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�CITY OF WANNEROO REPORT NO:  DP77-05/97



TO:  �CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER�����FROM:�CITY PLANNER�����FOR MEETING OF:�DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING SERVICES COMMITTEE�����MEETING DATE:�19 MAY 1997�����FILE REF:�290-1�����WARD:�ALL�����SUBJECT:�DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT UNIT AND DELEGATED AUTHORITY COMMITTEE 28 MARCH 1997 TO 28 APRIL 1997�����



SUMMARY



Overleaf is a resumé of the development applications processed by the Development Assessment Unit and Delegated Authority Committee from 28 March 1997 to 28 April 1997.



RECOMMENDATION



THAT Council endorses the action taken by the Development Assessment Unit and Delegated Authority Committee in relation to the applications described in Report DP77-05/97.
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�CITY OF WANNEROO REPORT NO:  DP78-05/97



TO:  �CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER�����FROM:�CITY PLANNER�����FOR MEETING OF:�DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING SERVICES COMMITTEE�����MEETING DATE:�19 MAY 1997�����FILE REF:�765-11�����WARD:�CENTRAL�����SUBJECT:�DRAFT FORESHORE MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR MULLALOO - OCEAN REEF FORESHORES - CONSIDERATION OF SUBMISSIONS�����



SUMMARY



The public comment period in respect of the draft Foreshore Management Plan (FMP) for Mullaloo-Ocean Reef foreshores closed on 21 May 1996.  A public workshop was held on 20 April 1996 at the Mullaloo Surf Life Saving Club.  As a result Council received thirty-three submissions.  Since most of the submissions (twenty-six) also dealt with the issue of speeding traffic on Oceanside Promenade, Council at its meeting of 20 December 1996 (TS372-12/96) adopted a Traffic Management Scheme for Oceanside Promenade.  The draft FMP has been examined with reference to the submissions and the Traffic Management Scheme.  It is recommended that several modifications be made to the draft FMP, and the modified draft FMP be re-advertised for a period of six weeks inviting public comments.



BACKGROUND



In order to provide orderly recreational planning and environmental management of the foreshores at Mullaloo and Ocean Reef stretching between Mullaloo Drive in the south and Shenton Avenue in the north,  Council at its meeting of 9 February 1994 (I20247) considered the matter of engaging a consultant to prepare a FMP for the Mullaloo-Ocean Reef foreshores.  Kinhill Engineers was subsequently appointed. 



The draft FMP prepared by Kinhill Engineers (Attachment No 1) included proposals for various management works including provision for six car-parks, dual use pathway, beach accessways, conservation and preservation of the dune system, recreation areas and amenities (toilets/change rooms).  Of the six car-parks, four already exist on Oceanside Promenade - two near the Mullaloo Surf Life Saving Club built to a sealed and line marked standard and the other two at the northern end of Oceanside Promenade which are limestone car-parks.  Two future car-parking sites were identified - one on Oceanside Promenade between Korella Street and Warren Way and the other off Ocean Reef Road (when extended) near Resolute Way.  A dual-use pathway was proposed to run north - south.  Conservation and preservation of the dune system include revegetation and fencing.



Council considered the draft FMP at its 28 February 1996 meeting and resolved to advertise it, inviting public comments for a period of nine weeks; and to conduct a public workshop/bus tour as part of the public consultation process (TP28-02/96).  A Public workshop/bus tour was held on 20 April 1996 at the Mullaloo Surf Life Saving Club.  Attachment No 2 is the proceedings of this workshop.



The City received thirty-three submissions commenting on several issues.  Twenty-six of these submissions also relate to the issue of speeding traffic on Oceanside Promenade and suggest converting Oceanside Promenade into a cul-de-sac; and introducing a road diversion close to the beach and away from the residential area.  



Noting that the traffic issues would have implications for the draft FMP, it was considered appropriate to resolve these issues prior to addressing the foreshore issues.  Consequently Council at its 18 December 1996 meeting considered the comments put forth by the public in respect of Oceanside Promenade and resolved to adopt  the draft Traffic Management Scheme for Oceanside Promenade prepared by the City’s Engineering Department (TS372-12/96) (Attachment No 3).  This scheme makes provision for traffic calming measures, namely, immediate and possible future roundabouts at strategic road junctions and pedestrian islands.  However, this scheme does not address the car-parking issues. 



DETAILS



1	Car-parks - Upgrading or closure of the existing limestone car-parks; provision of verge parking; and deletion of the proposed car-park between Korella Street and Warren Way;



2	Provision of limited number of toilets/change rooms;



3	Termination of Ocean Reef Road at Resolute Way;



4	Deletion of the possible future recreation ‘Oval’ proposed at the corner of Oceanside Promenade and Ocean Reef Road;



5	Provision of limited number of look-outs;



6	Provision of a pathway close to the coastline situated to the south of Ocean Reef Boat Harbour; 



7	Provision of an emergency vehicle access to the beach;



8	Provision of shade trees;and



9 	Provision of free standing showers.



�COMMENT



1	Car-parks



	As noted earlier the draft FMP makes provision for six car-parks, of which four already exist on Oceanside Promenade - two near the Mullaloo Surf Life Saving Club built to a sealed and line marked standard and the other two at the northern end of Oceanside Promenade which are limestone car-parks.  Two future car-parking sites were identified - one on Oceanside Promenade between Korella Street and Warren Way and the other off Ocean Reef Road (when extended) near Resolute Way. 



	Of the twenty submissions commenting on the limestone car-parks, seven requested upgrading and thirteen suggested closure of these car-parks.  The reason for suggesting closure is that anti-social elements not only misuse the car-parks  but also damage the nearby properties.  As an alternative, the residents have suggested verge parking.



	With regard to the future car-park between Korella Street and Warren Way, five submissions suggested deletion of this car-park stating that the site is narrow; and that the proposed car-park would require removal of vegetation.  Additionally it would result in damaging the dune system. 



	Prior to further addressing the issues relating to the car-parks, it is considered necessary to estimate the number of car-parking bays that would be required at Mullaloo- Ocean Reef  foreshores.  The following assessment is made based on various assumptions. 



	Assessment of the car-parking requirements



	For the purpose of the assessment, the beaches situated within the City of Wanneroo between Beach Road in the south and Burns town site in the north are considered.  It is assumed that people living in the suburbs situated within Burns Beach Road in the north and the City’s eastern and southern limits could be visiting these beaches.  (In this regard it is noted that people living outside the limits of the area defined above could have also visited these beaches and vice versa).



	The empirical studies undertaken by Houghton in 1988 (Source: Beach use in the Perth Metropolitan Area - A report to the State Planning Commission.) found that on a peak use day - 7 February 1988 - the beaches to the north of Beach Road up to Mullaloo Beach were visited by 3134 persons.  (In this regard it is noted that the coastline between Mullaloo Beach and Burns town site generally consists of limestone cliffs.  Therefore it can be construed that the beaches between Beach Road and Burns town site were visited by 3134 persons on 7 February 1988).



	For the 1988 population of the above defined area which was  about 121 777, the beach user percentage was 2.57%.  Assuming that the beach user percentage could still continue to be in the vicinity of 2.57%, for the estimated 2021 population of 209 928 for the same area, 2.57% would represent 5 395 persons.  The City of Stirling Coastal Study (1984) found that 80% of the beachgoers arrived by car.  Assuming a �vehicle occupancy rate of 2 persons per car and for the beach user percentage of 2.57%, the total number of car-bays required along these beaches between Beach Road and Burns town site would be 2158.



	The total length of the sandy beaches between Beach Road and Burns town site is about 8.1 km.   Hence the required number of car-bays per kilometre would be 266.

 

	Proposal



	Now considering the subject Mullaloo-Ocean Reef foreshores, the total length of the foreshores is approximately 4.5 km of which about 2 km account for sandy beaches between Mullaloo Surf Life Saving Club in the south and the southern end of the limestone cliff in the north.  The remaining coastline generally consists of limestone cliffs.  Therefore, at the rate of 266 car-bays per km,  the 2 km sandy  beaches would  require 532 carbays.  Currently the car-parks at the Mullaloo Surf Life Saving Club make provision for 400 bays.

	

	To provide the estimated additional 132 car-bays on the verge as suggested in some of the submissions (instead of accommodating in the limestone car-parks) would not be advisable since it would create traffic problems on Oceanside Promenade.  In order to discourage the current verge parking it is proposed to erect kerb side bollards wherever necessary.



	Since the additional 132 car-bays  can be distributed between the two limestone car-parks which are about 400 metres apart, the subject foreshore will not require additional car-parks.  On this basis it is suggested to delete the car-park and the associated toilet/change room proposed between Warren Way and Korella Street.



	Although the above assessment indicates that no more than four car-parking areas are required for Mullaloo-Ocean Reef foreshores, considering the length of the limestone cliff coastline (2.5 km), the car-park proposed on Ocean Reef Road (when extended) near Resolute Way is considered to be necessary.  This car-park would cater to those who visit this coast for long walks etc.



	(In this assessment the car-park at Ocean Reef Boat Harbour is not taken into account as it is primarily for parking of boat-trailers).



	Seven submissions suggested upgrading the two limestone car-parks.  One of the submissions also suggested closure of the car-parks when dark.  Considering the vegetation programme undertaken by the City in conjunction with the Ministry for Planning in the past ten years, the City’s Parks Department has advised retention of the vegetation and therefore has recommended upgrading both limestone car-parks.



	One of the submissions in response to the draft Traffic Management Scheme for Oceanside Promenade suggested closure of the northern limestone car-park and upgrading and extending the southern car-park northwards.  About  this alternative it is noted that:



those who would be living opposite to the extended car-park may not welcome this extension;



the northern end of Mullaloo Beach is suitable for surfing and therefore closing the northern limestone car-park would inconvenience the surfers.  It would also inconvenience those beach goers who access the beach through this car-park; and



in comparison to upgrading the two limestone car-parks, upgrading and extending the southern car-park would be more costly.  Moreover by closing the northern limestone car-park, this site would have to be revegetated, thus incurring additional expenditure.



	Based on the above matters, it is proposed to upgrade the limestone car-parks to sealed and line marked standard with provision for necessary lighting.  On a trial basis these car-parks can be left open twenty-four hours a day.  If any incidence of misuse is reported, then a proposal to close these car-parks after dark can be considered.



	(The limestone car-parks are located on Pt Lot 7, Oceanside Promenade.  Until recently this land was owned by  the Ministry for Planning.  Council will recall that at its 28 February 1996 meeting in response to a request from the Ministry, it resolved to accept vesting of this land (TP38-02/96).  Currently necessary action is being taken by the Department of land Administration on this matter).



2	Toilet/Change Rooms

	At present there are two toilets/change rooms near the Mullaloo Surf Life Saving Club and one at the Ocean Reef Boat Harbour.  In addition to these, the draft FMP makes provision for a toilet/Change room at each car-park. 



	Of the seventeen submissions which commented on the toilet/change rooms, six favoured this proposal and eleven were against.

	

	During the workshop, the public pointed out that the toilets/change rooms, opened 24 hours a day, are subject to misuse by anti social elements and therefore they suggested that there should not be any more toilet/change rooms.



	Council will recall that at its meeting of 24 July 1996 it considered an amendment to the Foreshore Management Plan for Whitfords Beach in respect of relocating the proposed car-park and the toilet/change room (TP160-07/96).  Although some submissions were against the provision of the toilet/change room as it may be misused, Council, however,  resolved to provide the same as it was considered necessary since  Whitfords Beach is a regional beach attracting beachgoers from far and wide. 



	The Mullaloo beach also being a regional beach, as proposed in the draft FMP toilets/change rooms would be required at each car-park.



3	Termination of Ocean Reef Road at Resolute Way in the north



	Currently Ocean Reef Road extends up to Hodges Drive located to the south of Resolute Way.  This road is proposed to be extended up to Burns Beach Road.  The draft FMP depicts the Ocean Reef Road reserve.



	During the workshop, the residents of Ocean Reef were not in favour of extending Ocean Reef Road beyond Resolute Way as they felt that Ocean Reef is well served by the existing road network.  Two submissions were of the same view.



	The City’s Engineering Department advises that the future status of Ocean Reef Road beyond Resolute Way - whether a four lane dual carriageway or two way single carriageway - would depend on the City’s future proposals in respect of its land at Lot 1029 Ocean Reef Road near the Ocean Reef Boat Harbour.



4	Deletion of the possible future recreation ‘Oval’ proposed at the corner of Oceanside Promenade and Ocean Reef Road



	The draft FMP makes provision for a “possible future recreation ‘oval’ with associated picnic area” at the western corner of Oceanside Promenade and Ocean Reef Road. 



	Some of the participants at  the workshop and five submissions consider that this proposal is not necessary in view of Mirror Park situated close by at the north-west corner of Ocean Reef Road and Venturi Drive.  In this regard it is noted that this recreation oval was not intended to be in the scale of a sports oval.  However, at the workshop the participants were advised that this site would be considered only as a possible future picnic area.



5	Over-provision of look-outs



	Five look-outs  are proposed namely, at the Mullaloo Surf Life Saving Club - (6.14m AHD); off the beach accessway opposite to Warren Way - (10.9m AHD); near the southern limestone car-park - (3.00m AHD); on the high dunes to the north of the pinnacles - (21.70m AHD)  and off the beach accessway opposite to Resolute Way - (18.0m AHD).  While one submission was not in favour of providing look-outs, two submissions stated  that  the draft FMP makes an over provision of look-outs. 



	The rational in providing look-outs is that the beachgoers are likely to climb the high dunes and therefore to prevent any damage to the dunes, look-outs are required .



	However, considering the relative level of these look-outs with reference to the Ocean and land, it is suggested to delete the look-outs proposed on the low dunes at 3m, 6.14m and 10.9m AHD which are situated between Mullaloo Surf Life Saving Club and the southern limestone car-park.



6	Provision of Dual-use Pathway close to the shore



	A dual-use pathway is proposed to run north-south.  However, the draft FMP does not indicate a continuous north-south link as the land through which it would traverse belongs to the Water Corporation of Western Australia (WCWA) who has fenced off this land. 



	During the workshop the participants requested for a pathway close to the coast running parallel to the limestone cliff situated to the south of the Ocean Reef Boat Harbour.  In order to achieve this, WCWA will need to be consulted prior to finalising the alignment of the pathway.



	In this regard it is noted that the City in the past received a petition from a local resident drawing Council’s attention to the likely dangers of the overhanging limestone cliffs situated to the south of the Ocean Reef Boat Harbour.  The City recently obtained development approval from the Western Australian Planning Commission to fence off this coastline and to erect warning signs.  It is suggested that the erection of the fence be integrated with the construction of the subject pathway.



7	Emergency Vehicle Access to the beach



	Mullaloo Surf Life Saving Club has requested for an emergency vehicle access at a location near the northern limestone car-park.



	Currently emergency vehicles can access the beach only via the Mullaloo Surf Life Saving Club premises.  The President of the club mentioned that the farthest point where people generally swim is about 2 km away from the club.  During an emergency, the victims are transported to the club premises before being shifted to an ambulance.  The President further added that if the victim suffers severely then it would be a painstaking process to move the victim.



	Noting that the southern limestone car-park is closer to the beach than the northern limestone car-park, it is proposed to upgrade the existing northern beach accessway branching off the southern  limestone car-park to a 3 metre wide concrete emergency vehicle access.  To prevent unauthorised entry of vehicles, removable bollards at the entrance to the pathway are  suggested (Attachment No 4). 



8	Provision of Shade Trees



	At the workshop the participants suggested that shade trees should be planted throughout the foreshore. 



