.
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Notes:- 

(a) A garage may need to be set back further than the specified primary street setback to
enable certain vehicle types to enter a driveway and to achieve acceptable crossover
limits and gradients.

(b) Upper storeys and/or minor incursions that project over garages are desirable and may
be required.

Garage width (Ref: R-Codes 5.2.2 - C2) 

 In zonings of R20 and above, a garage facing the primary street, including supporting
structures, is not to occupy more than 50% of the frontage of the dwelling as measured
parallel to the primary street.  This may be increased to 60% where an upper floor or
balcony extends for the full width of the garage and protrudes over it, and the entrance
to the dwelling is clearly visible from the primary street.

 In zonings below R20, a garage facing the primary street is not to occupy more than
50% of the width of the frontage of the dwelling.

Garage design
 Garages must be designed and constructed in a manner complementary with the style

and finishes of the dwelling.

DESIGN PRINCIPLES 

Where the deemed to comply provisions are not met, applications are to be assessed 
against the relevant design principles of clause 5.2.1 P1 Setbacks of Garages and Carports 
or clause 5.2.2 Garage Width of the R-Codes. 

Garage in front of dwelling 
and/or intrudes into street 
setback area - Not permitted in 
any circumstance. 

Garage set back in line 
with dwelling at the street 
setback line in Wembley 
and West Leederville R20, 
R40/60, R60 and City 
Beach R30 areas. 

In all other cases, garage 
should be at least 1.0m 
behind the street setback 
line required for the 
dwelling generally. 

Garage set back in 
line with dwelling at 
least 1.0m behind 
street setback 
line/both are set 
back as per Table 4. 

Garage set back at 
least 1.0m behind 
rest of dwelling and 
all setbacks are met. 

Garage set back as 
per Table 4 and 
dwelling can be set 
back 5m where there 
is no carport or minor 
incursion in the street 
setback area - in 
Wembley and West 
Leederville R20. 
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3.1.4 - Carports 

Carports by definition are open style structures and must allow unobstructed views of the 
dwelling. Carports may be located in the street setback area, however, there is no right to 
enclose any part of a carport and the general rule is that carports are not to be enclosed. 

A carport that is enclosed on any side, except to the extent that it abuts a dwelling or 
property boundary on one side, will be considered to be a garage and as such the garage 
setback requirements of this policy will apply. 

DEEMED-TO-COMPLY PROVISIONS 

 Carports must be designed and constructed in a manner that complements the
dwelling, allows a clear view to the dwelling and does not dominate the dwelling.

 The width of a carport is measured from the outside of the pillars or posts.

 Carports which are located in the primary street setback area to be designed in
accordance with specifications in the illustration below:-

 

The following pictures provide examples of designs of carports and carport doors that are 
either open style and meet the deemed-to-comply standards of this policy and others which 
do not. 

Maximum door 
height - 1.8m 

Panels - Open Style at least 4:1 open to 
solid ratio (no solid section at all) 

Sides 
unenclosed 
(one side can 
abut house 
or the 
boundary) 

Piers maximum 0.5m x 0.5m in 
width and depth 

Maximum width - 6.5m 
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Open Style Carports - No door 

Open Style Carports - with doors 
Carport door railings at least 4:1 open to solid and continuation of fence 

Solid Carport doors / Not open-style doors 

 Door completely 
solid 

Door partly solid Door open to solid ratio 
less than 4:1 (limited 
visual permeability) 

Mesh not permitted 
(limited visual 
permeability)  

Carport Height 

The following heights are measured from natural ground level. 

 Carport with a pitched roof

The maximum overall height of carport in the front setback area with a pitched roof is 
4.5m with a maximum pier height of 3.0m. 

 Carport with a flat roof

The maximum overall height of carport in the front setback area with a flat roof is 3.0m. 

 Carport with a skillion roof

The maximum overall height of carport in the front setback area with a skillion roof is 
3.0m along one side and 4.5m along the other side. 
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Carport Setbacks (Ref: R-Codes 5.2.1 - C1.2 and C1.4) 

 The setback of a carport is measured from the pier closest to the street.

Primary street setback for carports 

 The minimum setback from a primary street boundary to a carport is 0.3 m provided
that the roof of the primary dwelling and carport roof are at least 1.0 m apart as
illustrated below.

 Where the above criteria are not met, the minimum setback from a primary street
boundary to a carport is increased to 1.0 m (in Wembley Precinct, West Leederville
Precinct and Floreat R15 and R20) or 2.0 m (in City Beach and Floreat Precinct
R12.5).

Secondary street setback for carports 

 The minimum setback from a secondary street boundary to a carport is 0.3 m.

DESIGN PRINCIPLES 

Where the deemed to comply provisions are not met, applications are to be assessed 
against the relevant design principles of clause 5.2.1 P1 Setbacks of Garages and Carports 
of the R-Codes.  

4.5m 

4.5m 

3.0m 

3.0m 

 Pitched roof     Flat roof Skillion roof 

3.0m 

At least 1.0m between carport roof and 
dwelling roof 

DWELLING 

CARPORT

V
E
R
G
E 

Carport setback at least 
0.3m from front boundary 

Primary 
street 
boundary 
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3.1.5 - Gatehouses, Shade-sails, Pergolas and Other Structures in 
the Front Setback Area 

DEEMED-TO-COMPLY PROVISIONS 

 An unenclosed structure such as a gatehouse, which is unattached to the dwelling,
may be located within the street setback area provided that:-

• it is no higher than 2.4 m to plate height and 3.5 m overall;

• it has a maximum dimension of 2.0 m;

• it is open style above 0.75 m in height on all sides or consists only of pickets up
to 1.2 m in height which are no greater than 75 mm in width and spaced no
closer than the depth of the picket; and

• there are no more than four piers and these must be no wider or deeper than 0.5
m; and

• it is set back a minimum of 1.0m from side boundaries.

 Structures in the street setback area which are not defined as a building in the R-
Codes such as pergolas, shade sails or sculptures may be permitted in the street
setback area, providing that the landscaping and street surveillance requirements of
this policy are also met and provided that these do not exceed 3.0m in height and are
set back at least 1.0m from side boundaries.

 Cubby houses or tree houses are not permitted to be located in street setback areas or
on the verge. 

Note: All height measurements above are to be taken from natural ground level. 

DESIGN PRINCIPLES 

Gatehouses, pergolas, shade sails and other structures are allowed in the front setback area 
provided they are largely open-style, and do not block the view of the dwelling and have 
limited impact on adjoining properties.   
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3.1.6 - Street Surveillance (Windows and Front Doors) 

The creation of safer communities depends to a large extent on natural surveillance to deter 
potential intruders. The proper size, placement and design of windows, doors and 
landscaping can provide good visual connections between the dwelling and the public street 
and so allow a resident or passer-by to play a part in making their neighbourhood safer. 

DEEMED-TO-COMPLY PROVISIONS 

Single and Grouped Dwellings (Ref: R-Codes 5.2.3 - C3.1 & C3.2) 

 The front door of a dwelling is to be clearly visible from the street (either the primary or
secondary street). (Please refer to diagrams below).

 In the case of a grouped dwellings or battle-axe dwellings, which do not abut the
street, the front door should be visible on the approach to the dwellings.

 An open style porch, portico or verandah is encouraged to articulate an entry.

 There must be at least one habitable room along the front elevation of the dwelling on
each level (this also applies to dwellings at the rear of a battle-axe lot).

 Each habitable room facing the primary street must have at least one major opening
with clear glazing, with a clear view of the street and the approach to the dwelling, or
in the case of an outdoor living area facing the street, there must be an unobscured
opening.  This also applies to dwellings at the rear of a battle-axe lot.

 Non-habitable rooms may only be allowed at the front of the dwelling where in
aggregate, these form a minor part of the front façade;

 In the case of a corner lot, there must be at least one habitable room or balcony facing
the secondary street and that room must have a major opening with a clear view of the
street. All habitable rooms that face the secondary street must have at least one major
opening with clear glazing, with a clear view of the street.

Note: In order to meet the above requirements, when a new dwelling is built or there are additions to 
the front of the dwelling, the removal solid walls which restrict views of the front door and/or 
windows will be required.  
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Multiple Dwellings (Ref: R-Codes 6.2.1 - C1.1 to C1.3) 

 The street elevation(s) of the building are to address the street, with facades generally
parallel to the street with clearly definable entry points visible and accessed from the
street. Each dwelling which faces the street must address the street.

 The building has habitable room windows or balconies that face the street.

 Basement parking structures between a street frontage and the main front elevation
are no more than 1.0 m above natural ground level at any point.

DESIGN PRINCIPLES 

Where the deemed to comply provisions below are not met, applications are to be assessed 
against the relevant design principles of clause 5.2.3 Streetscape or clause 6.2.1 Street 
Surveillance of the R-Codes. 
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3.1.7 - Fences and Street Walls 

The objective of this policy in regard to walls and fencing in the street setback area is to 
make streets attractive and safe. Front gardens are part of the formula for giving the area a 
lush, green feel, so it is important that front setbacks have substantial vegetation and the 
gardens are displayed to the street. Great streets are made up of great front gardens. 

It is also important that people can see into and out of front yards, to make them safer.  This 
is called “passive surveillance” and it discourages crime in homes and on the streets 
because everything is in full view. Every dwelling must contribute to the safety of its 
neighbourhood by allowing a high level of passive surveillance. 

The preferred streetscape is one without front walls or fences. If a fence or wall is to be built, 
low fences and walls give the most desirable outcome. They make streets more open, 
attractive and hospitable places to live. 

DEEMED-TO-COMPLY PROVISIONS 

Several acceptable options for fence design are set out in the following section. These 
options promote open and low style fencing and wall styles, over solid and taller fences and 
walls. Where a fence is proposed to be higher, infill panels are to be more open. Where a 
lower fence is proposed, infill sections can be less open, compared to higher fencing.  

Different fencing standards apply depending on whether the fence is located in the primary 
street setback area, in the secondary street setback area (in the case of corner lots); or 
abutting a reserve. 

Combinations of each option may be acceptable along different sections of a fence line. For 
example, there may be a section of solid wall for a meter box or letter box along a fence 
which is otherwise open style. 

Calculation of Fence Height 

The height of a fence or wall is measured from natural ground level at the lot boundary on 
the street side to the top of the fence and includes any decorative finishes, columns and the 
height of any retaining wall.  

Fencing in the Primary Street Setback Area (Ref: R-Codes 5.2.4 - C4 and 6.2.2 - C2) 

This section applies to fencing or gates anywhere in the primary street setback area 
including the front and side boundary.  Examples of acceptable fence infill panels are 
provided below.  
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Option 1 - Low Solid Wall or Fence 
 

Maximum height - 0.75 m 
(Note: - This may be increased to 1.2 m if the ground is not 
level, provided that the average height is no more than 0.75 
m as per the details on walls on sloping sites below). 

Option 2 - Traditional Picket Fence (with no solid wall) 
Maximum height - 1.2 m 
Pickets must not exceed 75 mm in width. Pickets must not 
be spaced any closer than the depth of pickets. 

Fence bracing (railing) 
Up to two horizontal braces of maximum width 50 mm are 
permitted along the fence. 

Option 3 - Low Solid Walls/Fences with Piers and/or Infill Panels or Pickets 

 

Overall maximum height- 1.2 m 

Maximum height of solid wall/fence - 0.35 m (This may 
be increased to 1.0 m if the ground is not level, provided 
that the average height is no more than 0.35 m, as per the 
details on walls on sloping sites below). 

Infill panels (vertical or horizontal slats or railings) 
 Maximum height from natural ground level - 1.2 m.
 Minimum open to solid ratio for infill panels in a fixed position - 1:2 (i.e. surface area minimum 33%

open) with materials as shown as acceptable below (Acceptable Infill Materials).
 Maximum width of railing or slat - 50 mm. Maximum depth of railing or slat - 15 mm.

Piers 
 Maximum height from natural ground level - 1.2 m. Maximum width and depth - 0.5 m.
 Minimum distance between piers - 2.0 m (except for pedestrian gates, in which case the piers may be

closer).

Fence bracing (railing) Up to two horizontal braces of maximum width 50 mm are permitted along the 
fence. 

Option 4 - Taller Fence with Piers and/or Infill Panels 

Overall maximum height to top of piers - 2.0 m 

Maximum height of solid wall/fence - 0.75 m 
(This may be increased to 1.2 m if the ground is not 
level, provided the average height is no more than 0.75 
m as per the details on walls on sloping sites below). 

Infill panels (vertical or horizontal slats or railings) 
 Maximum height from natural ground level - 1.8 m
 Minimum open to solid ratio for infill panels in a fixed position - 4:1 (i.e. surface area minimum 80%

open) with materials as shown as acceptable below (Acceptable Infill Materials) or effectively
transparent.

 Maximum width of railing or slat - 50 mm. Maximum depth of railing or slat - 15 mm.

Piers 
 Maximum height from natural ground level - 2.0 m. Maximum width and depth - 0.5 m.
 Minimum distance between piers - 2.0 m (except for pedestrian gates, in which case the piers may be

closer).

Fence bracing (railing) Up to two horizontal braces of maximum width 50 mm are permitted along the 
fence. 
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Fencing in the Secondary Street Setback Area 

City Beach and Floreat Precincts 

 A minimum of 40% of the area of any fence in the secondary street setback area must
comply with fencing standards for the primary street setback. The remaining 60% may
be solid, provided that the height of the fence does not exceed a maximum height of
1.8 m, including the height of any retaining wall below. Piers up to 2.0 m are permitted
provided that these are 2.0 m apart, except where pedestrian gates are proposed in
which case the piers may be closer. Walls and piers are subject to satisfying visual
truncation requirements for vehicle access.

Wembley and West Leederville Precincts 

 Fencing may be solid, provided that the height of the fence does not exceed 1.8 m in
height, including the height of any retaining wall below. Piers up to 2.0 m are permitted,
provided that these are 2.0 m apart, except where pedestrian gates are proposed in
which case the piers may be closer. Walls and piers are subject to satisfying visual
truncation requirements for vehicle access.

Boundary Fencing Abutting a Reserve 

 Where a property abuts a reserve to the rear, any fence on the rear boundary or within
the rear boundary setback area (excluding along the side boundaries) must comply
with visual permeability standards for fencing in the primary street setback area. In
cases where privacy screening for the main outdoor living area is necessary, up to
50% of the length of the rear boundary may consist of fencing and/or walls which do
not meet visual permeability requirements.

Fence Style and Material 

 Fences in the primary and secondary street setback areas are to be constructed in a
style and materials compatible with those of the dwelling or adjoining fences. Fibre
cement and metal sheeting is not permitted within the street setback area.

Fence Replacement in the Street Setback Area 

 Where a non-complying over-height or solid fence is to be wholly or partially
demolished, an identical or similar fence cannot be erected in its place.  The
replacement fence must comply with this policy.

Pool fencing in the street setback area 

 Where pool fencing is proposed in the street setback area it is to meet the
requirements of this policy for open style fencing in addition to safety standards under
the Building Code of Australia.
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Sightlines (Ref: R-Codes 5.2.5 - C5 and 6.2.3 C3) 
 Walls, fences and other structures truncated or reduced to no higher than 0.75 m

within 1.5 m of where walls, fences or other structures adjoin vehicle access points
where a driveway meets a public street and where two streets intersect.

Meter Box Walls and Letter box Wall 

 Up to two sections of solid wall, each no greater than 2.0 m in height and 1.0 m wide,
are permitted to accommodate a meter box or letter box per lot. In cases where there
are two walls proposed, these must be at least two metres apart. Walls are subject to
satisfying visual truncation requirements.

Fencing above Retaining Walls 

 Where the combined height of retaining walls is greater than 1.5 m, no solid wall can be
erected above ground level.

Solid walls and fences along sloping sites (with or without infill panels above) 

The preferred wall design will fall with the general slope of the site. Alternatively, the 
maximum height for part of a solid wall or fence may be increased, subject to the following:- 

• the higher section of solid wall or fence is located on the lower section of ground;

• if applying fence Option 1 or 4 above, a solid wall can be a maximum of 1.2 m in
height, as long as the average height of the solid wall over its length is no greater than
0.75 m;

• if applying fence Option 3 above, a solid wall can be a maximum of 1.0 m in height, as
long as the average height of the solid wall over its length is no greater than 0.35 m;

• the maximum height of a fence at any point for each of the fencing options not being
exceeded.

A wall to accommodate a meter box or letter box, up to a height of 2.0 m, may be permitted 
in addition to these options.  

DESIGN PRINCIPLES 

Where the deemed to comply provisions below are not met, applications are to be assessed 
against the relevant design principles of clause 5.2.4 Street Walls and Fences or clause 
6.2.2 Street Walls and Fences of the R-Codes. 
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Acceptable/Unacceptable Front Fencing Infill Panel Materials 

Wooden Panels     
Slats have open-solid ratio of at least 1:2 if walls are maximum of 0.35 m in 
height and fence height no more than 1.2 m overall. 

(or slats have open-solid ratio of at least 4:1 and height of infill no greater 
than 1.8 m) 

 Maximum width of railing or slat - 50 mm
 Maximum depth of railing or slat - 15 mm

Open to solid ratio less than 1:2 
not acceptable in any 
circumstance 
 

Width of railing or slat exceeds 
50 mm 

Panels which are greater than 15 mm in 
depth are likely to appear solid when 
not viewed front on, regardless of open 
to solid ratio 

Metal Slats and Panels     

Open to solid ratio at least 
4:1 Panel height no greater 
than 1.8 m 

Maximum railing width 
50 mm 
Maximum railing depth 
15 mm 

Slats have open-solid 
ratio of at least 1:2 and 
walls no more than 0.35 
m in height and fence 
height no more than 1.2 
m overall. 

Maximum railing/slat 
width 50 mm 
Maximum railing/slat 
depth15 mm 

Slats have open-solid 
ratio of at least 1:2 but 
fence exceeds 1.2 m in 
height 

Panels which are greater 
than 15 mm in depth are 
likely to appear solid 
when not viewed front on, 
regardless of open to 
solid ratio 
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Pickets 

Picket fence no greater than 1.2 m in 
height with no solid wall or piers 
 Pickets must not exceed 75 mm in

width
 Pickets must not be spaced any

closer than the depth of pickets

Picket fence, with pickets presenting 
open to solid at a ratio of no less than 

1:2 and no greater than 1.2 m in height 

Wall no greater than 0.35 m in height 
and piers no greater than 1.2 m in 
height 

Where there are piers 
(above 1.2 m) and/or walls 
(above 0.35 m), the pickets 
must be at least 4:1 open 
to solid ratio and the total 
height of pickets no greater 
than 1.8 m 

Mesh 
Effectively 
transparent mesh to 
height of no greater 
than 1.8 m 
(generally black, 
grey and green 
mesh will be more 
effectively 
transparent) 

Mesh not 
effectively 
transparent 

Glass 
Glass provided it is 
unfrosted and/or 
unglazed (it is to be 
non-reflective). 
Perspex and other 
materials are not 
permitted 

Frosted glass 

Shutters 
Shutters, which 
when in closed 
position meet the 
standards of infill 
panels above 

Shutters are not 
acceptable if 
they can be fully 
shut 
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3.1.8 - Retaining Walls 

Dwellings above street level must address the street by having a largely uninterrupted rise and 
graduated slope from the street to the ground floor, so that the ground floor of the dwelling can 
be seen from the street. Retaining walls should be stepped to maintain a low wall style. Solid 
single face wall and walls that create a fortress or parapet effect will not be permitted. 

DEEMED-TO-COMPLY PROVISIONS (Ref: R-Codes 5.3.7 - C7.1-C7.3 and 5.3.8 - C8.1 - 
8.2 and 6.3.7 - C7) 

 Retaining is permitted in the street setback area provided that:-
• no individual retaining wall is greater than 0.75 m in height (taken from natural

ground level);
• retaining walls are horizontally spaced at least 0.75 m apart; and
• the area between retaining walls is to be landscaped.

 Where the combined height of the retaining walls is greater than 1.5 m, no solid wall can
be erected on top of or anywhere behind the retaining wall in the front setback area.

 Retaining walls are permitted to be designed as per the wall options provided under
the "Solid walls and fences along sloping sites" section of this policy, provided that any
other retaining wall constructed above, anywhere behind the retaining wall in the front
setback area, is a maximum height of 0.75 m.

Examples of acceptable and unacceptable retaining walls are provided below. 
Acceptable Retaining walls 

Retaining walls no 
more than 0.75m in 
height 

Retaining walls 
separated by 0.75m 
or greater horizontally 

Landscaping 
between walls 

Retaining walls no more 
than 0.75m in height 

Retaining walls separated 
by 0.75m or greater 
horizontally 

Landscaping between 
walls 

Unacceptable Retaining walls 

Retaining wall greater 
than 0.75m in height 

Fencing on top of 
retaining walls, where 
the retaining is 1.5m 
or greater in height 

Retaining wall greater 
than 0.75m in height 

Retaining walls spaced 
less than 0.75m apart 
horizontally 

DESIGN PRINCIPLES 
Where the deemed to comply provisions below are not met, applications are to be assessed 
against the relevant design principles of clause 5.3.8 Retaining Walls or clause 6.3.7 
Retaining Walls of the R-Codes. 
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3.1.9 - Landscaping 

As homes have become larger and paving is used more extensively, trees, lawn and 
gardens have disappeared from the area in front of an increasing number of homes. This 
policy seeks to reverse this trend. 

Council strongly encourages the planting of new trees and vegetation, particularly water wise 
native gardens, in both front and rear gardens, and will assist with advice where it can.  

Front gardens contribute towards attractive streets, especially in those areas developed with 
“Garden City” planning principles. They provide cooling through shade and transpiration, and 
counter the "heat island" effect caused by too much building mass and paving in our cities. 
Front gardens are important for on-site storm water retention, biodiversity and improved 
microclimate conditions. 

DEEMED-TO-COMPLY PROVISIONS (Ref: R-Codes 5.3.2 - C2 & 6.3.2 - C2) 

Landscaping is assessed in accordance with the definition in this policy.  

 A minimum of 60% of the primary street setback area is to be landscaped.

 Consideration may be given to a reduction in landscaping, provided that a minimum of
50% of the primary street setback area is  landscaped, on the basis of any
combination of the following,:- 

o if an additional landscaped area is provided behind the primary street setback line
which is contiguous with landscaping in the primary street setback area, in full view
of the street and in front of the dwelling; and/or

o 5% reduction in landscaped area per tree, to a maximum of two trees, for planting
of an advanced growth tree (equivalent to 2.0 m in height and 2.0 m in diameter
(canopy) or a minimum 45 litre bag) in the street setback area, and/or

o 5% reduction in landscaped area per tree, to a maximum of two trees, on the basis
of retention of established mature trees in the street setback area.

 Areas to be landscaped or landscaping features proposed are to be shown on plans.

 Landscaping is to be installed and maintained throughout the duration of occupation of
the dwelling.

Note: The setback area for the purposes of landscaping requirements is to be calculated by using
the prescribed setback standard for the zoning. It is not affected by variations applied 
under this policy or otherwise. 
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Examples of Landscaping Areas for Calculation Purposes 

DESIGN PRINCIPLES 

Landscaping in the primary street setback area should:- 

• enhance the presentation of homes and gardens as viewed from the street;
and

• be predominantly garden, substantial plantings and/or the retention of existing
vegetation; and

• minimise the amount of hard surfaces in the front setback area.