	During the time of the implementation FMP, shade trees would be planted.



9	Free standing shower



	At the workshop the participants requested free standing showers. 



	It is proposed locate free standing showers at the car-parks and at those beach accessways frequented by the local residents who visit the beaches on foot (Attachment No 5).



Access for people with disabilities



Although the larger car-park at the Mullaloo Surf Life Saving Club makes provision for two disabled car-bays, it is noted that access for people with disabilities to the beach, picnic areas, etc, is not available.  The City through its Access Policy is committed to ensuring access for people with disabilities to all its developments, including beach facilities.  Considering this, it is suggested that at the time of implementing the FMP, as far as practicable, provision should be made for people with disabilities to access all beach facilities including car-parks, pathways, toilets, change rooms, picnic areas, barbecues, etc, in accordance with the Building Code of Australia and the Australian Standards for Access. 



Additional Comments



The City’s Engineering Department recommends the following further modifications to the draft FMP.



(a)	The Traffic Management Scheme for Oceanside Promenade makes provision for a pedestrian island opposite to the pedestrian accessway which connects Atoll Court and Oceanside Promenade.  Local residents access the beach via this pedestrian accessways.  Currently there is no beach accessway opposite to this pedestrian island.  To prevent beachgoers cutting across through the dunes to reach the beach, it is proposed to provide the required beach accessway (Attachment No 4).



(b)	Korella Street and Warren Way are about 300 metres apart.  Between these two roads there are three beach accessways.  While the northern and southern beach accessways provide access to the local beach goers approaching the beach via Warren Way and Korella Street, the middle beach accessway is considered superfluous in that it provides access only to a few houses across the road.  Hence it is suggested to delete  this beach accessway.



Modified draft Foreshore Management Plan



Attachment No 6 is the recommended modified draft FMP incorporating the modifications described above.



Advertising



As per the City’s policy on “Public Review Procedure for Management Plans”, where a draft Foreshore Management Plan after the initial consultation period is subject to revision warranting another public consultation, the subject FMP would be advertised for a period of six weeks during which time four copies of the modified document would be deposited in the City’s libraries.  (This policy does not recommend a second public workshop).



During the public question time of Council’s meeting of 25 September 1996 where the draft Traffic Management Scheme for Oceanside Promenade was considered, Cr Cooper, in reply to a question from Mr Vic Harman, made reference to the workshop that was held to discuss the subject draft FMP and advised that before any major decisions were made, a further public meeting would be  convened.  Mr Harman was advised accordingly. 



On this basis it is recommended that the modified draft FMP be advertised inviting comments for a period of six weeks and a public workshop held on the Saturday afternoon of the third/fourth weekend of the public consultation period. 



Conclusion



In response to an advertisement seeking public comments and a workshop/bus tour held at the Mullaloo Surf Life Saving Club, Council received thirty-three submissions.  As a result the following modifications are suggested to the draft FMP:



1	Upgrading the limestone car-parks on Oceanside Promenade to sealed and line marked standard with suitable lighting arrangement;



2	Deletion of the car-park proposed between Warren Way and Korella Street;



3	Deletion of the proposed “possible Future Recreation Oval with associated picnic area” at the corner of Oceanside Promenade and Ocean Reef Road and proposing a “possible future picnic area” at the same site;



4	Deletion of the look-outs proposed between the Mullaloo Surf Life Saving Club and the southern limestone car-park;



5	Provision of the dual-use pathway through the land currently owned by the Water Corporation of Western Australia (WCWA) adjacent to the outfall at the Ocean Reef Boat Harbour subject to consultation with WCWA;



6	Upgrading the northern beach accessway off the southern limestone car-park as a 3 metre wide concrete emergency vehicle accessway;



7	Provision of freestanding showers at the car-parks and the beach accessways frequented by the local residents visiting the beach by foot.



8	Provision of a beach accessway south of the southern limestone car-park in line with the pedestrian accessway connecting Atoll Court and Oceanside Promenade and closure of the existing beach accessway situated between Warren Way and Korella Street.



It is recommended that the modified draft FMP be advertised inviting comments for a period of six weeks and a public workshop held on the Saturday afternoon of the third/fourth weekend of the public consultation period. 



RECOMMENDATION



THAT Council:



1	makes the following modifications to the draft Foreshore Management plan, including the report, for Mullaloo - Ocean Reef Foreshores;



	(a)	upgrading the limestone car-parks on Oceanside Promenade to sealed and line marked standard with suitable lighting arrangement;



	(b)	deletion of the car-park proposed between Warren Way and Korella Street;



	(c)	deletion of the proposed “possible future recreation oval with associated picnic area” at the corner of Oceanside Promenade and Ocean Reef Road and proposing a “possible future picnic area” at the same site;



	(d)	deletion of the look-outs proposed between the Mullaloo Surf Life Saving Club and the southern limestone car-park;



	(e)	provision of the dual-use pathway through the land currently owned by the Water Corporation of Western Australia adjacent to the outfall at the Ocean Reef Boat Harbour subject to consultation with Water Corporation Western Australia;



	(f)	upgrading the northern beach accessway off the southern limestone car-park as a 3 metre wide concrete emergency vehicle accessway;



	(g)	provision of freestanding showers at the car-parks and the beach accessways frequented by the local residents visiting the beach by foot;



	(h)	provision of a beach accessway south of the southern limestone car-park in line with the pedestrian accessway connecting Atoll Court and Oceanside Promenade and closure of the existing beach accessway situated between Warren Way and Korella Street;



2	in accordance with Council’s Access Policy makes necessary provisions in the modified draft Foreshore Management Plan report in respect of access, as far as practicable, for people with disabilities to the beach facilities, including car-parks, pathways, toilets, change rooms, picnic areas, barbecues, etc, in accordance with the Building Code of Australia and the Australian Standard on Access;



3	advertises the modified draft Foreshore Management Plan twice in the West Australian and the Wanneroo Times inviting public comments for a period of six weeks;



4	deposits four copies of the modified draft Foreshore Management Plan reports in all the City’s libraries including the mobile library, during the public consultation period of which two can be loaned for a period of one week only;



5	conducts a workshop on the Saturday afternoon of the third/fourth weekend of the public comment period;



6	writes to the Water Corporation of Western Australia to seek its consent to propose the dual-use pathway through Water Corporation Western Australia land near the outfall at Ocean Reef Boat Harbour which is currently fenced off;



7		requires a further report on this subject following the advertising period.
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�CITY OF WANNEROO REPORT NO:  DP79-05/97



TO:  �CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER�����FROM:�CITY PLANNER�����FOR MEETING OF:�DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING SERVICES COMMITTEE�����MEETING DATE:�19 MAY 1997�����FILE REF:�050-0�����WARD:�CENTRAL�����SUBJECT:�EXPRESSIONS OF INTEREST FROM ORGANISATIONS TO HOST REGIONAL COASTAL FACILITATORS�����



SUMMARY



The Western Australian Planning Commission’s Coastal Zone Council (CZC) has invited local authorities, regional Development Commissions and regional offices of State Government agencies to submit expressions of interest to host Regional Coastal Facilitators.  One of the roles of the Facilitators is to assist the community coastal groups and the authorities in the involvement of coastal planning and management.  Since the City is progressing well in the planning and management of its coast, it is not considered to require a Facilitator and therefore it is recommended that Council does not host a Facilitator.



BACKGROUND



On 9 June 1996, the State Government, the Commonwealth Government and the Western Australian Municipal Association signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) on shared actions for better coastal planning and management.  The major focus in Western Australia has been the combined Coastwest/Coastcare grants programme, which has provided funding for local community based coastal projects.  The MoU has also made provision to employ a number of Regional Coastal Facilitators either in State or Local Government agencies.  Currently the CZC is taking action to employ five Facilitators in the State’s five regions, including Wheatbelt/Metropolitan and has invited the City, amongst other agencies, to submit an expression of interest to host a Facilitator.

�

DETAILS



The general role of the Facilitator will be to provide support to local coastal groups and authorities; to assist community groups in their involvement in coastal planning and management; and to provide advice in the preparation of applications for Coastwest/Coastcare funding.



The total annual cost to employ a Facilitator is about $80,000.  The Commonwealth Government will pay $50,000 per annum under contract to the host organisation to cover salary.  The host organisation will meet the balance amount of approximately $30,000.  The host organisation will be responsible for:



the administrative management of the Facilitator;

providing office space, telephone, personal computer, vehicle; and

overseeing the Facilitator’s day to day activities.



COMMENT



The City has been thus far progressing well in coastal planning and management of the City’s coast and therefore it is considered that it will not require the assistance of a Regional Coastal Facilitator.



Discussions with the CZC indicate that the Facilitators will be useful in regions where the local authorities may not have the resources to undertake coastal planning and management and therefore, in such cases, it would be better for these local authorities to jointly submit expressions of interest and share the cost involved.



However, where Facilitators are not available, the local governments can directly approach CZC for Coastwest/Coastcare funds.  Annually the CZC would invite the coastal local authorities to apply for these funds.



Considering the above matters, it is recommended that the City does not submit an expression of interest to host a Regional Coastal Facilitator.



RECOMMENDATION



THAT Council advises the Western Australian Planning Commission’s Coastal Zone Council that since the City is progressing well in coastal planning and management it does not wish to host a Regional Coastal Facilitator.
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�CITY OF WANNEROO REPORT NO:  DP80-05/97



TO:  �CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER�����FROM:�CITY PLANNER�����FOR MEETING OF:�DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING SERVICES COMMITTEE�����MEETING DATE:�19 MAY 1997�����FILE REF:�30/5296�����WARD:�NORTH�����SUBJECT:�SIGN LICENCE APPLICATION - MINDARIE COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT - LOT 9 (4) BERGEN WAY, MINDARIE�����



SUMMARY



An application for a licence to erect horizontal signs at the Mindarie Commercial Development, Lot 9 (4) Bergen Way, Mindarie, has been received.  The proposed signs are in contravention of Local Laws, but Council may grant a licence in respect to such signs provided the signs do not exceed 10% of the total area of the facade of the building.  It is considered that the signs be approved.



Council Local Laws



Under the provisions of Local Law S3 :Signs, Hoardings and Billposting, Clause 3.1.5, Council may grant a licence in respect of signs to be affixed to a building that would otherwise be in contravention of the Local Laws providing that the Council is satisfied that the sign:



(a)	is not injurious to the amenity or natural beauty or safety of the area;



(b)	does not exceed 10% of the total area of the facade of the building to which the proposed sign is to be affixed.



BACKGROUND



The Mindarie Commercial Development consists of a block of shops and a Service Station located near the south-western corner of Marmion Avenue and Anchorage Drive, Mindarie.  The complex has two street frontages - Marmion Avenue to the east with no access permitted and Bergen Way at the west.  There are three turrets located at the southern, north-eastern and north-western corners of the complex.  A Service Station is located between the complex and Anchorage Drive on Lot 8 Bergen Way.



The property developer contends that premises facing onto Anchorage Drive have frontages obstructed by the Service Station and that horizontal signs above each unit would not be readily visible from that street.



DETAILS



The sign licence application as submitted seeks approval for a combination of horizontal signs located above the front of each shop on the facade and for additional horizontal sign panels mounted on the southern and north-eastern two turrets.



Proposed signs located above each shop on the facade comply in all respects with Section 5.6 of the Local Law - Horizontal signs.



Signs located on the turrets comprise a main shopping centre identification sign and several infill panels, each assigned to a shop within the complex.  As detailed on drawings submitted with the licence application, individual infill panels comply with requirements for horizontal signs.



COMMENT



The obstruction of individual horizontal signs on the northern facade by a Service Station located between the shopping centre and the street is confirmed by site inspection.  Further supporting arguments have been made to the effect that these north facing shops are not visible to traffic on Marmion Avenue.  The proposed signs are principally directed towards Marmion Avenue but are accommodated by appropriate panels of the building and are not considered detrimental to the amenity.



The area in which the shopping centre is located is zoned Mixed Business.  Some occupants have erected complying signage and it is considered that the proposed additional turret signs would not be injurious to the amenity of the area.



The developer has submitted calculations indicating that proposed signage on each facade does not exceed 10% of the total surface area of the facade.  Calculations have been checked and appear correct.



RECOMMENDATION



THAT Council:



1	exercises its discretion under Clause 3.1.5 of Local Law S3: Signs Hoardings and Billposting and approves the application for a licence to erect horizontal signs at the Mindarie Commercial Development, Lot 9 (4) Bergen Way, Mindarie;



2	advises the applicant that any future changes in turret signage are to be submitted to Council for assessment for re-licensing.
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�CITY OF WANNEROO REPORT NO:  DP81-05/97



TO:  �CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER�����FROM:�CITY PLANNER�����FOR MEETING OF:�DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING SERVICES COMMITTEE�����MEETING DATE:�19 MAY 1997�����FILE REF:�30/4576�����WARD:�CENTRAL�����SUBJECT:�PROPOSED TWO-STOREY SERVICED APARTMENT BUILDINGS, BASEMENT CAR PARK, HEALTH CLUB and tennis court ADDITIONS TO THE JOONDALUP HOTEL RESORT: LOT 535 (45) COUNTRY CLUB BOULEVARD, CONNOLLY�����



METRO SCHEME:	URBAN

LOCAL SCHEME:	SPECIAL ZONE (RESTRICTED USE) 

	HOLIDAY VILLAGE

OWNER:	JOONDALUP HOTEL INVESTMENTS PTY LTD

CONSULTANT:	JAMES CHRISTOU & PARTNERS

APPLICATION RECEIVED:	7 MARCH 1997

REPORT WRITTEN:	5 MAY 1997





SUMMARY



An application has been received on behalf of Joondalup Hotel Investments Pty Ltd for two storey serviced apartment buildings, basement car park, health club and new tennis court addition at the Joondalup Resort Hotel Lot 535 (45) Country Club Boulevard, Connolly.  The proposal will be mostly over two storeys in height and involves a reduction of the parking requirement by 76 bays.  The proposal was advertised and no objections have been received to date.  The proposal is considered generally acceptable and approval is recommended.



BACKGROUND



Developments that have been previously approved on the subject lot include stage one of the resort hotel (which comprised 70 guest rooms, restaurant, bar and banquet/conference facility) approved 9 February 1994 (Item I90212 refers), and a two storey corporate office block approved 30 September 1994.



On 21 April 1995, Council deferred consideration of stage two of the hotel (which comprised 70 guest rooms, health and child-minding facilities and undercroft car park), pending a 30 day advertising period (Item TP120-04/95 refers).  The applicant did not initiate this advertising period , and the application has since lapsed.



DETAILS



Proposal



The current proposal involves two groups of apartment buildings (one being two storey above a basement car park with 50 two bedroom and four single bedroom apartments; and the other being two storey without a basement car park with 14 two bedroom apartments); a single storey health club; and replacement of the existing tennis courts with a new tennis court above the basement car park.  The two bedroom apartments can be converted into single bedroom apartments, hence a potential for a total of 132 single bedroom apartments.  The development will occupy the eastern portion of the subject lot.



The submitted plans and elevations are indicated on Attachment No 2 to this report.



Advertising



In light of the proposal being mostly over two storeys high, the proposal was advertised via a sign at the Country Club Boulevard/Fairway Circle intersection and an advertisement in the Wanneroo Times newspaper.  The 30 days advertisement period closes on 21 May 1997, and no submissions were received at the date of this report being written.  Councillors will be advised should any submission be received prior to the close of advertising.