3.1.10 - Roof Pitch 

The roof line of buildings contributes to streetscape appearance. Where housing abuts a 
public street, dwellings should generally not be dramatically different in shape or height from 
their immediate neighbours. 

DEEMED-TO-COMPLY PROVISIONS 

Wembley Precinct - Primary roofs of a dwelling that are visible from the street are to be hipped 
and/or gabled, and have a pitch between 22 degrees and 35 degrees. 

West Leederville Precinct (excluding Hill of Tara Sub-Precinct) - Primary roofs of a dwelling 
that are visible from the street are to be hipped and/or gabled, and have a pitch between 30 
degrees and 40 degrees. 

DESIGN PRINCIPLES 

Development should demonstrate compliance with the following design principles: 

 buildings which respect the height, massing and roof pitches of existing housing in the
street and immediate locality;

 buildings which respect the architectural styles which characterise the immediate
locality; and

 buildings which relate to the palette of materials and colours which are characteristic of
housing in the immediate locality.
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 3.1.11 - Roof Reflectivity

DEEMED-TO-COMPLY PROVISIONS 

The following provisions apply in the area outlined in Figure 4 over which includes the City 
Beach Precinct and most of the Floreat Precinct.  

 Metal roofs, with a pitch of more than 5 degrees shall not be constructed with metal
sheeting having a solar reflectivity index exceeding 40% unless approved by the
Council. Silver, white Zincalume (silver) and Surf Mist (off white) Colorbond are
deemed to exceed 40% solar reflectivity index.

 Other roofing materials such as polycarbonate, plastic, fibreglass or similar roofing is
acceptable provided that the material does not have a solar reflectivity index
exceeding 40% unless approved by the Council.

Figure 4: Map of Local Law 43 Area (Land Endowment Act Area) 

DESIGN PRINCIPLES  

Roof materials are acceptable where, due to the position, location, and pitch, the proposed 
roofing is not considered to result in excessive glare upon neighbours and the streetscape. 
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3.1.12 - Access and Crossovers for single and grouped dwellings 

Note: The Western Australian Planning Commission has given its support to the following section of 
this policy as required under Part 7 of the Residential Design Codes to introduce provisions to amend 
deemed-to-comply provisions of Section 5.3.5. "Vehicular Access" of the R-Codes. 

The demand for double garages, large carports and multiple vehicles on-site has resulted in 
many streetscapes becoming dominated by large crossovers and driveways at the expense 
of landscaping, street trees and kerbside parking. 

Where a right of way (laneway) adjoins a lot, access is to be taken from the laneway. If there 
is no laneway, then access may be taken from the street. In the case of a corner lot, access 
is to be taken from the secondary street. 

Narrow lots cannot accommodate more than a single width driveway and crossover if 
landscaping requirements of this policy are to be achieved and opportunities for on-street 
parking are to be maximised. Should access from the primary street be necessary in these 
circumstances, suitable alternatives include tandem parking with a single width crossover or 
shared crossovers over two properties.  

The access and parking requirements under the R-Codes still apply to all single and grouped 
dwellings. The following provisions address crossover design from a streetscape 
perspective. 

The following provisions apply for single and grouped dwellings. For multiple dwellings the 
vehicular access provisions of Part 6 of the R-Codes apply. 

Note: A crossover refers to the section of the vehicle access way on the verge while a driveway refers 
to the section of the access way on private land (see diagram below). 

 

 
 

Crossover 

Street  

Driveway 

Verge 

  Property line 

Dwelling 

Splays (if required) 

Crossover 
width 
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DEEMED-TO-COMPLY PROVISIONS 

Wembley and West Leederville Precincts 

 Garages, carports and/or parking spaces must be located off a right-of-way (laneway)
where an adequately formed right-of-way is available for use of the relevant lot.

Note: In order to encourage garages to be built at the rear, where a garage is located off a
right-of-way, it is permitted as of right to be built to the side boundaries, provided parapet walls
are no higher than 3 m with an average height no greater than 2.7 m and provided the wall is
no greater than 6 m in length along the boundary.

 Where a right-of-way is not available, a maximum of one crossover per lot is permitted
from the street.

 Where an adequately formed right-of-way (laneway) is available, access to a parking
space, carport or garage may be permitted from the street via a crossover, but only if 
an existing dwelling is being substantially retained and there is existing vehicle access 
taken from the street to the lot. Where there is a new development or major 
redevelopment of a property which adjoins an adequately formed right-of-way, access 
is to be taken from the right of way and not the street in all cases. 

 In the case of a corner lot without right-of-way access, access to the lot is to be taken
from the secondary street and the crossover shall be a maximum width of 4.5m
(excluding splays). However, in the case of the secondary street being a district
distributor road and the primary street is a local road, access shall be taken from the
primary street subject to the provisions below.

Where no right of way or secondary street exists, access may be taken from the primary 
street subject to the following provisions:-  

 A crossover is to be no more than 4.5 m in width where proposed.

 Splays, if proposed, shall be contained within the 4.5 m width as measured at the kerb
line and a parking line will need to be marked on the road 2.0 m back from the
crossover.

Notes:-
 Depending on lot width and the setback of a dwelling, a driveway may splay or taper to

service a double garage provided the garage complies with this policy and the
landscaping requirements for the front setback area under the policy are met.

In some cases, a driveway may need to be less than 4.5 m in width in order to meet 
landscaping requirements for the front setback area (to a minimum width of 3.0 m wide). 

 Access via a shared access way and crossover between adjoining lots is preferred,
particularly for lots that have been formed through down the middle subdivision,
creating narrow lots.

 In the case of access being required from a distributor road the crossover may be up
to 6.0m in width with splays of 1.0m x 1.0m required either side.

DV16.207 - Att 4 of 7 - Policy 3.1 Streetscape Policy



Crossover locations and width scenarios - Wembley and West Leederville Precincts 
Laneway Access No crossover if laneway (ROW) access is 

available. Access from laneway only. 

Note: In most cases the Town will not support 
applications for green title battleaxe lots where 
laneway access is available.  

Secondary Street Access for corner lots  If no laneway is available, access is to be taken 
from the secondary street (maximum width of 
crossover 4.5 m including splays).  

Local Primary Street Access -  
For lot frontages generally > 9.0m 

Maximum crossover width 4.5 m (including 
splays if proposed). 

Tapering of driveway to double garage permitted 
on wider lots provided that landscaping 
requirements are also met. 

Local Primary Street Access - 
For lot frontages generally < 9.0m 

Maximum crossover width 4.5 m (including 
splays if proposed). 

To meet landscaping requirements, the driveway 
may need to be less than 4.5 m in width and no 
double garage would be possible. 

Note: In most cases, the Town will not support 
applications for creation of narrow style lots. 

Primary Street Access - Grouped dwelling 
with Common property 

One crossover with a maximum width of 4.5 m 
(including splays if proposed) to access the 
parking spaces. 

Parking should be located between the 
properties and should be out of view of the 
street.  

Primary Street Access - Shared Access for 
side by side development 

One crossover per lot of maximum width of 4.5m 
(including splays if proposed). 

Two crossovers/driveways may abut. 

On narrow lots, each driveway may need to be 
less than 4.5 m in width so as to meet 
landscaping requirements. 
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City Beach and Floreat Precincts 

 A single crossover must not exceed 6.0 m in width (excluding splays).

 For a lot which only has a primary street frontage (no secondary street frontage) the
combined crossover width shall not exceed 6.0 m (excluding splays).

 For a corner lot, the combined crossover width shall not exceed 9.0 m (excluding
splays). No more than one crossover is permitted per street frontage.

 Notwithstanding the above, crossovers widths (exclusive of splays) shall be a
maximum of 4.5m in St John's Wood, Mt Claremont. 

Crossover locations and width scenarios - City Beach and Floreat Precincts 
No Secondary Street Access (i.e. not a corner lot) Maximum width of 6.0 m for crossover 

(excluding splays 1.0 m x 1.0 m permitted 
either side of crossover). 

Total crossover width (excluding splays) is to 
be no greater than 6.0 m.  

Secondary Street Access (i.e. corner lot) Maximum width of 6.0m per crossover 
(including splays 1.0 m x 1.0 m permitted 
either side of crossover). 

Total crossover width (excluding splays) is to 
be no greater than 9.0m. 

There may be one crossover to each street, 
subject to meeting the above standards (For 
instance 2 x 4.5m wide crossovers or 1 x 
3.0m and 1 x 6.0m wide crossover). 

All precincts  

The following provisions apply for all vehicle access:- 

 The minimum width of a driveway and crossover at the property line is 3.0 m in all
cases.

 Unless specified above, splays of 1.0 m x 1.0 m are required either side of a
crossover.

 The minimum width of the vehicle entry point; that is the total width of a crossover and
splays if required or permitted, as measured at the kerb line, is 4.5m in all cases.

 The width of a driveway must still allow the front setback area landscaping
requirements to be met in all cases.

 The location of parking and their associated driveways and crossovers must be
designed so as not to interfere with street trees, including their root systems and
canopies. Crossovers must be a minimum of 1.5m from an existing street tree but may
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be required to be located a further distance from a tree if the Town considers a tree 
will be subject to any damage from a crossover. 

 Only in exceptional circumstances the Town may consider applications for
removing/pruning a street tree to allow for installation of a crossover. Trees removed
will be replaced. Removal, planting or pruning can only to be undertaken by the Town.
The cost of these works is to be covered by the applicant. The tree species selected
will be in accordance with the Town's Treescape Plan.

 Where crossovers are redundant, the crossover is to be removed and the verge and
kerbing is to be reinstalled at the applicant's cost prior to occupation of the dwelling.

 The placement of crossovers and driveways along a street shall aim to maximise
opportunities for on street parking as illustrated below.

Example of crossover / driveway 
positioning to maximise on street 
parking spaces 

Example of crossover / driveway 
positioning which limits street 
parking spaces 
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3.1.13 - Holyrood Conservation Area 

 The Holyrood Street Heritage Development and Design Guidelines have been
developed to recognise the special nature of Holyrood Street and apply to the area
illustrated below. Holyrood Street is a predominantly late Nineteenth and early
Twentieth Century tree-line streetscape and has cultural heritage significance.

 The guidelines which are separate to this policy, aim to ensure that the important
qualities of the street are retained, encourage an authentic fabric, to reveal its
significance, and ensure that change to accommodate modern living does not impinge
on the street's significance in a negative manner. It is also aimed at ensuring that new
developments are not visually intrusive.

 The requirements are in addition to those in the Town's Policies and the Residential
Design Codes of Western Australia and provide guidance on a number of streetscape
elements including setbacks, carports and garages, front fencing, landscaping, façade
treatment and the matter of demolition.

Adopted: 13 October 2009 
Amended: 21 December 2010 (DV10.124) 
Amended: 26 November 2013 (DV13.142) 
Amended: 25 March 2014 (DV14.36) 
Amended: 26 August 2014 (DV14.118) 
Amended: 23 September 2014 (DV14.130) 
Amended: 29 July 2015 (technical edits and reformatting) 
Amended: 21 December 2015 (technical edits and reformatting) 

Holyrood 
Conservation 
Area 
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Policy 3.2: Buildings on the Boundary 
INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of setbacks from side and rear boundaries is to provide for separation between 
buildings to enable access to sunlight, ventilation, and visual relief from the built form for the 
streetscape, and assist in protecting privacy and ameliorating the impact of building bulk. 

This policy is adopted under the provisions of the Residential Design Codes of Western 
Australia (R-Codes) and the following standards replace the deemed-to-comply 
requirements acceptable development provisions of 5.1.3 C3.2 and 6.1.4 C4.2 of the R-
Codes. 