Height



The mean ground level of the land accommodating the existing development is generally RL22.0 metre (m), and the area subject to the proposal is RL20.0m.  The apartment buildings over the basement car park will have a top wall height of RL27.9m and top roof height of RL29.5m which is some 1.7m lower than the wall height (RL29.6m) and 2.5m lower than the roof height (RL29.5m) of the existing guest rooms.



The original owner of the subject land, LandCorp, prepared design guidelines for the resort development.  The guidelines prescribed a maximum two storey height limit, however allowed major hotel buildings to exceed this limit where higher portions are of significantly smaller masses than the main body of buildings.  The proposed buildings will be generally lower than the height of the existing resort centre and guest rooms, and the mature trees on the golf course site adjacent to the subject land.



Setbacks



Town Planning Scheme No. 1 does not specify any setback and car parking requirements for a holiday village use.  The main building will be some 5.0m (and the balcony 3.25m) to the southern boundary, 6.0m (and the balcony 4.25m) to the northern boundary, and 5.5m (and the stairs 2.5m) to the eastern boundary.

�

Car Parking



Stage 1 development required 353 car bays to be provided of which 300 were subsequently agreed to be provided as part of stage one and 53 bays in stage two.  Stage two has not proceeded, while 20 bays adjacent to the existing tennis courts will be removed to accommodate a portion of the proposed development.  The applicant has advised that there is currently 307 bays, and the removal of the 20 bays will result in 287 bays remaining for the existing development, 66 bays shortfall of the approval for stage one.



Under Town Planning Scheme No. 1 the closest categories of car parking ratios that could be applied to this proposal would be those relating to a residential building (1 bay per two persons accommodated) for the serviced apartments, which will require 132 bays, and health studio requirement (one bay per 30m2 gross floor area) which requires 10 bays.  An additional 208 bays which includes the original shortfall in Stage 1 could therefore be applied to the current proposal.  A total of 132 additional bays are proposed which would result in a shortfall of 76 bays.



COMMENT



The proposed development will complement the existing resort hotel in terms of mass, scale and aesthetics, and have a north-south orientation for solar design.  The proposed basement car park will be 1.0m below the mean ground level and will provide parking in a discreet manner, while also providing shelter and security.  The height, scale, mass, design and setbacks of the proposal are considered acceptable, especially in terms of the amenity of the adjacent residential area, as it will have less of a visual impact than the existing resort development; the site is well buffered by the resort development and Joondalup Golf Course; significant mature trees exist adjacent to the subject site; and the adjacent residents’ views of the golf course will not be unreasonably affected.



The applicant has advised that the health club is a “guest only” facility.  The applicant has also submitted an extract of a report addressing the car parking demand and supply at the resort based on surveys and a prominent international design reference, Hotel Planning and Design.  In essence, the report recommends that a multi-use suburban resort requires between 1.2 and 1.4 bays per guest room.  A total of 283 bays will be required for the entire development (98 bays for the existing development and 185 bays for the proposed development) based on 1.4 bays per guest room, compared to the 495 bays required by the closest car parking ratios that could be applied under Town Planning Scheme No. 1.  The submitted car parking report is included as Attachment No 3 to this report.



Additional car parking could be provided on the undeveloped land in the north-western end of the site and deck parking over the existing car park.  It is therefore considered reasonable to require the additional 132 bays only at this stage, and require an additional 76 bays should it be necessary in the future.

�

Two large Tuart trees exist on the subject land.  The applicant has advised that the tree on northern boundary will be retained, while the tree on the southern boundary is proposed to be removed.  The development can be reconfigured to retain the southern tree, however the resort’s landscape architect and tree experts (Arbor Centre) has advised that this tree is not of high value and a risk due to its age.  The resort is well landscaped and significant mature trees exist on the adjacent golf course.  It is therefore considered reasonable for the southern tree to be removed.



The submitted plans show a possible linkway bridge along the northern boundary between the proposed development and the existing resort centre.  The bridge should be subject to a separate development application as it is only conceptual and insufficient details have been submitted.



RECOMMENDATION



THAT Council



1	approves the application by James Christou and Partners Architects on behalf of Joondalup Hotel Investments Pty Ltd proposing two storey service apartment buildings, basement car park, health club and tennis court additions to the Joondalup Resort Hotel on Lot 535 (45) Country Club Boulevard, Connolly, subject to the following conditions:



	(a)	an additional 76 car bays to be provided should it be considered necessary in the future to the satisfaction of the City;



	(b)	the existing large Tuart tree on the northern boundary to be retained;



	(c)	the health club to be used only by guests of the resort hotel development;



	(d)	the “possible linkway bridge” not to form part of this development approval;



	(e)	standard and appropriate conditions as determined by the City Planner;



2	exercises its discretion under clause 9.1 (1) of Town Planning Scheme No 1 and reduces the car parking requirement from 495 car bays to 419 car bays;
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�CITY OF WANNEROO REPORT NO:  DP82-05/97



TO:  �CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER�����FROM:�CITY PLANNER�����FOR MEETING OF:�19 MAY 1997�����MEETING DATE:�DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING SERVICES COMMITTEE�����FILE REF:�30/5567�����WARD:�SOUTH�����SUBJECT:�PROPOSED GUESTHOUSE : LOT 120 (24) DORCHESTER AVENUE, WARWICK�����



METRO SCHEME:	Urban

LOCAL SCHEME:	Residential Development, R20

OWNER:	Anne Lindsey Burton-Wigley

	Malcolm Burton-Wigley

REPORT WRITTEN:	7 May 1997





SUMMARY



An application has been received from Mr Burton-Wigley seeking approval to use his dwelling on Lot 120 (24) Dorchester Avenue, Warwick for a guesthouse to accommodate a maximum of 8 guests.  Surrounding neighbours were notified by means of a letter.  A 27 signature petition and four separate submissions were received.  Only one submission supported the proposal.



This proposal was considered at Council’s April 1997 meeting where it was resolved to defer consideration of the application pending an investigation being conducted into the house plans.



The investigation is now complete and the proposal is supported subject to conditions.



BACKGROUND



Mr Burton-Wigley is currently using the above premises as a guesthouse for a maximum of 4 guests.  The applicant now wishes to convert the existing bathroom to an en-suite to one of the bedrooms, the existing laundry into an additional bathroom and the existing lounge and study into guest bedrooms.  With these alterations it will be possible to accommodate 4 additional guests.  The guesthouse only operates on a bed and breakfast basis.



The applicant states that the guesthouse has been operating since October 1996.  Since then all the guests have been international visitors.



The Council considered the proposal at its April 1997 meeting (item TP68-04/97 refers) and resolved to defer consideration pending an investigation being conducted into the house plans of the guesthouse.



DETAILS



The existing dwelling is a double storey four bedroom, 3 bathroom home.  The upper floor was a later addition to what was originally a three bedroom, 1 bathroom home.  The proposed alterations to make provision for the additional guests will be to the layout of the ground floor only.  (Refer Attachment No’s 4-6).



The City has not required planning approval for a guesthouse where no more than six (6) persons reside at any one time in line with the definition of a dwelling in the Residential Planning Codes.  With the proposed expansion increasing the scale of the guesthouse beyond the definition of a dwelling to a residential building, planning approval is required.



In terms of Town Planning Scheme No 1, a guesthouse is classified as a residential building, which is a use not permitted in a Residential Development zone unless approved by Council.  According to the scheme on-site parking must be provided at a rate of 1 bay per 2 people accommodated.  This rate is in addition to the parking requirements for a single house, which is two bays.  For the 8 guests, 4 car parking spaces must be provided, and a further two bays for the permanent residents of the house.  A Total of 6 car parking spaces, with associated manoeuvring space, is therefore required.



A parking layout has been submitted which makes provision for 6 bays.  In order to accommodate these bays, the applicant will be removing a portion of the front garden of the property.  Provision has been made for a landscape strip of 1.8 metres.



The proposal was advertised by means of letters to the adjoining neighbours.  A 27 signature petition and four separate submissions were received.  Only one submission supported the proposal on the condition that no neon lit signs are permitted.  The main reasons mentioned in the objections are as follows:



1	A guesthouse in a residential area would result in a loss of privacy for the surrounding residential dwellings.	�

2	A guesthouse introduces strangers into a residential area which negatively affects safety and security.	�

3	The guesthouse will adversely affect the residential values of adjoining properties.	

4	The property is situated in close proximity of a roundabout, and additional traffic generated from this property would create a traffic hazard.

�

COMMENT



The following comments are made in relation to the submissions:



1	The issues addressed by the surrounding residents do not occur exclusively as a result of a guesthouse.	�

2	The issue of loss of privacy stems mainly from the fact that the neighbours object to the existing upper storey of the house.  Currently the owners of the property use this portion of their home exclusively for their own use and have no intentions to accommodate guests in this part of the house.  In order to accommodate the additional guests, only alterations of the ground floor of the residence are proposed.	�

3	The subject lot is located on a relatively busy local distributor road in close proximity to the Warwick Grove Shopping Centre.  The proposed guesthouse is therefore unlikely to significantly increase the number of strangers in the area.	�

4	The objection that property values are likely to be adversely affected is subjective.	�

5	According to the City Engineer the proximity of the subject lot to the roundabout is not expected to create a problem as the additional traffic that will be generated from this proposed guesthouse is minimal.



Guesthouses are usually small scale operations.  The appearance and the traffic that this landuse generates is very similar to that of a large single house and for this reason this landuse blends well into a residential area.



Adequate on-site parking and manoeuvring space is proposed.  A 1.8m landscape strip has been provided.  Generally a 3m landscape strip is desirable for non-residential landuses situated in residential areas.  The 1.8m wide landscaping strip is considered acceptable in this case as a large proportion of the lot forward of the building line is allocated to landscaping.  A condition should however be imposed requiring the establishment of landscaping designed to minimise the impact of the carparking area upon the streetscape.



From a town planning point of view this application for a guesthouse to accommodate a maximum of eight guests at Lot 120 (24) Dorchester Avenue is supported.



RECOMMENDATION



THAT Council approves the application submitted by Mr Burton-Wigley for a guesthouse on Lot 120 (24) Dorchester Avenue, Warwick subject to:



1	the provision of six parking bays and associated manoeuvring space to the satisfaction of the City;	�

2	the maximum number of guests being limited to eight;	��

3	landscaped areas being designed and established in such a manner as to minimise the impact of the carparking area on the streetscape;	�

4	standard and appropriate conditions.



Signature
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�CITY OF WANNEROO REPORT NO:  DP83-05/97



TO:  �CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER�����FROM:�CITY PLANNER�����FOR MEETING OF:�DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING SERVICES COMMITTEE�����MEETING DATE:�19 MAY 1997�����FILE REF:�290-7-2,  790-801�����WARD:�SOUTH�����SUBJECT:�TELSTRA BUFFER ZONE, ALEXANDER DRIVE, LANDSDALE; APPLICATION FOR REZONING FOR URBAN/RESIDENTIAL PURPOSES�����



METRO SCHEME:	Rural

LOCAL SCHEME:	Rural, Special Zone (Restricted Use) Retail Nursery

REPORT WRITTEN:	29.4.97





SUMMARY



At its meeting of 23 April 1997 (TP59-04/97), Council sought a report on a suggested strategy with regard to the future use of the land within the Telstra buffer zone situated to the west of Alexander Drive, Landsdale.  An application has now also been received from the landowners in that area, seeking rezoning of this area for Urban/Residential purposes under the Metropolitan Region Scheme and City of Wanneroo Town Planning Scheme No 1.  The need for resolution of the matter of future use of this area has been identified in the Preliminary Draft Local Rural Strategy.  This will need to consider Telstra’s concerns, as well as other issues affecting the land such as the likelihood of rezoning under the Metropolitan Region Scheme for Rural Groundwater Catchment Zone (arising from the Gnangara Land Use and Groundwater Management Strategy), and consultant botanist Malcolm Trudgen’s report regarding protection of remnant native vegetation and a Statement of Planning Policy on Industrial Buffers recently gazetted by the Western Australian Planning Commission.  A Councillors’ Workshop is to be held shortly with Council’s consultant assisting in the preparation of the Local Rural Strategy, Mr Tim Auret, and it is recommended that the matters of a strategy for the future use of the Telstra buffer area and the rezoning application be considered at that Workshop so that they may be considered in the context of all issues affecting this area.

�

BACKGROUND



At its meeting on 23 April 1997, Council considered a rezoning and development application for a service station and convenience store proposal on Lot 153, corner Alexander Drive and Gnangara Road, Landsdale.  One of the reasons for Council not supporting the application was that “the site is located within close proximity to Telstra’s telecommunications facility and Telstra has advised that the proposed development may increase Radio Frequency Interference noise which will degrade its satellite tracking reception services.”



It was also resolved that Council “... seeks a report from the City Planner to the May meeting of the Town Planning Committee on a suggested strategy in regard to the future use of the land within the Telstra buffer zone, such report to address the involvement of State and Federal Government and appropriate Ministers, in due course.”



DETAILS



Regional Planning Framework



The land within the Telstra buffer zone which is being referred to is that land bounded by Alexander Drive, Hepburn Avenue alignment, the eastern boundary of the Urban zoned land at Landsdale, and Gnangara Road.  (See Attachment No 1).



Prior to 1990, the regional plan guiding the growth of Perth was the Corridor Plan.  It is proposed that all of the land north of Hepburn Avenue and east of Wanneroo Road should remain as a rural/non-urban “wedge” so there was therefore no conflict (in terms of urban use) with the Telstra site under that plan.



In 1985, the then State Government required that the Corridor Plan be reviewed.  This resulted in the release in 1987 of the report “Planning for the Future of the Perth Metropolitan Region”.  This study involved mapping of constraints to urban development however the Telstra site was not mapped as a constraint (being presumably overlooked). 



The report included a ‘preferred strategy’ diagram which showed ‘possible future urban’ areas.  (See Attachment No 2).  This is diagrammatic however does appear to show an eastern edge to the urban area running roughly from the western edge of Lake Gnangara to the intersection of Hepburn Avenue and Alexander Drive.



In 1990, following consideration of comments received upon the “Planning for the Future of the Perth Metropolitan Region” report, the Government released “Metroplan”, being the new regional plan for Perth to replace the Corridor Plan.  This is the current Perth region strategy plan.  It includes a “Metroplan 1990: Metropolitan Strategy” diagram which shows an eastern edge to the future urban area at Landsdale being similar to that shown on the 1987 ‘preferred strategy’ diagram, however the edge is a ‘major road’ (to be subsequently known as the ‘eastern perimeter arterial road’).  (See Attachment No 3).

�

At about the same time that Metroplan was released, the former Department of Planning and Urban Development (DPUD) released the “Urban Expansion Policy Statement for the Perth Metropolitan Region”.  This included a “Proposed Urban Expansion Areas” plan which was of a more detailed nature than the diagrams contained in the earlier reports.  (See Attachment No 4).  This shows an area roughly coinciding with what we are now referring to as the Landsdale Telstra buffer zone area as “Land Suitable for Urban Development : Category B - Constraints to Development”.



With the adoption of Metroplan in 1990, DPUD proceeded to review the previous Structure Plans for the urban corridors, including the 1977 North West Corridor Structure Plan.  In 1991, DPUD released for comment a draft revised N W Corridor Structure Plan (see Attachment No 5).  This included a detailed version of the draft plan on a cadastral base.  (See Attachment No 6 which shows the part of the detailed plan relating to the east Landsdale area).  It may be noted that a Telstra (or OTC as it was then) buffer is specifically referred to.  Consequently, though the 1990 Urban Expansion Policy Statement showed this land as Category B Future Urban, most of the buffer area is shown as ‘landscape protection zone’.



In 1992, DPUD released the final N W Corridor Structure Plan.  (See Attachment No 7).  This increased the area shown Landscape Protection Zone by removing an area in the south-west corner of the buffer zone area which had previously been shown as ‘Category A2 Future Urban’.  The removal of this south-west corner probably resulted from a combination of factors, being the Telstra buffer requirement; the gazettal of this area in December 1992 as Priority 2 Groundwater Source Protection Area; and the deletion of the Eastern Perimeter Arterial Road.



In 1994, the former State Planning Commission (SPC) initiated the East Wanneroo Major Metropolitan Region Scheme (MRS) Amendment to give the proposals shown on the N W Corridor Structure Plan statutory effect under the MRS.  When the amendment was advertised for submissions, a number of landowners within the Telstra buffer zone requested that their land be included within the proposed Urban zone.  Telstra also made a submission, arguing the importance of retaining the 1 km buffer.  The SPC decided that the landowners’ submissions be not upheld, but noted that further detailed study (with Telstra and the City) was appropriate to further investigate the Telstra buffer requirements.  The MRS Amendment was finalised, leaving the buffer area zoned Rural under the MRS and Rural (except for a small Special Zone (Restricted Use) Retail Nursery on the corner of Alexander Drive and Queensway) under Council’s Scheme. 



Local Rural Strategy



In 1988, Council released for public comment a draft Local Rural Strategy (LRS) which showed ‘Urban’ use immediately west of Alexander Drive.  (See Attachment 8).  Further work on the preparation of the LRS was deferred pending the finalisation of the North West Corridor Structure Plan review.



In mid-1994, the City released for public comment a Discussion Paper regarding preparation of the LRS.  The Discussion Paper stated that one of the planning issues which would need to be addressed in the preparation of the LRS was the buffer requirements for the Telstra complex.



The Discussion Paper attracted a number of landowner submissions, some arguing for removal of the buffer to allow urban development, others arguing for retention of the area as it currently was.



Having considered the comments on the Discussion Paper, in mid-1995, the City released for public comment the Preliminary Draft LRS.  The part of the Preliminary Draft dealing with the Telstra buffer is provided as Attachment No 9.  Council again received a significant number of landowner submissions, mainly expressing concern at the restrictions the buffer was placing upon the development potential of the land.



In early 1996, a Councillors’ Workshop was held to consider submissions received on the Preliminary Draft LRS.  In respect to the Telstra buffer issue, the workshop concluded that “the City should lobby the State and Federal Governments to resolve the issue of the Telstra buffer at east Landsdale and in particular the effect this buffer has upon the development potential of private landholdings located within the buffer.”



A report was subsequently presented to Council at its June 1996 round of meetings, seeking endorsement of the Workshop conclusions.  Council instead resolved to arrange a number of meetings with landowner groups who had expressed concerns over various aspects of the Preliminary Draft LRS.  These meetings were held in the latter part of 1996.



Council has engaged planning consultant Mr Tim Auret to assist it in the preparation of the LRS.  At its March meeting of this year (TP42-03/97), Council resolved to hold a Councillors’ Workshop to discuss an Issues Paper prepared by Mr Auret.  This is to be held shortly.  The Issues (or Position) Paper includes discussion of the Telstra buffer area.



Technical Assessment of the Buffer Requirement



One of the recommendations of the Preliminary Draft LRS was that further detailed technical assessment of the buffer requirement be undertaken (ie to confirm that it is indeed required, and if so, what extent is required).  Funds for this technical study were included in the current Council budget.



In the meantime, a number of landowners in the buffer area had been dealing directly with Telstra on this same issue.  At one point, Telstra provided the landowners with a technical report justifying the buffer requirement.  One of the landowners had a relation with considerable expertise on this subject who, after viewing the Telstra report, advised that it did not justify the buffer requirement and detailed the type of study which would need to be undertaken to properly determine the buffer requirement.  Telstra proceeded to undertake such a study which when completed, was again assessed by the landowner’s relation who found that this time the buffer had indeed been properly justified.  The City has been provided with a copy of this Telstra study.  Essentially then, the question of the technical requirement for the buffer appears to have been settled.



Gnangara Land Use and Water Management Strategy (GLUWMS)



GLUWMS is one of the outcomes of the Parliamentary Select Committee Report on Metropolitan Development and Groundwater Supplies.  It is being undertaken by a number of Government agencies under the management of the Ministry for Planning.



As noted earlier, the buffer zone area is within the Priority 2 Groundwater Source Protection Area.  If GLUWMS proceeds down a similar path to that taken recently at Jandakot, it is likely that the outcome will be a rezoning of this area under the MRS to the new Rural Groundwater Catchment Zone (currently being introduced into the MRS).  The Council would then be required to amend its Scheme to make it accord with the MRS.



Malcolm Trudgen Report on Remnant Vegetation



Council has recently considered the report prepared for it by consultant botanist Malcolm Trudgen, “An Assessment of the Conservation Values of the Remnant Vegetation in the City of Wanneroo with Recommendations for Appropriate Reserves for the City”.  Council has endorsed the principles of the report and referred it to the State agencies undertaking the System 6 Update and Perth Urban Bushland studies.  The report is soon to be the subject of a public consultation program.  The report identifies about half of the Landsdale Telstra buffer area as remnant native vegetation of the Bassendean Complex - Central and South.  The report also recommends that this vegetation be protected.



Statement of Planning Policy on Industrial Buffers



The Western Australian Planning Commission has just gazetted (under Section 5AA of the Town Planning and Development Act) a Statement of Planning Policy on Industrial Buffers.  The policy has just been received and is currently being assessed with a view to a full report on the matter being presented to Council in due course.  Initial perusal of the policy does indicate however that its provisions may be applicable to the Telstra buffer case.  Its provisions deal with such matters as responsibility for provision of buffers and rights of affected landowners.  The implications of the policy may be more fully discussed at the Councillors’ Workshop on the LRS.



Application for Rezoning



An application for rezoning of the Landsdale Telstra buffer area for Urban/Residential purposes under the MRS and City of Wanneroo Town Planning Scheme No 1 has been received from Mr Graham Dunjey on behalf of the landowners involved.



Mr Dunjey’s application is in the following terms:



“On behalf of the landholders who own properties bounded by Queensway, Landsdale Road, Kingsway, Alexander Drive and Gnangara Road and in particular: Lots 48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54, 56, 57, 152, 153, 154, 155, 156, 58, 59, 60, 61, 62, 63, 64, 65, 66, 67, 68, 69, 70, 71, 72, 73, 74, 75, 127, 128, 129, 130, 146, 147, 148, 149, 150, 151, 152, 154, 155, 156, 157, 158, 159, 160, 161, 162, 163, 164, 165, 166, 167, 168, 169, 170, 171 & 172 (see attached diagram).



I hereby formally make application to have the land rezoned from Rural to Urban (Residential).



In the 1989/90 North West Corridor report the above land was designated urban, however to date remains rural.



We consider the subject area to be prime land now ready for urban development.



It lies within a 15km radius of Perth, serviced by a major arterial road, has easy access to all freeway systems and immediately adjoins the expanding residential subdivision known as Landsdale Gardens Estate.  Furthermore the nature of the soil content and the topography makes it easy for the installation of services for the subdivided lots.



Attached to the application are:



1	The authority and signatures of the individual land owners.

2	Letter of support from Iain Maclean MLA, Member for Wanneroo.

3	Letter of support from Richard Evans MP, Member for Cowan.”



The letters of support from Richard Evans, Member for Cowan, and Iain MacLean, Member for Wanneroo, are as follows:



Richard Evans:



“Thank you for informing me of the decision by landowners in the Telstra buffer zone Landsdale to make an application to the City of Wanneroo for the rezoning of their land to urban.



I would like to make the Council aware that I fully support your application.



Could you also inform the Council that I have made representations on the landowners behalf to the Minister for Communications and the Arts, Senator Richard Alston, seeking a negotiated settlement between Telstra and the landowners.



It is still my belief that a negotiated settlement is the best possible outcome however the landowners have every right to take the action they are pursuing.



I would appreciate you letting me know of the Council’s response to your application.”



Iain MacLean:



“I write in support of the application for rezoning by Mr Graham Dungy of 583 Alexander Drive, Landsdale whose land falls within the Telstra buffer zone.



Telstra hold no caveats or licences over Mr Dungy’s property and as the original buffer zone was an inter-government agreement, and Telstra are now an autonomous body I feel that this re-zoning application should be supported, as to do otherwise would give Telstra an unfair competitive advantage in that they are hiding behind an inter-government agreement that should have no authority.



I hope the Council will support Mr Dungy’s application.”

�

COMMENT



The above section indicates that the Telstra buffer zone can be regarded as having been technically confirmed and that to protect the integrity of Telstra’s operations, as well as public water supply protection purposes, this area will be unlikely to be urbanised as long as these constraints exist.



Council’s resolution of last month requires that this report address the involvement of State and Federal Government and appropriate Ministers in due course.  This is understood to relate to the issue of whether some form of relief (ie compensation) should be provided to the landowners concerned.



The issue of the development potential of land being diminished as an outcome of achieving some broader community benefit (be it protection of a communication facility’s operational integrity; protection of public water supply; protection of rural landscape character;  protection of remnant native vegetation etc) and consequently whether some form of compensation should be provided to the landowners so affected, is a very difficult and involved issue.  This is one of the issues which is the subject of Tim Auret’s Position Paper on the LRS.  It is therefore considered that Council may be best placed to further consider this issue once it has had the opportunity to consider Mr Auret’s Position Paper and to discuss it with him and Council officers at the forthcoming Councillors’ Workshop on the LRS.  It may also be worthwhile considering inviting Telstra representatives to attend part of the Workshop session to provide a brief explanation as to why the maintenance of the buffer zone is important to Telstra.



It is similarly considered that Council would be best placed to consider the rezoning application submitted by the landowners following the Councillors’ Workshop.



RECOMMENDATION



THAT Council:



1	further considers the matter of how to address the issues associated with the Telstra buffer zone at east Landsdale at the Councillors’ Workshop on the Local Rural Strategy to be held with planning consultant, Mr Tim Auret;�

2	defers consideration of the application submitted by Mr Graham Dunjey on behalf of the landowners in the Landsdale Telstra buffer area seeking rezoning of that area for Urban/Residential purposes, pending the Councillors’ Workshop with Mr Tim Auret;	�

3	invites Telstra representatives to provide a brief explanation to Councillors at the Councillors’ Workshop as to why the continued maintenance of the buffer zone is important to Telstra;



4	invites State and Federal Parliamentarians to the Workshop.

��
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�CITY OF WANNEROO REPORT NO:  DP84-05/97



TO:  �CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER�����FROM:�CITY PLANNER�����FOR MEETING OF:�DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING SERVICES COMMITTEE�����MEETING DATE:�19 MAY 1997�����FILE REF:�790-795�����WARD:�NORTH�����SUBJECT:�APPLICATION FOR SPECIAL RURAL ZONING : LOC 2316 NEAVES ROAD, MARIGINIUP�����



METRO SCHEME:	RURAL

LOCAL SCHEME:	RURAL

APPLICANT/OWNER:	J ANDRETICH, P KVESICH/S J BOYANICH�	FAMILY TRUST

CONSULTANT:	PETER D WEBB AND ASSOCIATES

APPLICATION RECEIVED:	21 MARCH 1997

REPORT WRITTEN:	5 MAY 1997





SUMMARY



Planning consultant Peter D Webb and Associates, on behalf of the S J Boyanich Family Trust, requests Council to initiate an amendment to City of Wanneroo Town Planning Scheme No 1 to rezone Loc 2316 Neaves Road, Mariginiup from Rural to Special Rural to facilitate the subdivision of the land into 18 lots of minimum 2ha size..  It is recommended that this request not be supported due to conflict with current planning initiatives and that further consideration be given to a suitable zoning for the land once Council’s Local Rural Strategy study and the Gnangara Land Use and Water Management Strategy have been further progressed.



BACKGROUND



Loc 2316 is approximately 40ha in area and is located on Neaves Road, abutting the western boundary of the Meadowlands Special Rural area. (See Attachment 1 : location plan).  Dividing the lot into approximate halves is Lot 1 Neaves Road which is a long, narrow lot approximately 10m wide which accommodates a water main associated with the Wanneroo Groundwater Scheme and a power/electricity service.



The lot is currently used for the agistment of camels from the adjacent camel farm property on Neaves Road.  There are no buildings on the lot.



There have been no rezoning or subdivision proposals submitted for the lot for at least the past 10 years.



Regarding ownership of the lot, it may be noted that the title is in the name of J Andretich and P Kvesich, who are trustees of the S J Boyanich Family Trust.



DETAILS



The application proposes Special Rural zoning of the lot to facilitate the creation of 18 lots of minimum 2ha size.  Though a proposed Development Guide Plan has not been submitted, the applicant advises that it is proposed to provide an access road from Neaves Road, near the eastern boundary of the lot, westwards through the lot to its western boundary.



Though proposed (land management) Special Provisions have not been submitted, the applicant advises that it is intended to designate building envelopes for each lot to ensure an appropriate level of separation between respective dwellings being constructed on each lot, and also to protect the seasonal wetlands and small areas of remnant vegetation.



The applicant submits ‘that the subject land is suitable to accommodate the proposal for the following reasons:



Similar applications for special rural subdivisions on neighbouring land have recently been approved by Council; and	�

Poor soil and lack of water ensure that the land is unsuitable for any bona fide rural pursuit, and as such, would be more appropriate for a special rural subdivision.’



COMMENT



The following matters should be considered in respect of this proposal:



1	Local Rural Strategy (LRS) Study	��Loc 2316 falls within Strategy Area 7 of the Preliminary Draft LRS released for public comment in mid 1995 (see Attachment 2).  The lot was not shown within one of the identified ‘proposed Special Rural development areas’.  The lot was seen to be unsuitable for such use in terms of falling within Priority 1 and 2 Groundwater Source Protection Areas and land capability assessment undertaken by the Department of Agriculture indicated that the western portion of the lot was of low capability for Special Rural use.	��A Councillors’ Workshop with its consultant assisting in the preparation of the LRS, Mr Tim Auret, is to be held shortly.	��

2	Gnangara Land Use and Water Management Strategy (GLUWMS)	��GLUWMS is being undertaken by a number of Government agencies, under the management of the Ministry for Planning.  As noted earlier, Loc 2316 is located within the Priority 1 Groundwater Source Protection Area (affecting the eastern part of the lot) and the Priority 2 Area (affecting the western part of the lot).  GLUWMS is reviewing the Priority Area boundaries and will then be leading to the WA Planning Commission (WAPC) initiating an amendment (similar to that initiated last year for the Jandakot Mound area) to the Metropolitan Region Scheme (MRS) to reserve the Priority 1 areas for Water Catchments Reservation and to zone the Priority 2 areas Rural Groundwater Catchment Protection Zone.  This amendment is likely to be initiated shortly and may have significant implications for Loc 2316.	�

3	System 6	��	A System 6 wetland straddles the western boundary of Loc 2316.	�

4	Lake Adams Concept Structure Plan	��At its December meeting of last year (item TP320-12/96), Council gave final approval to a Special Rural rezoning proposal for the Adams Road Syndicate’s land just east of Lake Adams.  The applicant had been required to prepare a structure plan over a wider area to demonstrate how the proposed design would fit into an overall plan.  A Concept Structure Plan was submitted (see Attachment 3) which was noted by Council at its December 1996 meeting.  This plan includes the western portion of Loc 2316.  It may be noted that it shows this general area as being suitable for lot sizes of 4 to 10ha and identifies the System 6 wetland area referred to earlier as an area that requires further soil/capability assessment.