Development which complies with the following acceptable development provisions is 
deemed to meet the relevant performance criteria.  Where the development does not meet 
the deemed-to-comply requirements, comply with the acceptable development provisions, 
the relevant development principles performance criteria of the R-Codes apply. 

Where this policy is inconsistent with the provisions of a specific policy or guidelines applying 
to a particular site or area (eg. Jersey Street, Jolimont and Ocean Mia, City Beach; Parkside 
Walk, Jolimont; and St John's Wood, Mount Claremont), the provisions of that specific policy 
or guidelines prevail. 

AIM 

To provide opportunities for owners of adjoining properties who might be affected by a 
proposal to construct a wall on a side or rear boundary to provide comments. 

APPLICATIONS SUBJECT TO THIS POLICY 

This policy applies to all residential development in the Residential zones. 

ACCEPTABLE DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

Buildings on the boundary 
1. Walls may be built up to a boundary behind the front setback line where the wall

abuts an existing or simultaneously constructed wall of similar or greater dimension.

2. Privacy screens and other structures over two metres high behind the front setback
line:
• are considered in accordance with the boundary setback acceptable

development requirements outlined in Table 2 of the R-Codes; and
• are not to exceed 3.5 metres in height above natural ground level.

2. In the case of a garage or carport which is located off a right-of-way, it will be
permitted as of right to be built to the side boundaries, provided parapet walls are no
higher than 3m with an average height no greater than 2.7m and provided the wall is
no greater than 6m in length along the boundary. Neighbour consultation is not
required in this circumstance.
Note:-  In some cases, requirements of the National Construction Code may restrict
opportunities for setback reductions.

Adopted: 26 May 2009 
Amended: 21 December 2010 (DV10.124) 
Amended: 26 November 2013 (DV13.142) 
Amended 26 August 2014 (DV14.118) 
Amended: 29 July 2015 (technical edits and reformatting) 
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Policy 3.3: Building Height 

INTRODUCTION 

This policy is adopted under the provisions of the Town Planning Scheme and the 
Residential Design Codes of Western Australia (R-Codes) and the following standards 
replace the deemed-to-comply requirements of 5.1.6 and 6.1.2 of the R-Codes.   

Where a development does not meet the deemed-to-comply requirements, the relevant 
design principles of the R-Codes (5.1.6 P6 for single houses and grouped dwellings or 6.1.2 
P2 for multiple dwellings) should be met. 

Where this policy is inconsistent with the provisions of a specific policy or guidelines applying 
to a particular site or area (eg. Jersey Street, Jolimont, Ocean Mia, City Beach, Parkside 
Walk, Jolimont and Precinct Policies), the provisions of that specific policy or guidelines shall 
prevail. 

AIMS 

• To ensure that the height of buildings is consistent with the desired scale in a given
locality;

• To ensure that the height of buildings does not overly impact on the streetscape or
neighbouring properties;

• Residential buildings in areas coded Residential R12.5, R15, R20, R30 and
Residential R40 to present to the street and abutting properties as one or two storey
dwellings; and

• The height of buildings on sloping sites to generally taper in accordance with the
existing topography of the land.

APPLICATIONS SUBJECT TO THIS POLICY 

This policy applies to single houses and grouped dwellings in the Residential zones up to 
and including R60, and multiple dwellings in the Residential R40, R60 and R160 zones. 

DEFINITIONS 

For the purpose of this policy, the following definitions apply: 

Dormer: A window set vertically in a structure projecting from and perpendicular 
to a sloping roof. 

Gable: The triangular end of a house formed at the end of a pitched roof, from 
eaves level to apex (A Glossary of Building Terms Ed 2, 1978). 

Height: The vertical distance from natural ground level to the top of the roof, 
wall or parapet at any point in accordance with Figure 1 below. 
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DEFINITIONS (cont’d): 

Figure 1: Wall Height 

(a) Enclosed Eaves (b) Unenclosed Eaves (c) No Eaves

Note for (a) Enclosed Eaves: applies where eaves are not greater than 1.0 metre wide. 

Figure 2: Different Roof Shapes 

Curved roof 
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DEEMED-TO-COMPLY REQUIREMENTS 

Development which complies with the following deemed-to-comply requirements is deemed 
to meet the relevant design principles of the R-Codes: 

5.1.6 SINGLE HOUSES AND GROUPED DWELLINGS 

C6.1 West Leederville, Wembley, Floreat and City Beach Precincts (excluding 
Windarra Sub-Precinct) 

Maximum building 
heights (i) 

West Leederville, 
Wembley and Floreat 

City Beach (excluding 
Windarra Sub-Precinct) 

Top of external wall 
(hipped or gabled 
roof above) (ii) (iii) 

6.0 metres 6.5 metres 

Top of skillion, 
curved or flat roof 
(iv) 

7.0 metres 7.5 metres 

Top of a hipped 
and/or gabled roof 
(v) 

9.0 metres 9.0 metres 

Notes: 

(i) Refer to Part 4.4 of the R-Codes Explanatory Guidelines for an explanation on
measuring building height and determining natural ground level. Note: Deemed
Natural Ground Level does not apply under deemed-to-comply requirements.

(ii) Gable walls above eaves height:
• Less than 9.0 metres long: exempted.
• Greater than 9.0 metres long: add one third of the height of the gable, between

the eaves and the apex of the gable wall, to the eaves height.

(iii) Dormers are exempted provided that:
• the width of the dormer does not exceed 1.5 metres;
• the height of the dormer does not exceed half the height of the roof (measured

from eaves to ridge line);
• the dormer does not project more than 1.0 metre from the roof;
• the dormer is located a minimum of 0.5 metres below the ridge line of the roof

and a minimum of 0.5 metres from the outer wall of the dwelling;
• there is a maximum of one dormer in each elevation.

(iv) A flat roof is a roof with a pitch of 5 degrees or less

(v) Applies to ridges greater than 6.0 metres long.  Short ridges: add 0.5 m height for
each 2.0 metre reduction in length in accordance with the table below:
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5.1.6 SINGLE HOUSES AND GROUPED DWELLINGS (cont'd) 

C6.2 Windarra Sub-Precinct of City Beach 

A building or structure that does not exceed the height in metres above the 
Australian Height Datum as shown on the plans below. 

This requirement is reproduced directly from the height restrictions within this 
area prescribed at the time the land was subdivided and sold under the former 
City of Perth Planning Scheme (repealed 31 March 1998) and shall not be 
varied by the Council. 

Ridge length Maximum ridge height 
4.01 metres or more 9.0 metres 
2.01 metres – 4.0 metres 9.5 metres 
0.01 metres – 2.0 metres 10.0 metres 
0 metres 10.5 metres 
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Figure 3: Windarra Sub-Precinct: Height Restrictions 
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Figure 3: Windarra Sub-Precinct: Height Restrictions (cont’d) 
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6.1.2 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS 

C2 

Maximum building 
heights (i) 

R40 R60 R160 

Top of external 
wall (hipped or 
gabled roof above) 

6 metres 9 metres 15 metres 

Top of skillion, 
curved or flat roof 

7 metres 10 metres 16 metres 

Top of a hipped 
and/or gabled roof 

9 metres (ii) 12 metres 18 metres 

Notes: 

(i) Refer to Part 4.4 of the R-Codes Explanatory Guidelines for an explanation on
measuring building height and determining natural ground level.

(ii) Applies to ridges greater than 6.0 metres long.  Short ridges: add 0.5 m height for
each 2.0 metre reduction in length in accordance with the table below:

Adopted: 13 October 2009 
Amended: 21 December 2010 (DV10.124) 
Amended:  24 May 2011 (DV11.43) 
Amended: 29 July 2015 (technical edits and reformatting) 
Amended: 21 December 2015 (technical edits and reformatting) 

Ridge length Maximum ridge height 
4.01 metres or more 9.0 metres 
2.01 metres – 4.0 metres 9.5 metres 
0.01 metres – 2.0 metres 10.0 metres 
0 metres 10.5 metres 
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Policy 6.5: Precinct P5: West Leederville 

INTRODUCTION 

The West Leederville Precinct comprises a residential area with a mix of low and medium 
density housing and high density dwellings and commercial properties in defined centres 
and along Cambridge Street.  The precinct also includes St John of God Hospital and the 
medical and health services that surround the hospital. 

This Policy is divided into the following sections:- 
• Residential Zone;
• Commercial Mixed Use Zone - Primary Areas (Cambridge High Street Node,

Residential Interface Node and Southport Street Node);
• Commercial Zone - Secondary Areas (Vincent Street West and Other Commercial

Areas);
• Residential/Commercial Zone;
• Medical Zone; and
• Community Node - Leederville Town Hall.

This policy gives effect to the vision for future development of this area between the 
Leederville and West Leederville train stations, centred along Cambridge Street, led by the 
West Leederville Planning and Urban Design Study, adopted by Council in December 2010 
and the West Leederville Activity Centre Plan 2011.   

The following policy provides statements of intent and development standards for each zone 
and node in the precinct, which, in addition to any other relevant policy, are to be used to 
assess applications for development within the precinct. Policy requirements under all other 
sections of the Policy Manual also apply unless specifically varied in the precinct policy. 

APPLICATIONS SUBJECT TO THIS POLICY 

This policy applies to development in the West Leederville Precinct (see map below). 

1. RESIDENTIAL ZONE
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1.1 Statement of intent 

• A range of dwelling densities and dwelling types will be accommodated in
residential areas.  Grouped and multiple dwellings at medium and high
densities will be favourably considered in the east and south area of the
precinct, and along Cambridge Street.

• Existing character of the area will be enhanced by:
- an emphasis on rear laneway access to retain existing

streetscapes;
- avoidance of high fences or walls at the street alignment; and
- new infill dwellings to respect the scale and significant forms (e.g.

roof pitches) of existing dwellings.

• The ‘Hill of Tara’ area, comprising development along Kavanagh Street,
Lake Monger Drive and the Hill of Tara Estate represents a different,
more modern streetscape from the rest of West Leederville.  A wider
variety of housing design, including roof pitches, will therefore be
permitted.

• A limited number of non-residential uses such as local shops, child care
facilities, recreation areas and primary schools are also appropriate
where they serve the immediate day to day needs of local residents and
are an integral part of the residential environment.  These uses will only
be supported by the Responsible Authority where they are small in scale,
and are not likely to cause any significant disturbance to adjacent
residences or the residential character of the area.

• Existing large scale non-residential uses being the Catholic Education
Centre and the Catherine McAuley Centre are recognised as established
within the precinct and it is appropriate that they remain.  Existing local
parks provide important recreation facilities for surrounding residents.
Any new development or activity in these areas must be consistent with
their primary function.

1.2 Development standards 

Development shall be in accordance with the Residential Design Codes, Town 
Planning Scheme and any relevant planning policies contained in this manual. 
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2. COMMERCIAL ZONE - PRIMARY AREAS MIXED USE ZONE (CAMBRIDGE HIGH
STREET NODE, RESIDENTIAL INTERFACE NODE AND SOUTHPORT STREET
NODE)

2.1 Statement of intent

• The overall objective for these areas is to encourage and allow
development which contributes to the improvement of the area through
the replacement of older buildings with well-designed new buildings which
improve the appearance and useability of streets and have ground floor
commercial or retail uses

Improvements such as laneway connections, public space, enhanced
pedestrian connections and shared parking facilities will be desirable
outcomes in areas that currently lack these amenities and as determined
by the Responsible Authority.

• Cambridge High Street Node

The Cambridge High Street Node (area shown below) should have a
lively activated street character and accommodate retail, commercial and
mixed use development, taking advantage of its proximity to the West
Leederville train station.