Conclusion



The matters referred to above argue against this proposal being supported.  Some alternative suitable form of zoning, subdivision and land use may, however, become apparent once a number of the planning studies referred to have been further progressed.  To allow the relevant administration fees already paid to be able to be applied to an alternative proposal, it is recommended that further consideration be given to this matter in due course.



Should Council wish to consider supporting this Special Rural rezoning application, despite the above issues, it would be appropriate to require the applicant to submit a proposed Development Guide Plan and proposed Special Provisions for further consideration.

�

RECOMMENDATION



THAT Council:



1	does not support the application submitted by Peter D Webb and Associates on behalf of the S J Boyanich Family Trust for the rezoning of Loc 2316 Neaves Road, Mariginiup to Special Rural because:	�

	(a)	the information used in the preparation of the Preliminary Draft Local Rural Strategy and the Lake Adams Structure Plan indicates that this land has a low capability and suitability for Special Rural use of the density proposed;	�

	(b)	the Gnangara Land Use and Water Management Strategy is soon to result in the review of the Priority 1 and 2 Groundwater Source Protection Area boundaries and the initiation of an amendment to the Metropolitan Region Scheme to introduce new zones and reserves over these areas.  It is considered appropriate to await the outcome of these initiatives before considering supporting rezoning of this land;	�

	(c)	the western portion of the subject land is affected by a System 6 wetland and the applicant has not addressed the implications of this;�

2	gives further consideration to the matter of a suitable form of zoning, subdivision and land use for Loc 2316 once work on the preparation of the Local Rural Strategy and Gnangara Land Use and Water Management Strategy has been further adequately progressed.





��
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�CITY OF WANNEROO REPORT NO:  DP85-05/97



TO:  �CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER�����FROM:�CITY PLANNER�����FOR MEETING OF:�DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING SERVICES COMMITTEE�����MEETING DATE:�19 MAY 1997�����FILE REF:�4382/511/12�����WARD:�SOUTH�����SUBJECT:�PROPOSED BUILDING ENVELOPE RELOCATION, LOT 511 THE FAIRWAYS, GNANGARA�����



METRO SCHEME:	Rural

LOCAL SCHEME:	Special Rural

APPLICANT/OWNER:	Silkmode Pty Ltd





SUMMARY



A letter dated 2 April 1997, has been received from Silkmode Pty Ltd, the owner of Lot 511 The Fairways, Gnangara, seeking to relocate the building envelope on that property.  Silkmode is currently negotiating the sale of this property and the potential purchaser wishes to relocate the building envelope.  This lot is within Special Rural Zone No 19 which makes provision for each lot to have a building envelope of up to 2,000 m2 .  It is considered appropriate to support the building envelope relocation because it will provide greater privacy for the owners, encourage revegetation and not detrimentally affect any neighbours.



DETAILS



The location of the subject land is indicated by Attachment No 1.  The applicant requests the building envelope for this lot be relocated.  The proposal is to move the envelope towards the rear of the lot, 15 metres from the rear lot boundary.  It would then be located approximately 52 metres from the lot frontage.  Currently the building envelope is set 27 metres from the front boundary and approximately 68 metres from the rear boundary.  The current and proposed building envelope locations are shown by Attachment No 2.

�

Assessment



It is considered that the movement of the building envelope on this lot would not have any negative impact on the surrounding area.  The building envelope would still be located a minimum of 15 metres from any lot boundary as required by the general provisions for Special Rural Zones (Schedule 4, Town Planning Scheme No 1).  Additionally, the proposed new building envelope location would be below the 65 metre Australian Height Datum (AHD) as specified by the special provisions for Special Rural Zone 27.



It is anticipated that support for this proposal would increase the level of privacy for future residents of this lot and also encourage them to revegetate the subject lot.  The potential to revegetate the front portion of the subject lot is a principal reason for the request to relocate the building envelope.



RECOMMENDATION



THAT Council exercises its discretion under Part 1 of Schedule 4 of Town Planning Scheme No 1 and grants approval for the designated building envelope for Lot 511 The Fairways, Gnangara to be located 15 metres forward of the rear lot boundary.
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�CITY OF WANNEROO REPORT NO:  DP86-05/97



TO:  �CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER�����FROM:�CITY PLANNER�����FOR MEETING OF:�DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING SERVICES COMMITTEE�����MEETING DATE:�19 MAY 1997�����FILE REF:�290-1�����WARD:�ALL�����SUBJECT:�SUBDIVISION CONTROL UNIT AND DELEGATED AUTHORITY COMMITTEE  28/3/97 TO 28/4/97�����



SUMMARY



Overleaf is a resumé of the Subdivision Applications processed by the Subdivision Control Unit and Delegated Authority Committee since my previous report.  All applications were dealt with in terms of Council’s Subdivision Control Unit Policy adopted at its December 1982 meeting (see below).



3.1	Subdivision applications received which are in conformity with an approved Structure Plan by resolution of Council.



3.2	Subdivision applications previously supported by Council and approved by the Western Australian Planning Commission.



3.3	Applications for extension of subdivision approval issued by the Ministry for Planning which were previously supported by Council.



3.4	Applications for subdivision which result from conditions of Development Approvals issued by Council.



3.5	Applications for amalgamation of lots of a non-complex nature which would allow the development of the land for uses permitted in the zone within which that land is situated.



3.6	Subdivision applications solely involving excision of land for public purposes such as road widenings, sump sites, school sites and community purpose sites.









RECOMMENDATION



THAT Council endorses the action taken by the Subdivision Control Unit and Delegated Authority Committee in relation to the applications described in Report DP86-05/97.
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�CITY OF WANNEROO REPORT NO:  DP87-05/97



TO:  �CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER�����FROM:�CITY PLANNER�����FOR MEETING OF:�DEVELOPMENT & PLANNING SERVICES COMMITTEE�����MEETING DATE:�19 MAY 1997�����FILE REF:�740-93718�����WARD:�CENTRAL�����SUBJECT:�PROPOSED SUBDIVISION -

PT LOT 4 (390) JOONDALUP DRIVE, JOONDALUP,  "THE SANCTUARY"�����



METRO SCHEME:	CENTRAL CITY AREA

LOCAL SCHEME:	JOONDALUP CITY CENTRE

APPLICANT/OWNER:	LANDCORP

CONSULTANT:	TAYLOR & BURRELL TOWN PLANNING

	AND DESIGN

APPLICATION RECEIVED:	6 APRIL 1994

REVISED PLAN RECEIVED:	19 FEBRUARY 1997





SUMMARY



This subdivision application proposes the creation of an additional residential precinct in the Joondalup City Centre to the east of Lakeside Drive, known as “The Sanctuary”.  It is recommended that the application be supported subject to conditions requiring creation of the necessary development manual provisions and some elements of redesign, and standard conditions.



Site Assessment



Lot 4 covers a large 487 hectare area of the Joondalup City Centre (see Attachment 1).  The relevant part of Lot 4 is zoned Joondalup City Centre under Town Planning Scheme No 1 and coded R40 over all proposed residential lots.



The site slopes down toward the Yellagonga Regional Park and contains remnant native vegetation.

�

BACKGROUND



This proposal was originally received in 1994, however negotiations over design issues halted processing until February 1997 when a revised plan addressing those issues was received.



The proposal requires Council consideration as there is no structure plan in place for the relevant part of Lot 4, nor does the Joondalup City Centre Development Plan and Manual contain the necessary provisions for what it describes as the “Lakeside District”.  As such, staff do not have delegated authority to deal with the application.



The Joondalup City Centre Development Plan and Manual stipulates the land use and development controls which apply in the various City Centre “Districts”.



DETAILS



The subdivision proposal consists of the following (see Attachment 2):



1	169 residential lots, some of which will be large enough for resubdivision or grouped dwelling development given the R40 coding.	�

2	7 grouped housing sites, ranging from 2930m2 to 4988m2.  It is proposed that four of those grouped housing sites be served by a single cul de sac.  The applicant will need to demonstrate that access arrangement will be satisfactory in light of the traffic volumes which could be expected (ie 1600 vehicle trips per day).	�

3	17 public open space (POS) reserves, the most significant of which is Lakeside Park, a key component of the POS link between the Joondalup City Centre and Yellagonga Regional Park (YRP).  The small areas of POS proposed for the retention of native bushland (as determined by tree survey) should either be incorporated into the adjoining lots and protected/maintained by way of covenant on title or included in the road reserve.	�

4	A local shop/cafe adjacent to Lakeside Park.	�

5	A similar road pattern to that of Joondalup City North (ie right of ways [ROW] etc) and including the existing connection to Neil Hawkins Park and road interfaces to the YRP.  There are some residential lots proposed without a road interface to the YRP.  This is not considered desirable, therefore the road interfaces that are shown should be extended as required to address this concern.  There are also other aspects of the road layout which require redesign and should be implemented as conditions of approval.  These include:



ROW intersections being staggered as shown on the attached plan;	�

ROW’s being truncated as shown on the attached plan;	�

Deletion of the parking bays shown on the attached plan;	�

The southern most internal roundabout appears to be undersize;	�

The extent of the right of way/battleaxe leg in the south west corner of the application area needs to be defined;	�

Provision of short and long term stormwater drainage disposal;



Conclusion



In general, the proposed subdivision is in accordance with the overall principles for development in the Joondalup City Centre.  It is therefore recommended that the application be supported subject to conditions requiring creation of the necessary development manual provisions, some elements of redesign, and standard conditions.



RECOMMENDATION



THAT Council supports the application submitted by Taylor and Burrell Town Planning and Design on behalf of Landcorp for the subdivision of Pt Lot 4 (390) Joondalup Drive, Joondalup subject to:



1	the applicant modifying the Joondalup City Centre Development Plan and Manual to include District Guidelines for the Lakeside District to the satisfaction of the City of Wanneroo;	�

2	the applicant justifying the cul de sac access proposed to serve the four grouped housing sites to the satisfaction of the City of Wanneroo;	�

3	the small areas of Public Open Space for the retention of native bushland (as determined by tree survey) being incorporated into the adjoining lots and protected/maintained by way of covenant on title or included in the road reserve, to the satisfaction of the City of Wanneroo;	�

4	the road interface to the Yellagonga Regional Park being extended to the satisfaction of the City of Wanneroo;	�

5	other aspects of the proposed road layout being redesigned to the satisfaction of the City of Wanneroo;	�

6	standard and appropriate conditions as determined by the City Planner.
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�CITY OF WANNEROO REPORT NO:  DP88-05/97



TO:  �CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER�����FROM:�CITY PLANNER�����FOR MEETING OF:�DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING SERVICES COMMITTEE�����MEETING DATE:�19 MAY 1997�����FILE REF:�790-781�����WARD:�SOUTH-WEST�����SUBJECT:�CLOSE OF ADVERTISING : AMENDMENT NO 781 TO TOWN PLANNING SCHEME NO 1 TO RECODE A PORTION OF PART LOT 158 (12) HEPBURN AVENUE, SORRENTO FROM RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT R20 TO RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT R30 AND R50�����



METRO SCHEME:	Urban

LOCAL SCHEME:	Residential Development R20

APPLICANT:	Paltara Pty Ltd

CONSULTANT:	Jones Coulter Young Pty Ltd

REPORT WRITTEN:	11.4.97





SUMMARY



Amendment No 781 to Town Planning Scheme No 1 was advertised for a 42 day period which closed on 11 April 1997.  This amendment seeks to recode a portion of Lot 158 (12) Hepburn Avenue, Sorrento from Residential development R20 to Residential Development R30 and R50.  As a result of advertising, two submissions in support of the proposal, and one submission in opposition to the proposal were received.  The submissions have been considered and final adoption of Amendment No 781 is recommended.



BACKGROUND



Council, at its meeting on 18 December 1996, resolved to support Amendment No 781 to Town Planning Scheme No 1 (TP306-12/96).  The land, subject to this amendment, is indicated on Attachment No 1.  Attachments Nos 2 and 3 show preliminary concept plans for the development of this land.

�

Subsequent to Council giving its initial support to this amendment it was advertised for a period of 42 days by way of newspaper and Government Gazette notice, a sign on site, and letters to adjoining/nearby owners, Water Corporation, Western Power and Water and Rivers Commission.  Advertising concluded on 11 April 1997 with two submissions in support of the proposal and one objection to the proposal having been received.  The Water and Rivers Commission and Water Corporation both advised that they have no objection to the proposal.  One nearby resident objected to the proposal on the basis of increased traffic volumes.



In response to the one objection, it is not considered that the proposed development will lead to any traffic problems.  Council’s Engineering Department has calculated the likely vehicle numbers generated by development of the subject site with both the current R20 density coding and the proposed R30/R50 density coding.  The findings show that the vehicle numbers will not be significantly increased as a result of the new R coding and it is not considered that the proposal will have an adverse impact on the surrounding road network.



There are no outstanding issues associated with this amendment and it is considered appropriate to support the finalisation of Amendment No 781 to Town Planning Scheme No 1 without modification.



RECOMMENDATION



THAT Council: 



1	pursuant to Town Planning Regulation 17(2), adopts Amendment No 781 to Town Planning Scheme No 1 to recode a portion of Lot 158 (12) Hepburn Avenue, Sorrento from Residential Development R20 to Residential Development R30 and R50 without modification;	�

2	authorises the affixation of the Common Seal to, and endorses the signing of, the amendment documents.
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�CITY OF WANNEROO REPORT NO:  DP89-05/97



TO:  �CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER�����FROM:�CITY PLANNER�����FOR MEETING OF:�DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING SERVICES COMMITTEE�����MEETING DATE:�19 MAY 1997�����FILE REF:�790-797�����WARD:�CENTRAL�����SUBJECT:�PROPOSED AMENDMENT NO 797 TO TOWN PLANNING SCHEME NO 1 TO RECODE PORTION OF PART LOT M1722 (449) BURNS BEACH ROAD, ILUKA FROM RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT R20 TO RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT R40�����



METRO SCHEME:	Urban

LOCAL SCHEME:	Rural

APPLICANT/OWNER:	Davidson Pty ltd, Roman Catholic Archbishop

CONSULTANT:	Feilman Planning Consultants Pty Ltd

APPLICATION RECEIVED:	1.4.97

REPORT WRITTEN:	29.4.97





SUMMARY



An application has been submitted by Feilman Planning Consultants Pty Ltd, on behalf of Beaumaris Land Sales, seeking to recode portion of Part Lot M1722 (449) Burns Beach Road, Iluka from Residential Development R20 to Residential Development R40.



The proposal would ensure a variety of housing types and densities within the Iluka area and is therefore in accordance with the Ministry for Planning’s draft Residential Densities and Housing Mix Policy.  The proposal would result in medium density housing being located close to existing shopping, transport and recreational facilities.



The proposal is, however, contingent upon the finalisation of Amendment No 641 to Town Planning Scheme No 1 which seeks to rezone the whole of Pt Lot M1722 (449) Burns Beach Road, Iluka from Rural to Residential Development R20 and R40 and Special Zone (Additional Use) Corner Store.  Subject to the finalisation of this amendment it is considered appropriate to support the recoding of the subject portion of land.

�

BACKGROUND



Amendment No 641 was initiated by Council at its December 1992 meeting (G21204) and subsequently modified at its April 1993 meeting (H20428).  Amendment No 641 to Town Planning Scheme No 1 seeks to rezone the whole of Pt Lot M1722 (449) Burns Beach Road, Iluka from Rural to Residential Development R20 and R40 and Special Zone (Additional Use) Corner Store.  The subject area is essentially the whole of Iluka.  This amendment was advertised from 3 June 1993 until 20 July 1993 and at the close of advertising Council supported the finalisation of the amendment (H20728).  However, the finalisation was conditional upon the applicant preparing a legal agreement regarding ceding and construction of regional roads and provision of community purpose sites.  These issues have not yet been satisfactorily resolved and as a result the amendment has not yet been forwarded to the Ministry for Planning for finalisation.