Note: Upon gazettal of Scheme Amendment 35 to include lots between
Kimberley and Kerr Street on the southern side of Cambridge Street as indicated
by the shaded area below in the Mixed Use Zone, the Cambridge High Street
Node development standards will automatically apply to this area.
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• Southport Street Node

The Southport Street Node (area shown below) will accommodate
larger and taller buildings, taking advantage of the close proximity of the
area to the city centre, West Perth and Leederville centres, as well as
nearby train stations and freeway access.

Note: Upon gazettal of Scheme Amendment 27 which proposes to rezone the
existing Residential R60 area located to the north-west of the existing Southport
Street Node (south of Cambridge Street) to Mixed Use, as indicated in the
following plan, the Southport Street Node development standards will
automatically apply to this area.

• Residential Interface Node

There are restrictions on development in the Residential Interface Node
(lots shown below), where building heights and setbacks are strictly
controlled to minimise the impact on adjacent streets and properties.
Consideration will be given to the nature of uses, and their design and
layout to minimise the impact on adjacent residential uses and to ensure
a high standard of design appropriate to such locations.
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Note: Upon gazettal of Scheme Amendment 27 which proposes to rezone 
existing Residential R60 lots located along Cambridge Street to Mixed 
Use, as indicated in the plan below, the Residential Interface Street Node 
development standards will automatically apply to this area. 
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2.2 Development standards 

Development shall be in accordance with any relevant provisions of the Town 
Planning Scheme and any relevant planning policies contained in this policy 
manual.  In the case of residential development, this shall also be in 
accordance with the Residential Design Codes. 

(i) Indicative Development Plans

• In considering applications for subdivision and development
approval, the Responsible Authority will have regard to the following
objectives of the respective Indicative Development Plans (see
Figures 1 and 2).

• Indicative Development Plans were prepared as part of the West
Leederville Planning and Urban Design Study. They provide an
illustration of how future development of the area could occur to
meet the desired planning outcomes and form the basis of several
development standards in this Policy. Reference will be made to
these plans when assessing individual development proposals.

• The Indicative Development Plans reflect circumstances as they
were at the time they were prepared and it is noted that over time
development opportunities may change.

• In the case of any inconsistency between the Indicative
Development Plan and standards contained in this policy, the policy
standards shall prevail.
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Figure 1: Cambridge High Street Node Indicative Development Plan 

Figure 2: Southport Street Node Indicative Development Plan 
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(ii) Plot ratio

Cambridge High Street Node and Southport Street Node

• Buildings shall not exceed a plot ratio of 1:1, except in the case
where bonus plot ratio is approved. Development requirements to
achieve bonus plot ratio are defined in Table 1, subject to the
requirement to qualify for bonus plot ratio in accordance with the
third paragraph of this clause, and are cumulative.

• The application of bonus plot ratio does not entitle a development to
exceed building height, setback and other development provisions
of this Policy.

• A development will not qualify for bonus plot ratio in Table 1 unless
it meets development requirements 3, 5, 7 or 9 as applicable,
irrespective of whether additional development requirements in
Table 1 are also satisfied.

Table 1: Bonus plot ratio 

Development Requirements for Bonus Plot Ratio Maximum 
Bonus 
Plot 
Ratio 

1. Inclusion of residential accommodation (residential 
dwellings, serviced apartments and/or hotel 
accommodation). 
Note: Bonus plot ratio can only be used towards 
residential accommodation. 

1:1 

2. Provision of a Public Parking Station (minimum 100 
bays) suitably integrated into the development and 
located behind street front development or under 
buildings. 

1:1 

3. Ceding of land to achieve strategic rights of way 
connections. 

0.5:1 

4. Ceding of land (or secured via an easement) to 
sufficiently allow effective widening of rights of way to 
allow for two-way vehicular traffic. 

0.2:1 

5. Provision of strategically located, universally accessible, 
attractive and safe pedestrian pathways through the 
development, providing for key pedestrian desire lines 
through the area as identified in the Indicative 
Development Plan or, connecting public parking areas 
and/or public open spaces to the street and as 
determined to be satisfactory by the Responsible 
Authority. 

0.2:1 
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Development Requirements for Bonus Plot Ratio Maximum 
Bonus 
Plot 
Ratio 

6. Lot size bonus. Lots in excess of: 

Cambridge High Street Node 
• 1000m2

• 1500m2

• 1800m2

• 2000m2

Southport Street Node 
• 1000m2

• 1500m2

• 1800m2

• 2000m2

0.2:1 
0.3:1 
0.4:1 
0.5:1 

0.3:1 
0.4:1 
0.5:1 
0.6:1 

7. Provision of public space, which includes plazas, courts, 
public squares, pedestrian retreats and parks, on private 
land for public use.  Spaces are to be easily and 
universally accessible, comfortable, safe to use, 
adequately landscaped and contain features of interest. 
Spaces are to be of such dimensions and proportions as 
to allow for a useable and comfortable facility and to be 
in keeping with the scale of the development as 
determined by the Responsible Authority. 

0.5:1 

8. Parking for the development provided wholly and fully 
below natural ground level and not visible from any 
adjoining street. 

0.5:1 

Special Sites 

9. Lot 37 Cambridge Street and Lot 38 Railway Parade 
Provision of an activated pedestrian laneway and piazza 
space connecting Railway Parade and Cambridge Street 
via the redeveloped former 'Bethel' site and the 'Coles' 
complex.  Pedestrian laneway and piazza space to be 
universally accessible, safe and attractive, and 
accommodate a diversity of activities and features of 
interest. 

1:1 

Residential Interface Node 

• For developments in the Residential Interface Node, plot ratio does
not apply, nor does the plot ratio bonus system apply.
Development is to be controlled through building height and
setback provisions as outlined below and any other policy
requirement which may restrict development potential.
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(iii) Building height

Maximum and minimum building heights apply as specified in Table 2.
Development must accumulate the required plot ratio in accordance with
Table 1 irrespective of the maximum height.

• The ground floor will not exceed a maximum height of 4.0 metres
measured floor to floor with all other floors a maximum height of 3.5
metres per floor measured floor to floor.

• Ground floor to first floor height shall be a minimum 3.2 metres with
a minimum floor to ceiling clearance of 3.0 metres.

• Where a level of basement parking is less than 1.5 metres below an
adjoining right of way, the level of basement parking shall be
counted as one storey as viewed from the right of way.

Table 2: Building height 

Southport 
Street Node 

Cambridge 
High Street 
Node 

Residential 
Interface Node 

Minimum height 
(overall) 

2 storeys 2 storeys 2 storeys 

Maximum height at 
frontage and 
adjoining rights of 
way 

3 storeys 
(additional height 
to be setback 
further) 

3 storeys 
(additional 
height to be 
setback further) 

3 storeys at 
frontage, 2 
storeys at 
adjoining ROW 

Maximum height of 
development 
abutting 
Residential zone 

2 storeys (to be 
set back from the 
boundary) 

2 storeys (to be 
set back from 
the boundary) 

2 storeys (to be 
set back from the 
boundary) 

Maximum building 
height (overall as 
determined from 
ground floor at the 
primary street 
frontage) 

10 storeys 
(subject to 
approval of plot 
ratio allowances) 

6 storeys 
(subject to 
approval of plot 
ratio 
allowances)* 

4 storeys 

* The Former Bethel Site (Lot 38 Railway Parade) is identified as an icon site where a
building height up to 10 storeys is permitted, subject to the provision of public parking
(minimum 100 bays) and an activated plaza and integrated pedestrian laneway
connecting Railway Parade and Cambridge Street.
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(iv) Street setbacks

• The number of storeys for the purpose of street setbacks is
determined from the ground floor at the respective street frontage.

• Refer to Figures 3, 4 and 5 (Street setbacks) for setbacks for
different storeys of developments.

Figure 3: Street setbacks 

• Where residential accommodation is proposed above ground floor,
balconies for dwellings may extend back over the street setback for
the second and third storeys only.

• Provision of visual truncations where two streets, or a street and
right of way, intersect to the satisfaction of the Responsible
Authority.
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Figure 4: Street setbacks (ground to third storey) - Southport Street Node 

Figure 5: Street setbacks (ground to third storey) - Cambridge High Street Node 
and Residential Interface Node 
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(v) Boundary and right of way setbacks

• Boundary (side and rear) and right of way setbacks are specified in
Table 3 and Figures 6, 7 and 8.  Balconies shall not extend over the
boundary setbacks.

• In the case of development in the Residential Interface Node,
balconies may protrude into the 11.5 metre setback to the
Residential Zone boundary, up to 5.0 metres on the third and 2.5
metres on the fourth floor, subject to provision of solid balustrading
(refer to Figure 8).

ROW continuation 

• Where required, development at ground level shall be set back a
minimum of 6.0 metres from a side or rear boundary to allow for the
continuation of a right of way.

ROW widening 

• Development may be required to be setback from an adjacent
ROW, at ground level, to facilitate two-way vehicular traffic.

• Where rights of way separate the proposed development site from
an adjacent residential zoned lot the width of the ROW is included
in the setback measurement, except in the case of buildings in the
Residential Interface Node.

Visual truncation for ROW 

• Provision of visual truncations where rights of way intersect with a
street or another ROW to the satisfaction of the Responsible
Authority.
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Table 3: Boundary and right of way setbacks 

No of 
storeys 

Required setback (metres) 

Commercial 
Mixed Use 

zone 
boundary 

6m wide 
ROW 

abutting 
Commercial 
Mixed Use 

zone 

(see Figure 6) 

Less than 
6m wide 

ROW 
abutting 

Commercial 
Mixed Use 

zone ** 
(see Figure 7) 

Residential 
zone boundary 

(including ROW) 

(excluding 
development in 

Residential 
Interface Node) 

Residential 
zone boundary 

for 
development in 
the Residential 
Interface Node 

(excluding ROW if 
applicable) 

(see Figure 8) 
1 Nil Nil Nil 3 1.5* 
2 Nil Nil Nil 3 1.5* 
3 Nil Nil Nil 6 11.5 
4 3 2 1.5 9 11.5 
5 3 2 1.5 9 N/A 
6 3 2 1.5 9 N/A 
7 5 2 3.5 9 N/A 
8 5 2 3.5 9 N/A 
9 5 2 3.5 9 N/A 

10 5 2 3.5 9 N/A 

* The setback area is to be landscaped and allow for the provision of bin collection if necessary.
An additional setback may be required to allow widening of a right of way to 6.0 metres;

** These standards only apply where widening of a ROW to 6.0 metres is not considered
necessary by Council.

Figure 6: Setbacks from a 6 metre wide ROW against Commercial Mixed Use zone 
boundary 

Figure 7: Setbacks from a ROW less than 6 metres against Commercial zone 
boundary 

1.5m 

ROW <6m 

2m 2m 

1.5m 

2m 

Nil Nil 

ROW 6m

2m 
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Figure 8: Setbacks for development in the Residential Interface Node adjacent to 
Residential zone 

(vi) Design elements

Awnings

• Development shall incorporate a ground level awning over the
footpath to provide weather protection for pedestrians, with the
exception of development abutting Abbotsford Street, Railway
Parade and Loftus Street.  Awnings should be contiguous with a
minimum depth of 2 metres, subject to Local Government and
Private Property Local Law 2001.

• High level awnings and shading over windows are encouraged to
add interest to building facades and to improve energy efficiency.

Balconies 

• Balconies proposed along street frontages should be unenclosed
platforms with balustrades not exceeding a height of 1.2 metres.
Visually permeable balustrades are encouraged.

In the case of development in the Residential Interface Node,
balconies facing Residential Zoned properties shall have solid
balustrading to a height of 1.2 metres.

Note: ROW 
widening 
may still be 
required 

ROW if 
present

Residential 
Zoned  
property 
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Walls and surfaces 

• Exposed blank walls to the street or corner frontages are not
permitted.  Street elevations shall be articulated to enhance building
identity and reduce apparent bulk through the use of, but not limited
to:
- projections and indentations in the floor plan;
- window projections and openings;
- related awning and roof elements;
- unenclosed balconies; and
- changes in materials and finishes.