DETAILS



The area of land which the proponent wishes to recode is a portion of Part Lot M1722 (449) Burns Beach Road, Iluka (Attachments Nos 1 and 2).  At present this land is zoned Rural, however upon the finalisation of Amendment No 641 to Town Planning Scheme No 1 the subject land will be zoned Residential Development R20.  The applicant seeks to rezone the land from Residential Development R20 to Residential Development R40.



The site is located close to the physical centre of Iluka and occupies an area of 3,000 square metres.  The actual site is located at the intersection of Naturaliste Boulevard and Miami Beach Promenade which are not yet constructed.  The land is generally flat with some remnant vegetation remaining.  It is also proposed for other R40 sites, a school, commercial centre and district open space to be located near the physical centre of Iluka as shown by the draft local structure plan.



The applicant has not submitted any concept plans of future development of the subject land, however it claims the land is strategically located for a group housing development.  The applicant believes the development of this site as a group housing site will form a characteristic landmark at this prominent position.



Assessment



The proposal is generally considered appropriate.  The recoding of the subject land to R40 is considered complementary to the R40 site proposed under Amendment No 641.  It is considered appropriate to support medium density housing in an area such as this which is close to proposed services and facilities.  The subject land will be close to shopping, school and open space facilities.



The development of the subject lots, subsequent to any recoding, would need to comply with the Residential Planning Codes and other Council requirements.  Additionally, as already noted, the finalisation of this amendment is subject to the finalisation of Amendment No 641 to Town Planning Scheme No 1.











RECOMMENDATION



THAT Council:



1	pursuant to Section 7 of the Town Planning and Development Act (1928) as amended, amends Town Planning Scheme No 1 by recoding a portion of Part Lot M1722 (449) Burns Beach Road, Iluka from R20 to R40;	�

2	withholds final approval of this amendment until the previous Amendment No 641 has been finalised.
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�CITY OF WANNEROO REPORT NO:  DP90-05/97



TO:  �CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER�����FROM:�CITY PLANNER�����FOR MEETING OF:�DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING SERVICES COMMITTEE�����MEETING DATE:�19 MAY 1997�����FILE REF:�843/402/77�����WARD:�SOUTH�����SUBJECT:�USE OF RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY AS A MOTOR REPAIR STATION, SMASH REPAIR STATION IN BREACH OF THE CITY'S TOWN PLANNING SCHEME NO 1 : LOT 402 (77) KOONDOOLA AVENUE, KOONDOOLA�����



METRO SCHEME:	Urban

LOCAL SCHEME:	Residential (R20)

APPLICANT/OWNER:	Mr F & Mrs S Rusinek



SUMMARY



Starting from 14 July 1995, the City has received complaints concerning panel beating and spraypainting of vehicles being carried out on Lot 402 (77) Koondoola Avenue, Koondoola by the owner, Mr Francszek Rusinek.



Each time the matter was investigated Mr Rusinek advised the investigating officers that he was repairing his own vehicle as a one of occasion, however in each instance he has disposed of the vehicle shortly after completion of repairs.



Repeated requests from the City to the owners of the property Mr F & Mrs S Rusinek to cease the use of the property as a motor repair station, smash repair station or for spraypainting has failed to resolve the situation.



BACKGROUND



On 14 July 1995, the City’s Environmental Health Department received complaints regarding noise from panel beating and odours from spraypainting emitted from Lot 402 (77) Koondoola Avenue, Koondoola.  Investigation by the Department revealed the owners, Mr F and Mrs S Rusinek repairing a motor vehicle on the site.  Mr Rusinek advised the investigating officer that it was his own vehicle and that it was a one of occasion.



On receiving further complaints regarding vehicle repairs being carried out on Lot 402, the Health Department referred the matter to the City’s Town Planning Department for investigation.



DETAILS



Inspection of Lot 402 on 10 November 1995 by the Town Planning Liaison Officer revealed a large shed being erected on the property without Council approval.  After ensuring the owners obtained approval for the shed, the officer advised them, verbally and in writing, that the shed was not to be used for repairs and spraypainting of motor vehicles.



On 20 May 1996, the City received a complaint concerning panel beating taking place on Lot 402 and on investigation found the property owner Mr F Rusinek repairing the complete front end of a Holden utility, Registration No 8MP176 in the shed on the property.  When questioned about further vehicle repairs being carried out on the property, Mr Rusinek advised the investigating officers that he was repairing the Holden utility for himself for work and that no further repairs to vehicles would be carried out on the property.  Mr Rusinek was requested to complete the repairs without creating any noise or annoying his neighbours and informed that the vehicle was not to be spraypainted on the property.



Mr & Mrs Rusinek have been forwarded correspondence from the City on three occasions requesting them to cease the use of the property for vehicle repairs in breach of the City’s Town Planning Scheme No 1.



On 18 April 1997 the City again received a complaint as to vehicle repairs being carried out on Lot 402 and on investigation found the owner Mr F Rusinek carrying out major repairs to a Tarago van in his shed.  At first Mr Rusinek refused permission to the officers to enter his property but after persuasion finally allowed inspection of the vehicle being repaired.  Again, Mr Rusinek stated that he was repairing a vehicle for his family.



Mr & Mrs Rusinek were advised that they were in breach of the City’s Town Planning Scheme for continual repairs to motor vehicles on the property and that the matter would be referred to Council.



The uses “motor repair station”, “smash repair station” and “spraypainting” are defined in Town Planning Scheme No 1.



“SMASH REPAIR STATION” means land and buildings used for, or in connection with, smash repairs including panel beating, spray painting chassis reshaping, application and sanding down of motor vehicle body filler.



“MOTOR REPAIR STATION” means land and buildings used for, or in connection with, mechanical repairs and overhauls including tyre recapping and retreading.  It does not involve any of the functions defined under Smash Repair Station.

�

“SPRAYPAINTING” means the application of paint or varnish by spraygun and includes the rubbing down, polishing and buffing the finished product only.  The use of sprayguns shall be confined to within specially constructed booths and all spraypainting activities shall be conducted to control, to Council’s satisfaction, the emission of all spray, dust and odour.  This use class specifically excludes and prohibits the painting of motor vehicles and all activities applicable to the use class Smash Repair Station.



These uses are not permitted in the Residential zone.



COMMENT



The use of Lot 402 to repair vehicles on a regular basis by the owners is in breach of the City’s Town Planning Scheme No 1.



There appears to be evidence to initiate a prosecution of the owners of Lot 402, Mr F & Mrs S Rusinek, for use of the property as a motor repair station and smash repair station in breach of the scheme.  There does not appear to be sufficient evidence concerning spraypainting being carried out on the property to proceed to prosecution..



It is recommended that legal action be initiated against the owners of Lot 402 should they not cease the unauthorised use of the property as a motor repair station or smash repair station.



RECOMMENDATION



THAT Council: 



1	advises the owners of Lot 402 (77) Koondoola Avenue, Koondoola that the use of the property as a motor repair station, smash repair station or for spraypainting is in breach of the City’s Town Planning Scheme No 1;	�

2	advises the owners of Lot 402 that use of the property as a motor repair station or smash repair station is to cease within 14 days of notification by Council;	�

3	authorises the Chief Executive Officer to initiate legal action against the owners of Lot 402 (77) Koondoola Avenue, Koondoola should the advice and direction contained in 2 above not be satisfied within the time period required and thereafter at all times.
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�CITY OF WANNEROO REPORT NO:  DP91-05/97



TO:  �CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER�����FROM:�CITY PLANNER�����FOR MEETING OF:�DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING SERVICES COMMITTEE�����MEETING DATE:�19 MAY 1997�����FILE REF:�421/218/24�����WARD:�NORTH�����SUBJECT:�UNAUTHORISED DEVELOPMENT - LANDFILL : LOT 218 (24) GRAHAM ROAD, QUINNS ROCKS�����



METRO SCHEME:	Urban

LOCAL SCHEME:	R20 Development

APPLICANT/OWNER:	Mr & Mrs M & A Tenji





SUMMARY



At its meeting on 25 September 1996 (TP214-09/96), Council considered the unauthorised landfill deposited on Lot 218 (24) Graham Road, Quinns Rocks and resolved to consider a development application for the site on condition that the owners provided a suitably qualified civil/structural engineer’s certificate stating that the site was suitable for unrestricted construction.



The owners of Lot 218 have not been able to provide the engineer’s certificate as required.  In fact, the engineer chosen by them has recommended the landfill be removed and screened before being replaced on the lot.



The owners of Lot 218 have been requested to resolve the matter concerning the unauthorised landfill on the property but have since chosen to take no further action.  It is recommended, therefore, that legal action be initiated against the owners of the property regarding the landfill should it not be removed by them within 28 days.

�

BACKGROUND



At its meeting held on 25 September 1996, Council considered the unauthorised landfill on Lot 218 and resolved as follows:



“1.	the authorised landfill on the property is in breach of the City’s Town Planning Scheme No 1;



2.	it is prepared to consider approving the landfill subject to:



	(a)	the cessation of any further unauthorised landfill;



           (b)	the submission within 28 days of a report from a suitably qualified civil/structural engineer certifying to the satisfaction of the City Engineer and City Building Surveyor that the site/landfill is suitable for unrestricted construction;



          (c)	an approval to commence construction being granted by the City prior to any further landfill being placed on the site.”



The owners of Lot 218 were advised of Council’s resolution above in correspondence dated 4 October 1996 and requested to comply by 1 November 1996.



DETAILS



The City received correspondence dated 5 November 1996 from Structerre Consulting Chartered Engineers regarding inspection of Lot 218 (24) Graham Road, Quinns Rocks.  The following information was provided by the company:



“As requested, a representative from this office has visited the abovementioned site to inspect the fill material which has been placed upon the site, to determine if the fill material is suitable for use in pad construction.



The date of inspection was the 30th October, 1996.



At the time of inspection an observation hole was excavated by a bobcat, to determine the depth of fill and the nature of the fill material.  After inspection of the observation hole, it was determined that approximately 1m to 1.5m of fill had been placed over the site, the fill material observed was sand with a presence of limestone rubble and limestone boulders.



To bring the site up to a level where a sand pad can be placed upon this fill material, it is recommended to:



1	Remove the fill material back to natural ground level.	�

2	Remove all of the limestone boulders greater than 200mm in diameter.	�

3	Stockpile the fill material which can be re-used.	�

4	Have the base inspected by an Engineer.	�

5	Replace the fill material in 300mm layers compacting each layer to give a reading of no less than 7 blows per 300mm.	�

6	A compaction test will need to be carried out for the full depth of the fill.



After completion of these works, it is considered that a sand pad can be placed upon this fill material using normal earthworking techniques.



The owners of Lot 218 were requested by the City to submit a development application concerning the landfill, along with suitable site plans and the application fee.



An application dated 11 January 1997 to landfill the site was received from the owners of Lot 218 without site plans and the required $100 fee.  Despite requests by the City, the owners have failed to provide the plans and processing fee.



On 12 March 1997 Mrs A Tenji, one of the owners of Lot 218 advised that she had not decided whether to remove or spread out the landfill on the property and would not pay surveyors or the $100 application fee.



COMMENT



The placing of landfill on Lot 218 (24) Graham Road, Quinns Rocks is considered development within the City’s Town Planning Scheme No 1.  By placing the landfill on the property without Council approval, the owners of Lot 218 have breached the provisions of the City’s Town Planning Scheme and are subject to legal action.  Every opportunity has been made available to the owners of the property to resolve the situation regarding the unauthorised landfill, however they have chosen not to comply.



It is recommended, therefore, that the owners of Lot 218 be requested to remove the unauthorised landfill from the property within 28 days notification or face legal action.



RECOMMENDATION



THAT Council: 



1	advises the owners of Lot 218 (24) Graham Road, Quinns Rocks that the unauthorised development (use) landfill of the property is in breach of the City’s Town Planning Scheme No 1;	�

2	requests the owners of Lot 218 to remove the unauthorised landfill from the property within 28 days notification or face legal action;	�

3	authorises the Chief Executive Officer to initiate legal action should the request in No 2 above not be satisfied within the time period required.	



��twe:gm

� FILENAME \* Lower\p \* MERGEFORMAT �v:\reports\59706.doc�

�CITY OF WANNEROO REPORT NO:  DP92-05/97



TO:  �MAYOR�����FROM:�CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER�����FOR MEETING OF:�DEVELOPMENT & PLANNING SERVICES COMMITTEE�����MEETING DATE:�19 MAY 1997�����FILE REF:�701-3�����WARD:�ALL�����SUBJECT:�INDUSTRIAL SITES EVALUATION WORKING PARTY�����



SUMMARY



To develop a more flexible and responsive decision making process it is recommended that working parties be made the responsibility of Standing Committees.



In the case of the Industrial Sites Evaluation Working Party it is suggested that it be created by and responsible to the Development and Planning Services Committee.



BACKGROUND



Council has received legal advice that all committees formed by Council are obliged to adhere to all the meeting requirements of the Act.



In matters such as judging an event, overseeing an event, or investigating a particular issue, it is considered that the less formal structure of a working party is appropriate.



Working Parties formed by Standing Committees have greater flexibility insofar as they are not required to make formal agendas available to the public, adhere to predetermined meeting times, meeting quorum requirements or have unconfirmed minutes of meetings available to the public within 5 days of a meeting.



As Working Parties have no delegated power and must make recommendations through a Standing Committee there is no reduction in accountability.



�

RECOMMENDATION



That the Development and Planning Services Committee:



forms the Industrial Sites Evaluation Working Party to improve the overall presentation of industrial areas in the City of Wanneroo by providing annual awards for the Best Maintained and Most Improved Business Premises;�

appoints the following members to the Industrial Sites Evaluation Working Party;��1 Councillor�Mr T Easterby, Planning Liaison Officer�Mr G Puccini, Administration Officer�Mr Ray Foster, Chamber of Commerce�Mr M Day, Wanneroo Times�Mr G Beard, Joondalup Community Newspaper�Mr R Poliwka, Joondalup Business Association�
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�CITY OF WANNEROO REPORT NO:  DP93-05/97



TO:  �CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER�����FROM:�CITY PLANNER�����FOR MEETING OF:�DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING SERVICES COMMITTEE�����MEETING DATE:�19 MAY 1997�����FILE REF:�30/5296�����WARD:�NORTH�����SUBJECT:�REAPPOINTMENT OF SIGNS, HOARDINGS AND BILLPOSTING REVIEW WORKING PARTY�����



SUMMARY



The Signs, Hoardings and Billposting Review Working Party established in November 1996 requires authorization from Council to continue to investigate and formulate a workable system to deal with Signs, Hoardings and Billposting.



BACKGROUND



At its Meeting on 27 November, 1996 (TS330-11/96) Council resolved to:

1	support the formation of a working party to investigate and formulate a workable system to deal with Signs, Hoardings and Billposting;

2	nominate Councillors Taylor and Ewen-Chappell as representatives on the working party.



In addition to the nominated Councillors the Review Working Party contained representatives of Council’s Building Engineering and Planning Departments. The Review Working Party held its first meeting on 11 February 1997. 

�

Progress To Date



At its first meeting the review Working Party agreed to Terms of Reference being to Review Local Law S3: Signs, Hoardings and Billposting with the following objectives:



1	to review and recommend amendments to the Signs, Hoardings and Billposting Local Law, Town Planning Scheme No 1 and Council Policies;



2		to seek and consider submissions from relevant parties in the community;



3		to consider methods of policing the Local Law;



4		to report to Council by July 1997.



The format favoured at this stage is to recommend provisions for inclusion in Town Planning Scheme No 1 to indicate which signs are acceptable in which areas and which combinations of signs and areas will require special consideration. Issues that are inappropriate to address in a Scheme will be proposed in a revised Local Law, and areas requiring policies to guide the use of discretion will be identified.



A number of current issues concerning sign location, erection, licencing and proliferation have been referred to the Working Party for consideration. Submissions have been received from various representatives of parties in the community and from appropriate Council departments not already represented on the Working Party.



COMMENT



Council departments are currently undergoing restructure and the duties of certain Working Party personnel have changed, as have the responsibilities of Council Committees. The City Building Surveyor wishes to discontinue participation due to the pressures of revised duties as Director for Strategic Planning.



The Working Party seeks endorsement for it to continue its investigation and formulation of a workable system to deal with signs, hoardings, and billposting, and for the nomination of two Councillors to the Working Party. It is anticipated that the existing membership will continue with the exception of the City Building Surveyor.



RECOMMENDATION



THAT the Development and Planning Services Committee:



1	forms the Signs, Hoardings and Billposting Review Working Party to investigate and formulate a workable system to deal with Signs, Hoardings and Billposting;



2		nominates two Councillors to the Working Party;

�

3	other members of the Working Party to be:



	D Butcher, Acting Manager Approval Services

	R Scarce, Co-ordinator Building Approvals

	B Beetham, Building Surveyor

	R Fishwick, Senior Administration Officer (Technical Services).
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CITY OF WANNEROO REPORT NO:  DP94-05/97



TO:  �CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER�����FROM:�CITY PLANNER�����FOR MEETING OF:�DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING SERVICES COMMITTEE�����MEETING DATE:�19 MAY 1997�����FILE REF:�740-93627, 780-21�����WARD:�SOUTH�����SUBJECT:�APPEAL ADVICE - NORTH WHITFORDS ESTATES STAGE 5 SUBDIVISION, CELL 5 LANDSDALE�����



SUMMARY



Correspondence has been received from the Hon. Minister for Planning regarding the subdivisional appeal in relation to the North Whitfords Estates Stage 5 subdivision in Landsdale.  This advice stems from the appeal determination issued by the former Minister for Planning on this matter in December 1996.



Council was previously advised that this appeal determination raised a number of issues that required further clarification.  Consequently, the Council wrote to the Minister seeking an explanation to those matters that were unclear.  



Although the Minister’s response has now clarified those issues that Council had previously raised, unfortunately, this advice does not provide any satisfaction in relation to the way in which the former Minister dealt with the appeal or the implications to this Council and the broader community.



BACKGROUND



The subject appeal arose in regard to the level of infrastructure contribution that the City was seeking toward the planning cell that the subdivision relates, ie Cell 5 Landsdale.  (Attachment No 6 shows the location of Cell 5 and the location of Stage 5 which is within that cell).



As Council is aware, this appeal was outstanding for some time during which the City endeavoured to satisfy various concerns that the Hon Minister had raised.  In May 1994, the Council resolved to appoint private consultants (ie BSD Consultants and Knight Frank Valuers) to independently address the Minister’s concerns and ascertain the level of infrastructure and the associated costs in relation to all of the East Wanneroo future Urban and Industrial cells including Cell 5.



Preliminary work for Cell 5 was completed in June 1996 to respond to the appellant’s case and this was forwarded to the previous Minister for his consideration.  The City stressed however, that the information provided was only preliminary and that ideally the Minister should await the finalisation of the East Wanneroo Consultancy as opposed to making a premature determination regarding infrastructure costs that could severely prejudice the ultimate development of the area.



The Minister subsequently wrote to Council in October 1996 advising that he was greatly concerned about the disparity between the cost estimates provided by the City (ie $4,234 per lot) and estimates received from the appellants (ie $1,929 per lot). The Minister advised that as a result, he had commissioned engineering consultants to provide an impartial appraisal of the engineering components of the costings and that he was going to make a final determination very soon.  



Whilst the Minister did not specifically call for the City’s comments in this regard a response to the appellant’s submission was prepared by the City and its consultants and was forwarded to the Minister to assist his consideration.



In December 1996, the Minister advised Council that he had determined the subject appeal (refer Attachment No 1). In short, the Minister did not accept the Council’s advice regarding the appellant’s level of contribution of $3,881 per lot or equivalent (NB this contribution amount was previously proposed at $4,234 however was changed following further refinement of the costs by the City’s consultants).  Instead, the Minister determined that the amount of the developer contribution for the subject appeal should be set at $2,750.



This determination was presented to Council at its February meeting (TP34-02/97) where it was advised that the Minister’s advice was not very clear on a number of matters in particular how the $2,750 was calculated.  Therefore further clarification was sought from the current Minister for Planning in relation to his predecessor’s determination (refer Attachment No 2).  



To assist the Council’s deliberations on this decision the Minister was requested to provide a copy of the report prepared by his independent agent.  The City also asked the Minister to provide it with a copy of the report and recommendations prepared by the Appeal Committee Member on this matter together with the relevant information showing how the $2750 per lot was calculated.  



Council noted that a major area of concern in relation to this decision was that the former Minister inferred that the level of contribution in relation to the Stage 5 subdivision should be applied to all stages of the appellants’ (and other owners’) subdivisions within this cell.  As the City’s consultants had advised that the level of contributions for this cell are substantially greater than the $2,750 imposed by the Minister, the ramifications of this aspect of the decision alone could result in a substantial shortfall in funds within Cell 5 (ie: between $3,000,000 - $4,000,000 based on the present infrastructure requirements).  



In addition, it was indicated that the principles of this decision may in the future be applied to all of the East Wanneroo cells and thereby lead to an even greater shortfall in funds.



Another matter of concern that was highlighted by this decision is the basis of land valuation.  The City had initially promoted the notion that dispossessed landowners should be compensated on the basis of Fair Net Expectancy (FNE) valuation.  The FNE basis was recommended to the City by its valuers (Knight Frank) as it offered landowners the opportunity of receiving a similar return from their land as though it was subdivided.  In this way landowners affected by land identified for public purposes (ie public open space and arterial roads) would be encouraged to sell to the City thereby minimising the likelihood or need for resumption.



This basis however was rejected by the Minister and Ministry for Planning in favour of the valuation approach defined under the Public Works Act, (now known as the Land Acquisition and Public Works Act), ie englobo valuation of the land (including a 10% solatium).  Consequently, the valuations for Cell 5 (and other East Wanneroo planning cells) were undertaken by the City’s valuers and included as an infrastructure contribution on this basis.



Despite this, the former Minister advised that he did not accept the City’s valuations for the subject cell as he considered they were too high.  An alternative valuation however was not provided.



The former Minister also previously required that the City must consider borrowing funds to prefund Cell Works when sufficient funds were not available in a particular cell.  On this basis, the Council engaged independent auditors (Deloittes Touche Tohmatsu) to prepare Business Plans including borrowing projections for all eight East Wanneroo cells.  Pursuant to the Minister’s advice, the interest associated with such borrowing was included as part of the developer contribution.  



Despite this work being undertaken, the Minister also determined that the level of interest included within Cell 5 was not acceptable.  It was recognised however that a “modest” interest component could be included.  Again however, no amount was specified by the Minister.



In addition to the matters already highlighted there were also a number of technical requirements that needed clarification.  The area of greatest concern regarding this decision however related to one of the fundamental principles which underpin developer contributions throughout the City of Wanneroo and the metropolitan region generally.  Council was advised that in the past, developers of broad-acre areas have generally been required to meet the total cost associated with providing the necessary land and constructing full earthworks and one carriageway of all arterial roads abutting their subdivisions.  Accordingly, the Minister for Planning and Western Australian Planning Commission (WAPC, formerly State Planning Commission) agreed that this basic principle would form the basis for calculating developer infrastructure contributions in East Wanneroo in a letter to the Council dated 3 May 1994 (refer Attachment No. 3).



The appeal determination however was a substantial departure from this position as the Minister suggested that Council should be responsible for meeting 25% of the cost associated with acquiring the land and first stage construction of all abutting arterial roads (normally the developer’s responsibility) in this cell (ie: those portions of Ocean Reef Road and Mirrabooka Avenue that are not a shared cost with any other East Wanneroo planning cell).



Council has been previously advised that this decision could increase the City’s proportion of the ultimate cost of providing arterial road infrastructure in East Wanneroo by some $10,000,000.  Clearly, this is believed to be unacceptable as the need for these roads is being generated by the future development of the East Wanneroo cells and consequently, this cost should not be borne by the Council.



DETAILS



The current Minister for Planning has now responded to the Council’s request for clarification of the former Minister’s appeal determination (Attachment No. 4).  In general, the advice received is disappointing.  Whilst a number of answers have been provided by the Minister, the general circumstances and implications of the determination have not changed.  



To assist Council with its consideration of the Minister’s recent advice a summary of the various issues raised with the Minister and the corresponding response has been provided below as follows:



ITEM 1:	The Minister was asked to provide the reports prepared by the former Minister’s independent consultant and the Appeal Committee Member on this appeal to ascertain the basis of the decision.



RESPONSE:	The Minister has advised that this information is not available to Council as it is regarded as confidential.



ITEM 2:	The Minister was asked to provide the exact land area (for arterial roads) that was used in the determination of the appeal.



RESPONSE:	The Minister confirmed that the area used was 13.669 hectares, corresponding with the area recommended by the City’s consultants.



ITEM 3:	The Minister was asked to confirm the road construction costs that were used in the appeal determination.



RESPONSE:	The cost of road construction was the same rate as provided by the City’s consultants, ie: $3,838,254.



ITEM 4:	The Minister was asked to confirm the level of administration cost that could be included by Council as an infrastructure contribution.



RESPONSE:	The Minister indicated that a sum of $385,000 (or $140 per lot based on a total lot yield of 2750 for Cell 5) as recommended by the City was accepted. 



ITEM 5:	The Minister was asked what a “modest” level of interest actually represented in real terms.



RESPONSE:	The Minister confirmed that the City’s proposed interest component of the infrastructure contribution was reduced from $2,554,750 to $935,000 (or $340 per lot based on a total lot yield of 2750 for Cell 5).



ITEM 6:	The Minister was asked to clarify the basis of land valuation used in the appeal determination.



RESPONSE:	Refer response to Item 7 below.



ITEM 7:	The Minister was questioned why the appeal determination departed from the previous (May 1994) understanding in relation to construction and land acquisition of those arterial roads abutting the cell to reduce the developer’s contribution by 25%.  Particularly in light of a recent Planning Bulletin released by the Western Australian Planning Commission (WAPC) which clearly indicates that the Council’s position was consistent with current WAPC policy.



RESPONSE:	The Minister advised that the previous understanding in the May 1994 letter was a basic principle that was subject to adjustment dependent upon the particular requirements of each cell.  The Minister provided a rationale for the decision and advised that it is up to Council to determine how “it will adjust its calculations” to balance between a rate (dollars per hectare) of land acquisition (not based on valuation) and the additional 25% impost of the cost of those abutting arterial roads.



ITEM 8:	The Minister was asked to clarify whether it was intended that the amount of $2,750 apply to all previous stages of subdivision within the cell and also form the basis of future payments in the area.



RESPONSE:	It was advised that although this figure can only (legally) be applied to the Stage 5 subdivision, (area subject of the appeal), the Minister believes that the City will need to use this figure as the basis for determining contributions (past and future).  





COMMENT



In respect to Item 1, the Minister may be reluctant to provide this information to the Council as the former Minister previously advised that he did not accept the recommendations of both his independent consultant and Appeal Committee Member.  



In short, the Council is now presented with two options.  It can either pursue the release of these reports through the Freedom of Information Act 1992, or alternatively, the Council can accept the Minister’s position.  As the content of these documents is already able to be generally ascertained from advice provided in the letters received from both the former and current Ministers, it is believed that the pursuit of this information could simply antagonise relations between the City and the Office of the Minister.  Given there is a new Minister in the planning portfolio it would be prudent that the City endeavours to improve relations with that office.  On this basis, it is believed that this matter should not be pursued.



Items 2, 3 and 4 were generally accepted by the Minister in accordance with the City’s submission and consequently no further action is required in this regard.



The inclusion of interest on borrowing (outlined in Item 5) as an infrastructure contribution is a matter that was strongly promoted by the former Minister and subsequently was generally accepted by the Council.  In short, this is a particularly complex issue that is currently being addressed through the East Wanneroo Consultancy and will be presented to the Council in the near future with all of the relevant details for its consideration.  On this basis, it is believed that Council cannot give due consideration to this matter at this time.



Notwithstanding this, the Council will note that the inclusion of interest as previously proposed was based on circumstances that have significantly changed during the course of this appeal and the preparation of Business Plans for the East Wanneroo Consultancy.  The Council will therefore need to give further consideration in respect to this matter once this consultancy has been finalised.  



In respect to Items 6 and 7 the Minister has advised that the Council is expected to balance land valuation with the additional impost of 25% of the cost of providing the first stage of abutting arterial roads whilst maintaining the prescribed rate of $2,750 per lot.



The impact of this advice is of great concern.  To determine the amount of money that Council can prescribe for future land acquisition it is being required to trade off land acquisition values against the provision of 25% of the cost of abutting arterial roads.  This effectively means that if Council chooses to make any reduction in the 25% Council contributions to Stage 1 of the abutting arterial roads, then the rate of land value the Council must use to determine the road/land acquisition component of the developer contribution is not actually based on valuation at all.  If Council accepts the full 25% abutting arterial road contributions, the resulting land value rate will presumably reflect that considered reasonable by the Minister.



The above arrangement is of concern because:



it involves a divorcing of estimation of land acquisition costs from proper land valuation procedures;



it does not allow for future changes in land values.  (Instead it only allows for the developer contribution charge to be adjusted using a Construction Cost Index.)



Both of the above matters are contrary to sound business practice.



As Council will recall, the City’s officers negotiated with the former Minister on the basis of land valuation that will be used in East Wanneroo to determine future land acquisition through infrastructure contributions.  Whilst licensed valuers engaged by the City proposed a Fair Net Expectancy approach should be used, the Minister did not agree.  Instead, the Minister instructed Council that it must use the valuation principles as prescribed under the Public Works Act (ie: englobo valuation of the land including a 10% solatium) (Attachment No. 5).



This appeal determination however does not use this valuation approach.  It does not use any basis for valuation other than what can be understood from the Minister’s explanation for reducing the contribution rate from $3,078 per lot (as recommended by the independent consultant) to the figure of $2,750 per lot.  The following table has been provided to demonstrate how it appears the Minister intends that Council calculates a value for land acquisition.