• Use of reflective or obscure glazing to windows is not permitted
along ground floor street frontages to promote surveillance of the
street and allow for visible indoor activity.

Entrances 

• Entrances to the building should be exposed to the main street and
be clearly defined and identifiable.

Roof pitch 

• Roofs for street front buildings may be flat or pitched.  Where a
pitch is employed, the pitch should be within 25 and 42 degrees
where visible from the street.

Special corner design features 

• Architectural design elements are encouraged to assist with
defining corner locations or the creation of landmark buildings.
These corner elements should be open and transparent and
demonstrate a lighter architecture.  They cannot be used to
incorporate additional floor space in the development.

Architectural design elements may take the form of, but not limited
to:
- higher parapet facades to a maximum 2 storeys above the

third storey;
- cantilevered canopies located higher at the corner truncation;
- distinct roof forms;
- tower elements to a maximum 2 storeys above the third

storey;
- building truncations;
- wall projections and features; and/or
- artwork.
Architectural design elements that extend into the street setback
may be considered.

• Architectural design elements shall only extend 10 metres from the
street intersection (see Figure 9).
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Figure 9: Architectural design elements at street corners 

(vii) Parking and access

• Any on-site parking associated with new development shall be
placed in car parks either behind street front tenancies or fully
below natural ground level.

• At-grade parking areas should be designed to connect, or allow
connection with, at-grade parking on adjoining sites to encourage
shared parking, where possible.

• Parking available for public use (including customer and visitor car
and bicycle parking) should be clearly designated and have
identifiable access points.

• Parking areas should be provided with clearly marked and raised
pedestrian access ways, connected to the surrounding network of
footpaths.

• Where available, vehicular access shall be taken from a side street
or rights of way.

• Parking standards as per the Town's Parking Policy (Policy 5.1).

(viii) Bin storage and waste collection

• Bins and bin storage for all developments must not be visible from a
verge, public street or property frontage.

• Waste collection from a verge, public street or property frontage will
not be permitted.  Collection is to be effected from a ROW (where
possible) or purpose built bin storage and waste collection area
incorporated within the building and accessible by waste collection
service vehicles.

• The location, size and design of bin storage areas should be
considered in the initial design phase of any proposed
development.  Particular attention must be given to how waste
vehicles will access bin storage areas; providing for necessary
height clearances, width of vehicles and vehicle turning
movements.

10m 

10m 

Architectural 
design element 
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• Applicants are strongly encouraged to liaise with a waste
management contractor to assist with the design of bin storage
areas and preparation of waste management plans.

• Applications for development approval must be accompanied by a
waste management plan that details:

Space

- Type of waste;
- Estimated waste generation;
- Estimated recyclable material generation;
- Size and number of bins; and
- Space allocated for bin storage (highlight on plans).

Access 

- Access arrangements by occupiers of the building to waste
facilities (highlight on plans);

- Access arrangements by collection contractors to waste
facilities (highlight on plans);

- Frequency of waste collection service;
- Specify minimum height, width and turning movements for

vehicular access to waste area; and
- Locate bin areas to minimise impact on adjacent residential

areas and limit conflict with pedestrian and vehicular traffic.

Amenity 

- Describe how noise and odour associated with the use of the
bins and collection of waste has been minimised;

- Ventilation of bin storage areas; and
- Facilities for washing bins and bin storage areas.

Management 

- Describe specific arrangements to be put in place to ensure
successful management of the waste facilities and their
collection; and

- Submit details outlining how commercial and residential waste
will be recycled, including onsite disposal and collection by
waste management contractor.

• Where a mixed use development is proposed (residential and
commercial), bin storage for residential waste is to be self-
contained and completely separate from bin storage areas for
commercial waste.

• Waste collection must be taken from rights of way where available.
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• Where the number of bins required to service waste needs exceeds
20 x 240L bins (or equivalent capacity), bulk bins should be used.

(ix) Residential development

'R-AC 0' coding applies to residential development with plot ratio, building
height, street and boundary setbacks and height of boundary walls
assessed under the provisions of this Policy.  All other requirements shall
be in accordance with the Residential Design Codes.

3. COMMERCIAL ZONE - SECONDARY AREAS (VINCENT STREET WEST AND
OTHER COMMERCIAL AREAS)

3.1 Statement of intent

• Secondary Commercial Zoned Areas in West Leederville comprise the
Vincent Street West Commercial Area and Other Commercial Areas.

• Vincent Street West Commercial Area and Other Commercial Areas will
continue to accommodate a range of small to medium scale commercial
uses.  Community facilities, local shopping uses and mixed use
(residential and commercial) developments will also be favourably
considered.

• Consideration will be given to the nature of the uses, and their design and
layout in the secondary commercial areas to minimise the impact on
adjacent residential uses and to ensure a high standard of design
appropriate to such locations.

3.2 Development standards 

1. Development shall be in accordance with any relevant provisions of the
Town Planning Scheme and any relevant planning policies contained in
this policy manual.  In the case of residential development, this shall also
be in accordance with the Residential Design Codes.

2. In addition, the following standards apply:

(a) Vincent Street West Commercial Area

(i) Plot ratio

Buildings shall have a maximum plot ratio of 1:1.

(ii) Car parking

Provision of car parking shall strictly comply with Policy 5.1:
Parking.  Undercroft parking will only be permitted where the
parking area is screened from view of the street.  Where car
parking is provided within the street setback area, the area of
paving shall not exceed 60% of the street setback area.
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(iii) Building height

Buildings shall not exceed a maximum external wall height of
6.0 metres above natural ground level.  Natural ground level
has the same meaning as that under the Residential Design
Codes.

(iv) Setbacks

The minimum setback of buildings from the street alignment
shall be 4.0 metres.  The minimum setback of buildings from
side and/or rear boundaries abutting land zoned ‘Residential’
shall be assessed in accordance the relevant R-Code for that
abutting residential land.

(v) Advertising signage

Signage shall be restricted to non-illuminated signs attached
to the building only.  Roof signs are not permitted.  Otherwise
the provisions of Policy 5.2: Advertising Signs shall apply.

(vi) General design of non-residential development

Particular attention shall be given to non-residential
development abutting residential uses.  Where applicable,
development shall have regard for Policy 4.1: Design of Non-
residential Development.

(vii) Design elements

The following guidelines should be incorporated in building
design:

• building facades which are contemporary in design and
articulated;

• building facades which are detailed to provide variety
and interest (i.e. do not incorporate expansive blank
walls and excessive glazing);

• shopfronts on ground floors which are expansive and
open to the street, particularly along primary street
frontages;

• entrances to buildings which are distinct and clearly
identifiable within the building façade, through the use of
canopies, recesses, columns, building material changes
and lighting; and

• suspended or cantilevered awnings over the footpath
which provide visual interest and a medium for
advertising signage, and protect pedestrians from the
elements and windows from heat and glare.
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(viii) Landscaping

Reticulated landscaping shall be provided within the front
setback area.  A landscaping plan to the satisfaction of the
Town is to be submitted with a development application and
should preferably include water wise species.

(ix) Bin storage and waste collection

• Bins and bin storage for all developments must not be
visible from a verge, public street or property frontage.

• Waste collection from a verge, public street or property
frontage will not be permitted.  Collection is to be
effected from a ROW (where possible) or purpose built
bin storage and waste collection area incorporated
within the building and accessible by waste collection
service vehicles.

• The location, size and design of bin storage areas
should be considered in the initial design phase of any
proposed development.  Particular attention must be
given to how waste vehicles will access bin storage
areas; providing for necessary height clearances, width
of vehicles and vehicle turning movements.

• Applicants are strongly encouraged to liaise with a
waste management contractor to assist with the design
of bin storage areas and preparation of waste
management plans.

• Applications for development approval must be
accompanied by a waste management plan that details:

Space
- Type of waste;
- Estimated waste generation;
- Estimated recyclable material generation;
- Size and number of bins; and
- Space allocated for bin storage (highlight on

plans).

Access 

- Access arrangements by occupiers of the building
to waste facilities (highlight on plans);

- Access arrangements by collection contractors to
waste facilities (highlight on plans);

- Frequency of waste collection service;
- Specify minimum height, width and turning

movements for vehicular access to waste area;
and
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- Locate bin areas to minimise impact on adjacent
residential areas and limit conflict with pedestrian
and vehicular traffic.

Amenity 

- Describe how noise and odour associated with the
use of the bins and collection of waste has been
minimised;

- Ventilation of bin storage areas; and
- Facilities for washing bins and bin storage areas.

Management 

- Describe specific arrangements to be put in place
to ensure successful management of the waste
facilities and their collection; and

- Submit details outlining how commercial and
residential waste will be recycled, including onsite
disposal and collection by waste management
contractor.

• Where a mixed use development is proposed
(residential and commercial), bin storage for residential
waste is to be self-contained and completely separate
from bin storage areas for commercial waste.

• Waste collection must be taken from rights of way
where available.

• Where the number of bins required to service waste
needs exceeds 20 x 240L bins (or equivalent capacity),
bulk bins should be used.

(x) Residential development

• Density: residential density shall comply with the
Residential Design Codes site area requirements for
R60; and

• Setbacks: residential development may be permitted to
be constructed up to the side property boundary
provided that boundary abuts an existing non-residential
development.
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(b) Other Commercial Areas

(i) Plot ratio

Buildings shall have a maximum plot ratio of 0.5:1.

(ii) Vehicular access

Vehicular access to properties abutting Cambridge Street
should be taken from another road or laneway where
possible.

(iii) Building height

Buildings shall not exceed a maximum external wall height of
6.0 metres above natural ground level.  Natural ground level
has the same meaning as that under the Residential Design
Codes.

(iv) Setbacks

To promote a strong urban form, buildings should preferably
be built up to the street alignment and the side boundaries.
Where setbacks from the street alignment and/or side
boundary/boundaries are proposed, these will be assessed
having regard to promoting strong urban form.  There is no
requirement for a rear setback.

(v) Design elements

The following guidelines should be incorporated in building
design:

• building facades which are contemporary in design and
articulated;

• building facades which are detailed to provide variety
and interest (i.e. do not incorporate expansive blank
walls and excessive glazing);

• shopfronts on ground floors which are expansive and
open to the street, particularly along primary street
frontages;

• entrances to buildings which are distinct and clearly
identifiable within the building façade, through the use of
canopies, recesses, columns, building material changes
and lighting; and

• suspended or cantilevered awnings over the footpath
which provide visual interest and a medium for
advertising signage, and protect pedestrians from the
elements and windows from heat and glare.
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(vi) Bin storage and waste collection

• Bins and bin storage for all developments must not be
visible from a verge, public street or property frontage.

• Waste collection from a verge, public street or property
frontage will not be permitted.  Collection is to be
effected from a ROW (where possible) or purpose built
bin storage and waste collection area incorporated
within the building and accessible by waste collection
service vehicles.

• The location, size and design of bin storage areas
should be considered in the initial design phase of any
proposed development.  Particular attention must be
given to how waste vehicles will access bin storage
areas; providing for necessary height clearances, width
of vehicles and vehicle turning movements.

• Applicants are strongly encouraged to liaise with a
waste management contractor to assist with the design
of bin storage areas and preparation of waste
management plans.

• Applications for development approval must be
accompanied by a waste management plan that details:

Space

- Type of waste;
- Estimated waste generation;
- Estimated recyclable material generation;
- Size and number of bins; and
- Space allocated for bin storage (highlight on

plans).

Access 

- Access arrangements by occupiers of the building
to waste facilities (highlight on plans);

- Access arrangements by collection contractors to
waste facilities (highlight on plans);

- Frequency of waste collection service;
- Specify minimum height, width and turning

movements for vehicular access to waste area;
and

- Locate bin areas to minimise impact on adjacent
residential areas and limit conflict with pedestrian
and vehicular traffic.

Amenity 
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- Describe how noise and odour associated with the
use of the bins and collection of waste has been
minimised;

- Ventilation of bin storage areas; and
- Facilities for washing bins and bin storage areas.

Management 

- Describe specific arrangements to be put in place
to ensure successful management of the waste
facilities and their collection; and

- Submit details outlining how commercial and
residential waste will be recycled, including onsite
disposal and collection by waste management
contractor.

• Where a mixed use development is proposed
(residential and commercial), bin storage for residential
waste is to be self-contained and completely separate
from bin storage areas for commercial waste.

• Waste collection must be taken from rights of way
where available.

• Where the number of bins required to service waste
needs exceeds 20 x 240L bins (or equivalent capacity),
bulk bins should be used.

(vii) Residential density

Residential density shall comply with the Residential Design
Codes site area requirements for R60.

4. RESIDENTIAL/COMMERCIAL ZONE

4.1 Statement of intent

• Combined residential and commercial developments will be permitted
within this area.  Commercial development cannot occur independently of
residential development.

• Buildings will be low scale and set back from all boundaries in
landscaped gardens.  Control will be maintained over the design of new
buildings to minimise potential conflict with combined and adjacent
residential development.

• Car parking should be screened from view, well landscaped, and
designed in a manner that avoids conflict between residential and non-
residential parking.

4.2 Development standards 
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1. Development shall be in accordance with the Town Planning Scheme,
any relevant planning policies contained in this policy manual and the
Residential Design Codes.

2. In addition, the following standards apply:

(i) Plot ratio

The plot ratio of any building or part thereof used for non-residential
purposes cannot exceed 33% of the maximum allowable plot ratio
of 0.5:1.

(ii) Setbacks

The minimum front setback requirement from Salvado Road is 4.5
metres.

(iii) Orientation

That part of the development which is to be used for commercial
purposes should be oriented to Salvado Road.

(iv) Landscaping

The landscaped area to be provided should be substantially related
to the residential uses.

(v) Amenity

Provision is to be made to ensure that residential use of the land
will not be unduly affected by non-residential use.

(vi) Bin storage and waste collection

• Bins and bin storage for all developments must not be visible
from a verge, public street or property frontage.

• Waste collection from a verge, public street or property
frontage will not be permitted.  Collection is to be effected
from a ROW (where possible) or purpose built bin storage
and waste collection area incorporated within the building and
accessible by waste collection service vehicles.

• The location, size and design of bin storage areas should be
considered in the initial design phase of any proposed
development.  Particular attention must be given to how
waste vehicles will access bin storage areas; providing for
necessary height clearances, width of vehicles and vehicle
turning movements.

• Applicants are strongly encouraged to liaise with a waste
management contractor to assist with the design of bin
storage areas and preparation of waste management plans.
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• Applications for development approval must be accompanied
by a waste management plan that details:

Space

- Type of waste;
- Estimated waste generation;
- Estimated recyclable material generation;
- Size and number of bins; and
- Space allocated for bin storage (highlight on plans).

Access 

- Access arrangements by occupiers of the building to
waste facilities (highlight on plans);

- Access arrangements by collection contractors to waste
facilities (highlight on plans);

- Frequency of waste collection service;
- Specify minimum height, width and turning movements

for vehicular access to waste area; and
- Locate bin areas to minimise impact on adjacent

residential areas and limit conflict with pedestrian and
vehicular traffic.

Amenity 

- Describe how noise and odour associated with the use
of the bins and collection of waste has been minimised;

- Ventilation of bin storage areas; and
- Facilities for washing bins and bin storage areas.
- Describe specific arrangements to be put in place to

ensure successful management of the waste facilities
and their collection; and

- Submit details outlining how commercial and residential
waste will be recycled, including onsite disposal and
collection by waste management contractor.

• Where a mixed use development is proposed (residential and
commercial), bin storage for residential waste is to be self-
contained and completely separate from bin storage areas for
commercial waste.

• Waste collection must be taken from rights of way where
available.

• Where the number of bins required to service waste needs
exceeds 20 x 240L bins (or equivalent capacity), bulk bins
should be used.
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5. MEDICAL ZONE

5.1 Statement of intent

• Medical uses such as consulting rooms and hospitals will be contained
within this area.  Residential uses are also appropriate either in combined
or purely residential developments.

• Buildings should generally be of a small to medium scale reflecting the
character of adjacent residential development although development on
the St John of God Hospital site may be of a larger scale consistent with
existing buildings on-site.  All buildings will be set in landscaped gardens.

• Careful control will be exercised over the nature and scale of the uses
within this area, and their design and layout, to minimise the impact on
any adjacent residential uses or land.  Additionally, adequate car parking
will be provided to ensure that commercial vehicles do not encroach into
residential streets.

5.2 Development standards 

1. Development shall be in accordance with any relevant provisions of the
Town Planning Scheme and any relevant planning policies contained in
this policy manual.  In the case of residential development, this shall also
be in accordance with the Residential Design Codes.

2. In addition, the following standards apply:

(i) Plot ratio

Buildings shall have a maximum plot ratio of 1:1, except where a
mixed use development comprising commercial and residential
uses is proposed.  In this instance, the maximum plot ratio may be
increased to 1.5:1 provided that not more than 25% of the
additional floorspace that has been allowed will be used for non-
residential purposes.

(ii) Building height

The Responsible Authority shall determine the maximum height of a
building.  In determining building height the Responsible Authority
shall take into consideration such matters as the scale and building
height of nearby development, the proximity of declared heritage
places or areas, streetscape and street width.

(iii) Residential density

Residential density shall comply with the Residential Design Codes
site area requirements for R60.
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(iv) Setbacks

In determining setbacks from lot boundaries and between buildings
the Responsible Authority shall have regard to the scale and height
of adjoining development, streetscape, street width and the use
area classification of adjoining land.

(v) Vehicular access

Vehicular access to Cambridge Street and Salvado Road is to be
limited.  Access shall be obtained via existing crossovers or rights
of way, and/or side streets.

(vi) Bin storage and waste collection

• Bins and bin storage for all developments must not be visible
from a verge, public street or property frontage.

• Waste collection from a verge, public street or property
frontage will not be permitted.  Collection is to be effected
from a ROW (where possible) or purpose built bin storage
and waste collection area incorporated within the building and
accessible by waste collection service vehicles.

• The location, size and design of bin storage areas should be
considered in the initial design phase of any proposed
development.  Particular attention must be given to how
waste vehicles will access bin storage areas; providing for
necessary height clearances, width of vehicles and vehicle
turning movements.

• Applicants are strongly encouraged to liaise with a waste
management contractor to assist with the design of bin
storage areas and preparation of waste management plans.

• Applications for development approval must be accompanied
by a waste management plan that details:

Space

- Type of waste;
- Estimated waste generation;
- Estimated recyclable material generation;
- Size and number of bins; and
- Space allocated for bin storage (highlight on plans).

Access 

- Access arrangements by occupiers of the building to
waste facilities (highlight on plans);

- Access arrangements by collection contractors to waste
facilities (highlight on plans);

- Frequency of waste collection service;
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- Specify minimum height, width and turning movements
for vehicular access to waste area; and

- Locate bin areas to minimise impact on adjacent
residential areas and limit conflict with pedestrian and
vehicular traffic.

Amenity 

- Describe how noise and odour associated with the use
of the bins and collection of waste has been minimised;

- Ventilation of bin storage areas; and
- Facilities for washing bins and bin storage areas.

Management 

- Describe specific arrangements to be put in place to
ensure successful management of the waste facilities
and their collection; and

- Submit details outlining how commercial and residential
waste will be recycled, including onsite disposal and
collection by waste management contractor.

• Where a mixed use development is proposed (residential and
commercial), bin storage for residential waste is to be self-
contained and completely separate from bin storage areas for
commercial waste.

• Waste collection must be taken from rights of way where
available.

• Where the number of bins required to service waste needs
exceeds 20 x 240L bins (or equivalent capacity), bulk bins
should be used.

6. COMMUNITY NODE (LEEDERVILLE TOWN HALL)

• This area has the potential to develop as a true town centre focus, taking
advantage of the site's strategic location, its heritage qualities and building
upon the existing uses and activities highly valued by the community.  The
community, civic and recreational nature of the node will be maintained.

• Staged upgrading of facilities and landscaping will assist in meeting the
changing needs of a contemporary inner-city community.  Creation of a civic
events space is desirable to accommodate a range of functions and community
activities.

The Town Hall, with the War Memorial and youth centre, will continue to be the centrepiece 
of the Community Node, complemented with improved landscape design and better 
connection with the surrounding area by tree-lined pathways. 

Adopted: 13 October 2009, Amended: 23 October 2012, Amended: 24 February 2015 
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Policy 6.4: Precinct P4: Wembley 

INTRODUCTION 

The Wembley Precinct will remain a residential area serviced by a number of retail, 
commercial and recreation facilities.  Most development comprises single houses at 
low density, although medium density development is permitted in select locations. 
Non-residential development is restricted to the Wembley Town Centre, along parts 
of Cambridge Street and Salvado Road, and the Residential/Commercial zone along 
Herdsman Parade. 

The following policy provides statements of intent and development standards for 
each zone in the precinct, which, in addition to any other relevant policy, are to be 
used to assess applications for development within the precinct. Policy requirements 
under all other sections of the Policy Manual also apply unless specifically varied in 
the precinct policy. 

APPLICATIONS SUBJECT TO THIS POLICY 

This policy applies to development in the Wembley Precinct (see map below). 
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1. RESIDENTIAL ZONE

1.1 Statement of intent

 Single houses in accordance with the Residential R20 provisions
will continue to occupy the majority of land, with infill development
favoured on those larger lots which can accommodate additional
housing and on certain corner lots.

 Grouped and multiple dwellings at a medium density, however, will
be permitted along Salvado Road and Cambridge Street with higher
densities permitted along the latter street where two or more lots
are amalgamated.  This is intended to encourage single integrated
developments rather than individual and unrelated developments
on small lots.

 A limited number of non-residential uses such as local shops, child
care facilities, recreation areas and primary schools are also
appropriate where they serve the immediate day to day needs of
local residents and are an integral part of the residential
environment.  These uses will only be supported by Council where
they are small in scale, and are not likely to cause any significant
disturbance to adjacent residences or the residential character of
the area.

1.2 Development standards 

1. Development shall be in accordance with the Residential Design
Codes, Town Planning Scheme and any relevant planning policies
contained in this manual.

2. In addition, the following standards apply:

(a) Corner lots:

Within the area coded Residential R20, with the exception of
those lots fronting or siding onto Grantham Street, two
dwellings may be constructed on corner lots in accordance
with the Residential R30 dwelling density standards subject to
the in following:

(i) one dwelling must front each street;

(ii) the configuration of the lot to be developed must
coincide with the original subdivision pattern; and

(iii) the policy applies to constructed development only.
Green title vacant/survey strata titled subdivisions are
not permitted.
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(b) Dual coding:

Within the area coded Residential R40/60 development to
Residential R60 dwelling density standards will only be
permitted if:

(i) the development involves the amalgamation of two or
more lots (resulting in a minimum lot area of 1200m2)
or,

(ii) the lot is already large enough (minimum lot area of
1200m2) to enable integrated development.

2. LOCAL CENTRE ZONE

2.1 Statement of intent

 The existing range of local shopping and community facilities will be
consolidated within these areas to serve the day to day needs of
the local residents.

 Any new development should be built up to the street boundary and
be of a height and scale similar to the majority of existing buildings.
Continuous shop fronts and weather protection over the footpath for
pedestrians should be provided.

 Careful control will be exercised over the nature of any uses
proposed and their design and site layout to ensure minimal impact
on any adjacent residential development.  Additionally, adequate
car parking must be provided to ensure that retail parking does not
encroach into residential streets.

Notwithstanding the above, the following provides greater guidance for 
the future development of specific sites in the Wembley Town Centre. 

 Anchor Site 1 (area shown below) will become the principal
landmark development in the Centre with an emphasis on open
space and architectural design. A key feature to the site will be a
publicly accessible plaza fronting Cambridge Street and framed by
non-residential uses at the ground level. Future development will
ensure the Wembley Hotel is retained and integrated into a mixed
use development comprising of retail, commercial and residential
land uses, and a public parking facility of at least 100 bays.

New development will have a maximum overall height of 7 storeys
with regard given to the scale of surrounding residential areas and
character of the Cambridge Street streetscape. Buildings shall have
a 3 storey street frontage along Cambridge and Simper Street, and
present as a maximum of 2 storeys to the Alexander Street and
rear lot boundaries with additional storeys set back further. Height
and bulk should be controlled through the application of solar
access angles to minimise overshadowing in winter and protect
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solar access to adjacent residential properties and within the site. It 
is equally important that a 6 metre rear setback apply to facilitate a 
respectful transition to a lower scale to adjoining residential 
properties. 

 The combination of Anchor Sites 2 and 3 (as shown below) is
positioned as the second focal point along Cambridge Street.
Development may accommodate a range of uses that serve the
daily and weekly needs of the local residents, as well as, providing
opportunities for living and working. With a maximum overall height
of 6 storeys, new buildings will stand out in their architectural form
complemented by attractive and inviting public open spaces. The
design must also allow for the protection of solar access to
residential properties and open spaces within and surrounding the
site.

Buildings shall have a 3 storey street frontage and present as a 
maximum of 2 storeys to the rear lot boundary with additional 
storeys set back further. A 7 metre rear setback will apply to 
accommodate a continuous rear laneway for vehicle access to off-
street parking areas. Particular care should be exercised to ensure 
a gradual transition in built scale between the surrounding 
residential areas and the local centre development along 
Cambridge Street. 
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 Cambridge Street - West (area shown below) includes the lots
centred along Cambridge Street between Marlow Street and Jersey
Street, excluding Anchor Site 1. This area will continue to serve as
the connection between the anchor sites commercial and mixed
use development fronting the street. The retention of pre-war
buildings will contribute towards a unique Wembley character.

Building height may be up to a maximum of 3 storeys as of right, 
and larger lots will have the opportunity for up to 5 storeys provided 
publicly accessible open space is provided. New development will 
have significant rear setbacks created through the application of 
solar access angles to protect solar access and create an 
appropriate building scale. 
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 Cambridge Street - East (area shown below) includes lots east of
Anchor Sites 3 adjacent to Pangbourne Street and between
Nanson Street and Essex Street. The area will develop over time to
become an interesting collection of retail and commercial uses
encourage people to walk towards the main area of the Centre.

New development up to maximum of 3 storeys, will respect and
preserve the traditional character and building rhythm through the
retention of the pre-war building facades between Nanson Street
and Essex Street. Buildings will have significant rear setbacks
created through the application of solar access angles to protect
solar access and create an appropriate building scale. The design
must incorporate setbacks based on solar access angles to
minimise overshadowing and to create a gradual transition to the
adjoining lower scale residential properties.

2.2 Development standards 

1. Development shall be in accordance with the relevant planning
policies contained in this policy manual.

2. In addition, the following standards apply:

(a) Plot ratio:

Buildings shall have a maximum plot ratio of 0.5:1 except
those buildings located in Cambridge Street between
Pangbourne and Simper Streets which shall have a maximum
plot ratio of 1:1.

(b) Setbacks:

Buildings shall have nil street and side set backs.  Buildings
shall face the street; blank walls are not acceptable.
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(c) Verandahs/awnings

Buildings shall be provided with awnings/verandahs over the
footpath to ensure adequate weather protection for
pedestrians and enhance the streetscape.

(d) Pedestrian access:

Where Council considers it necessary, pedestrian access for
the public shall be provided from the street to car parking at
the rear of properties and this access shall be adequately sign
posted.  This may require variation to side set backs.

(e) Residential density:

Residential density shall comply with the Residential Design
Codes site area requirements for R40 in those areas
adjoining Cambridge Street and R20 elsewhere.

3. COMMERCIAL ZONE

3.1 Statement of intent

 A range of low intensity commercial uses will be permitted within
these areas.

 Any new development should be of a scale similar to the majority of
existing buildings and comprise a consistent built form particularly
in relation to height and setbacks from the street.

 Careful control will be exercised over the nature of the uses within
these areas and their design and layout to minimise impact on any
adjacent residential uses or land.  Additionally, adequate car
parking must be provided on-site to ensure that commercial
vehicles do not encroach into residential streets.

3.2 Development standards 

1. Development shall be in accordance with the relevant planning
policies contained in this policy manual.

2. In addition, the following standards apply:

(a) Plot ratio:

Buildings shall have a maximum plot ratio of 0.5:1.

(b) Street setback:

Buildings shall be set back from the street alignment such
distance as is determined by Council having regard to the
streetscape and the building setbacks on adjoining land and
in the immediate locality.
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(c) Residential density:

Residential density shall comply with the Residential Design
Codes site area requirements for R40.

4. RESIDENTIAL/COMMERCIAL ZONE

4.1 Statement of intent

 This area is intended to form a suitable transition between the
residential development south of Herdsman Parade and the
adjoining commercial development to the north.  The
redevelopment of land within this area for residential purposes or
residential and commercial purposes in combined developments
will therefore be encouraged.

 Light industrial uses may only be permitted if they are incidental to
another non-residential use and are considered by Council not to
detract in any manner from the amenity of combined
residential/commercial developments or adjoining residential uses.

 Buildings will be small scale, set back from all boundaries and
surrounded by landscaped gardens.  Priority will be given to
minimising conflict between non-residential uses and residential
uses on the same lot and nearby through appropriate site layout
and design.  Levels of traffic generated by development within this
area should also not exceed those appropriate to the adjacent
residential area.

4.2 Development standards 

1. Development shall be in accordance with the relevant planning
policies contained in this policy manual.

2. In addition, the following standards apply:

(a) Plot ratio:

Buildings shall have a maximum plot ratio of 0.5:1.

(b) Building height:

Buildings shall have a maximum height of 6.0 metres above
natural ground level.

(c) Setbacks:

Buildings used solely or partly for non-residential purposes
shall be set back from all lot boundaries generally in
accordance with the requirements of the Residential Design
Codes for Residential R40.
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(d) Landscaping:

Where development for both residential and non-residential
purposes is proposed, sufficient landscaping should be
provided to complement the development and, for the
residential component, comply with the open space provisions
of the Residential Design Codes.

(e) Residential density:

Residential density shall comply with the Residential Design
Codes site area requirements for R40.

5. RESERVES

5.1 Development standards

1. Sports grounds (Henderson Park, Matthews Netball Centre and Pat
Goodridge Oval)

(a) Henderson Park and the Matthews Netball Centre are
reserved under the Metropolitan Region Scheme for ‘Parks
and Recreation’.  Pat Goodridge Oval is reserved under the
Town Planning Scheme for ‘Parks and Recreation’.

(b) These areas will continue in their primary role as active
recreation facilities, while also remaining available for use by
visitors and local residents for passive recreation purposes.

(c) The facilities are the subject of a needs assessment review
and master planning exercise.

2. Rutter Park

(a) This land will continue to be used, maintained and enhanced
primarily as parkland for the passive recreation of local
residents while also accommodating a community centre.

(b) The development of any further buildings will generally not be
permitted unless they are unobtrusive in bulk and scale and
are to be used for a purpose incidental to the current
recreation and community roles.  No mature trees will be
destroyed to facilitate development.

Adopted: 13 October 2009 
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DV16.210 - Delegated Decisions and Notifications for Council Town of Cambridge

Property Address Application Description Signed

For the Period Between: 1/11/2016 to 30/11/2016

Patio 07-Nov-201666 Newry Street~FLOREAT  WA  6014

Two Storey Dwelling 08-Nov-201632 Biara Gardens~MT CLAREMONT  WA  6010

Shed 09-Nov-20163 Benwee Road~FLOREAT  WA  6014

Double garage 09-Nov-20165 Teslin Road~MT CLAREMONT  WA  6010

Additions to Single Dwelling 09-Nov-201642 Herdsman Parade~WEMBLEY  WA  6014

Two Storey Dwelling 09-Nov-201613 Biara Gardens~MT CLAREMONT  WA  6010

Shed 11-Nov-201628 Gayton Road~CITY BEACH  WA  6015

Three storey dwelling 15-Nov-20164 Dodonia Gardens~CITY BEACH  WA  6015

Single Storey Dwelling 16-Nov-2016285 The Boulevard~CITY BEACH  WA  6015

Commercial sign 16-Nov-2016447 Cambridge Street~FLOREAT  WA  6014

Two bedrooms and sitting rooms 16-Nov-20161 Teslin Road~MT CLAREMONT  WA  6010

Illuminated commercial sign 16-Nov-2016447 Cambridge Street~FLOREAT  WA  6014

Change of bedroom window from opaque to clear glass 16-Nov-201627A Antrim Street~WEST LEEDERVILLE  WA  6007

Change bedroom window from opaque to clear glass 16-Nov-201627B Antrim Street~WEST LEEDERVILLE  WA  6007

Shade sail 16-Nov-201627A Antrim Street~WEST LEEDERVILLE  WA  6007

Patio 16-Nov-2016104-106 Salvado Road~WEMBLEY  WA  6014

Patio 16-Nov-2016104-106 Salvado Road~WEMBLEY  WA  6014

Patio 16-Nov-20161-19 McCourt Street~SUBIACO  WA  6008

New alfresco and swimming pool 17-Nov-2016332 Salvado Road~FLOREAT  WA  6014

Front fence 18-Nov-201687 McCourt Street~WEST LEEDERVILLE  WA  6007

Two Storey Dwelling 21-Nov-201611 Biara Gardens~MT CLAREMONT  WA  6010

Patio 21-Nov-20166 Weldon Way~CITY BEACH  WA  6015

Two Storey Dwelling 22-Nov-20168 Lisson Close~MT CLAREMONT  WA  6010

Two x two single storey grouped dwellings 22-Nov-20164 Keane Street~WEMBLEY  WA  6014

Carport 22-Nov-20162 Daglish Street~WEMBLEY  WA  6014

Commercial sign on fence 24-Nov-20161/22 Southport Street~WEST LEEDERVILLE  WA  6007

Deck 24-Nov-201664 Essex Street~WEMBLEY  WA  6014

Front fence 24-Nov-20165 Boscastle Avenue~CITY BEACH  WA  6015

Commercial sign 25-Nov-201627 Southport Street~WEST LEEDERVILLE  WA  6007

Two Storey Dwelling 28-Nov-201610 Biara Gardens~MT CLAREMONT  WA  6010
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Property Address Application Description Signed

For the Period Between: 1/11/2016 to 30/11/2016

Boundary fence, new crossover and landscaping 28-Nov-201615 Pearson Place~FLOREAT  WA  6014

Carport 28-Nov-201616 Scaddan Street~WEMBLEY  WA  6014

5 Classrooms, collegiate area, toilet and lift facilities as a second storey 

addition to existing library and arts building

28-Nov-201658 Northwood Street~WEST LEEDERVILLE  WA  6007

Commercial signs 29-Nov-201623/2 McCourt Street~WEST LEEDERVILLE  WA  6007

Two storey dwelling 29-Nov-201654 Biara Gardens~MT CLAREMONT  WA  6010
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