��Council's Original Proposal (North Whitfords Estates Contributions)�����Total lots proposed in Cell 5�2750����Total area of land acquisition (roads)�13.669�ha�������1.�Total Administration Cost� $       385,000 ���2.�Total Interest Cost� $    2,554,750 ���3.�Total Construction Cost (Roads)� $    3,838,254 ���4.�Total Land Acquisition Cost (Roads) (Based on valuation rate of $285,000/hectare).� $    3,895,189 ����Total� $  10,673,193 ���������Therefore, the total cost per lot =� $          3,881 ���������Minister's Proposal (Council funds the additional 25% of abutting roads)�����Total lots proposed in Cell 5�2750����Total area of land acquisition (roads) less 25% as directed by Minister�             12.00 �ha�������1.�Total Administration Cost� $       385,000 ���2.�Total Interest Cost� $       935,000 ���3.�Total Construction Cost (Roads) less 25% as directed by Minister.� $    3,340,311 ���4.�Total Land Acquisition Cost (Roads)� not specified ����Total� $    4,660,311 ���������The total cost per lot =� $          1,695 ����Total Cost per lot allowed by the Minister =� $          2,750 ����Balance =� $          1,055 ���������Therefore, land acquisition of roads must be achieved at a rate that does not exceed $1,055 per lot, 

(ie: $2,750 - $1,695 = $1,055).����������Total land acquisition cost is $1055 x 2750 (total lots) =� $    2,901,250 ���������The land acquisition rate (per hectare) = � $       241,771 ���������Minister's Proposal (Council does not fund the additional 25% of abutting roads)�����Total lots proposed in Cell 5�2750����Total area of land acquisition (roads)�             13.669 �ha�������1.�Total Administration Cost� $       385,000 ���2.�Total Interest Cost� $       935,000 ���3.�Total Construction Cost (Roads) � $    3,838,254 ���4.�Total Land Acquisition Cost (Roads)� not specified ����Total� $    5,158,254 ���������The total cost per lot =� $          1,876 ����Total Cost per lot allowed by the Minister =� $          2,750 ����Balance =� $             874 ���������Therefore, land acquisition of roads must be achieved at a rate that does not exceed $874 per lot, 

(ie: $2,750 - $1,876 = $874).����������Total land acquisition cost is $874 x 2750 (total lots) =� $    2,404,246 ���������The land acquisition rate (per hectare) = � $       175,890 ��������

As can be seen in the above table, the Council’s original proposal indicated specific amounts for land acquisition, arterial road construction, etc, that were established via expert independent advice.  The resulting total cost is expressed as a developer contribution of $3881 per lot.  The valuation rate used (provided by Knight Frank Valuers) to estimate the total land acquisition costs was approximately $285,000 per hectare.



The first option outlining the Minister’s advice identifies one extent of the variety of alternatives that could be estimated.  The Minister has advised that it is open to the City to take a proportion of contribution towards the 25% specified and balance this against land acquisition rates.  Therefore, this option represents the impact on land acquisition rates if the City was to pay the full 25% of the cost of providing what is normally considered the developer’s share of abutting arterial roads.  In this scenario, the administration, interest and road construction costs are those prescribed by the Minister.  The sum of these amounts is expressed as a developer contribution which equates to $1,695 per lot.  As the Minister has advised that the City must adjust land acquisition values downwards so that the total does not exceed $2,750 per lot, it is a simple calculation to determine the land acquisition component cannot exceed $1,055 per lot, or $2,901,250 in total, ie $241,771 per hectare.  This must presumably be the valuation the Minister considers reasonable for this cell albeit that this rate is not actually derived through valuation.



The second alternative represents the opposite of the previous option.  The impact on land acquisition is highlighted by the City using the developer contributions to pay the total cost of all abutting arterial roads as would normally be the case. 



In this scenario, the administration, interest and road construction costs are consistent with the City’s proposal.  The total of these amounts is expressed as a contribution amount of $1,876 per lot.  When the land acquisition values are adjusted so that the overall total does not exceed $2,750 per lot, it is estimated that the land acquisition component cannot exceed $874 per lot, or $2,404,246 in total, ie $175,890 per hectare.  



It is clear from these simple calculations that if any trade-off is made in regard to the 25% Council contribution to the abutting arterial roads then the basis for estimating the cost of land acquisition would be further compromised (as Council was previously advised).  The Council would be having to accept a totally arbitrary figure that is not based on valuation advice.



The unacceptable nature of this requirement is compounded further by the advice that the City should use this figure of $2,750 as the basis of future contributions escalated only according to the Construction Cost Index.



In general, this index is a guide to the effect on construction costs that is brought about through variations in the rates of labour and materials as well as reflecting the cost of resource availability.  It does not reflect changing administration costs, interest that may be accrued or increases in the cost of land.



The advice received is not clear whether it is intended that the only component of the overall cost that can be increased over time is the cost of construction (as per the construction index) or if it is intended that the total cost can be increased on this basis.  Either way, the Council would be severely disadvantaged as rising land values and other costs over time incurred by the Council are factors that cannot be satisfactorily reflected through the use of a construction index alone. 



In light of these circumstances, City of Wanneroo officers held an urgent meeting with officers from the Ministry for Planning and the Minister’s Appeals Office to discuss the Minister’s advice.  In short, the City’s officers advised those present that the basis of the appeal decision was inconsistent with current policy, was not practical and would simply not work.



Consequently, opportunities for lowering Cell 5 costs based on more rational criteria were discussed as it was recognised that a substantial departure from the Minister’s determination would not be accepted if a “reasonable” level of cost consistent with Minister Lewis’ intentions was not maintained.



Although no commitment was provided, it was acknowledged that there may be an opportunity for Council to redress its present concerns.  The City’s officers were therefore advised to write to the current Minister with Council’s concerns and present a case for changing the basis for infrastructure contributions within this cell.



Council should also write to the Minister seeking a commitment that unless there is reasonable justification, the level of infrastructure and basis of costing being included as a developer contribution for all other East Wanneroo Planning cells (as detailed in Attachment No 3) is considered satisfactory and will not be varied simply on the basis that the cost per lot may be considered high.



If these actions cannot alter the stated implications of this appeal decision for the balance of the cell or if the Minister is not prepared to make any commitment in respect to the other East Wanneroo cells then the Council may wish to consider the following actions. 



1.	The acquisition of land for Important Regional Road reservations under the Metropolitan Region Scheme has normally been the responsibility of the WAPC through the Metropolitan Region Improvement Fund (MRIF) in areas where there is a multiplicity of land ownership.  However, some five years ago, the WAPC advised Council that it was not going to pursue the acquisition of such reserves in East Wanneroo.  This advice was on the basis that the Council was proposing a scheme (Town Planning Scheme No 21) in East Wanneroo to co-ordinate infrastructure contributions from landowners and consequently, it was believed that the Council could also include acquisition of such reserves as part of the developer contribution arrangements.



	In light of the present circumstances however the Council may need to consider advising the WAPC that it will no longer accept responsibility for the acquisition of land for Important Regional Roads or other arterial roads in East Wanneroo and that all landowners affected by such land will be directed to the Western Australian Planning Commission (WAPC).



2.	Council may also consider establishing a Specialised Area Rate as prescribed under the Local Government Act 1995 for the Cell 5 area.  The Council has authority to establish this rate which can be used to offset the additional burden that has been placed on the City in respect to 25% of the cost of road acquisition and constructing full earthworks and one carriageway of the abutting roads.  



3.	Additionally, the Council would need to consider soliciting support from the Western Australian Municipal Association (WAMA) on this matter.



With respect to Item 8 the Minister advised that he expects the City will use the figure of $2,750 as the basis for determining contributions for this cell.  As this amount was established through an appeal it can only be legally applied to the lots the subject of the appeal.  Despite this, there is clearly an expectation that the City will introduce a similar level of contribution for the balance of Cell 5.  As discussed above, providing that the current arrangements in respect to infrastructure contributions for this cell can be logically adjusted by Council it may be possible to reduce the contribution level to approximately $2,750 per lot without jeopardising the future development of the area.



RECOMMENDATION



THAT Council endorses the actions/advice contained in this report in respect to Items 1-8 as follows:



1.	Item 1



	that Council accepts the Minister’s advice concerning the availability of the reports prepared by the Minister’s independent consultant and the Appeal Committee Member on this appeal and does not further pursue this matter;



2.	Items 2,3 and 4



	that Council acknowledges the Minister has accepted the estimated costs in respect to road construction, administration and the total land area for land acquisition for arterial roads in accordance with the City’s original submission.  No further action is required in this regard;



3.	Item 5



	that Council notes the former Minister has reduced the level of interest that Council can impute as an infrastructure contribution and that this matter will require further consideration once the East Wanneroo Consultancy has concluded;



4.	Items 6, 7 and 8



	that Council writes to the Minister for Planning in respect to alternative arrangements for infrastructure contributions for Cell 5 and that it also seeks a commitment in regard to the principles and infrastructure used to establish developer contributions for the other East Wanneroo Planning Cells.







�
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CITY OF WANNEROO REPORT NO:  DP95-05/97



TO:  �CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER�����FROM:�CITY PLANNER�����FOR MEETING OF:�DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING SERVICES COMMITTEE�����MEETING DATE:�19 MAY 1997�����FILE REF:�780-20�����WARD:�NORTH�����SUBJECT:�CLARKSON/BUTLER DISTRICT DISTRIBUTOR ROAD FUNDING ARRANGEMENT�����



SUMMARY



There is an urgent need to finally determine a basis for calculating developer contributions for the provision of the district distributor road network for the Clarkson/Butler Planning District.  Since mid-1996, City officers in conjunction with developers within the area and officers of the Ministry for Planning have held discussions aimed at determining an equitable funding arrangement for district distributor road construction.  This has also included a framework for the management of funds and road construction based on the funding arrangement.





A Working Group made up of representative developers and City officers was set up to facilitate consideration of the matter.  Four different options (Options A, B1, C1 and D) have been proposed by the Working Group which might form the basis for a funding arrangement.  They are all ‘area’ based options where developer funding is based on the area which each landholding bears to a wider area (which differs depending on the option).  Two of these options, Options A and D, appear to be the two most equitable options for all developers.



Council has two responsibilities on this matter, as a developer and as a local government authority with a role in the planning of the area.  As a joint developer of Lot 17 Mindarie (with the Cities of Perth and Stirling), Council would expect to seek to limit its funding contribution.  In this respect, Option A appears to be the most advantageous option for Council as it involves the least cost.  The next most advantageous is Option D and then Option B1.  Option C1 is the least advantageous.  



As the responsible local planning authority, Council must seek to facilitate an agreement or determination on this matter whilst promoting what may be regarded as an equitable option as the basis for funding.  While Option A may be Council’s first preference in its developers’ role, it may eventuate that the greatest degree of consensus amongst  developers is achieved under Option D.   



A meeting of all developers has been arranged for 11 June 1997 and the Working Group intends to encourage developers to adopt one of the above two options (A or D) as the basis for funding contributions.  If developers cannot unanimously agree on an option, it is intended that the matter will be put to the Western Australian Planning Commission (WAPC) for a final determination on this matter.



For the purpose of having a Council endorsed position to be able to put to the forthcoming meeting of developers, it is recommended that Council supports Option A as its first preference, but, in the interests of achieving consensus amongst all developers and to facilitate the finalisation of a funding arrangement, advises that it is prepared to support Option D as its second preference with Option B1 as its third. 



BACKGROUND



The City together with the Ministry for Planning, is now keen to see put in place as soon as possible an agreed arrangement for the funding of the construction of the district distributor road network for the Clarkson/Butler District.



The location of the Clarkson/Butler District is shown on Attachment No 1.  The extent of the proposed contribution area is shown on Attachment No 2.



The total size of the contribution area is about 2067 hectare (ha) and excludes the old Quinns Townsite and the Mindarie Keys landholding.  The district distributor roads in question are Marmion Avenue, Connolly Drive, Neerabup Drive, Lukin Drive and Hester Avenue.  Together this includes 22.68 kilometres of district distributor road and 21 grade separated pedestrian crossings (underpasses/overpasses).



The area involves twelve developers.  In order of size, these are LandCorp (539ha), Quinns Estate (439ha), the three Councils (228ha), Smith Corporation (222ha), Silverton Pty Ltd.  (156ha), Gold Estate (120ha), Westminster Estates (112ha), Homeswest (94ha), Carine Nominees (78ha), Nivlem Syndicate (61ha), Royal Australian Air Force Association (14ha), and St Brigids (2.5ha).



Since the development of the Mindarie Keys Project in the mid-1980s, portions of the district distributor road network and a number of pedestrian crossings have been built to provide access to new subdivisions and co-ordinate with water and sewerage main construction.  As a result, once the developer arrangement has been determined, some developers will be in credit while others will be in debt.



In Clarkson/Butler to date, apart from some limited instances such as the Mindarie Keys development or some localised joint developer funding, district distributor road construction and funding has taken place at the time of the clearance of subdivision for those developers abutting the district distributor roads.  WAPC has powers under planning legislation and policy to require construction of the roads as conditions of subdivision approvals. 



It is generally accepted that in major comprehensive urban development areas such as Clarkson/Butler, there can be fundamental inequities with an ‘abuttal’ approach to district distributor road construction (the ‘abuttal’ approach involves a developer being responsible for the construction of only that portion of district distributor road which abuts the developer’s land).  This is because some developers will abut district distributor roads while others may not, or may only abut these roads for relatively small lengths.  This is despite the benefits to all developers of  the roads concerned.



In fact, one of the key principles of the WAPC’s recently released ‘Developer Contributions for Infrastructure’ policy statement is that infrastructure contributions should be fairly apportioned between multiple developers proportional to the share of the need created by each developer’s subdivision.



To overcome inequities and ensure co-ordination of construction, the City attempted to introduce Town Planning Scheme No 20 during the early 1990s.  Scheme 20, discussed in detail below, attempted to co-ordinate the construction of district distributor roads based on a funding arrangement where each developer funds these roads in accordance with the area which its landholding bears to the total Scheme area.  However, due primarily to  difficulties in developer financing, the Scheme was never finalised.



Since mid 1996, City officers have been attempting to negotiate a developer agreement which incorporates many of the Scheme 20 principles such as the ‘area’ based funding arrangements. 



A Working Group consisting of Council officers and a representative spread of developers was established to explore possibilities for various funding options and make recommendations back to all developers, the City and the Ministry on those options considered to be most equitable. 



The end result has been the formulation of four options which could form the basis for district distributor road funding contributions in Clarkson/Butler.  Of these, two options (Options A and D) appear as the most equitable for all developers.  It is intended to meet with all developers and Ministry for Planning officers in June 1997 to determine (if possible) an agreed funding option.  As such, it is important that Council determines its position on the matter.



DETAILS



Town Planning Scheme No 20 



Council, at its December 1990 meeting (Item No E10221) resolved to prepare Town Planning Scheme No 20.   The general objective of the Scheme was to facilitate and co-ordinate the progressive construction of district distributor roads within the Clarkson/Butler area in order to enable the efficient and orderly subdivision and development of the Scheme area for urban purposes.  This was to be achieved by requiring developers to pay a contribution, or progressive contributions, as the case may be, into the Scheme Fund toward the total Scheme costs for the construction of the district distributor roads at the time of the initial and subsequent subdivision of an existing lot into lots for urban purposes.



The Mindarie Keys landholding was excluded from the contribution area.  This was primarily for two reasons: this area was already the subject of the State Agreement for the Mindarie Project which provided for the completion of part of Marmion Avenue and the construction of an underpass as a full discharge of responsibilities for district distributor road construction.  Secondly, Marmion Avenue was constructed by Smith Corporation in February 1989.  This cost was incurred well in advance of subsequent funding requirements of other developers and, to some extent, has contributed to the value of other land holdings in the area.



The contribution from each developer was proposed to be based on the area which each landholding bears against that of the total Scheme area.  For example, if Lot 12 Jindalee is 77.58ha in area and the total Scheme area is 2067ha, then that lot makes up 3.75% of the total contribution area, and its contribution is 3.75% of the total cost of the works.  This means of calculating developer contributions has been retained as Option A in the most recent consideration of funding options discussed below.



Current District Distributor Road Funding Options



The Working Group has developed four funding options as possibilities for the basis of district distributor road developer contributions in Clarkson/Butler.



Option A : a developer’s contribution to district distributor road provision is based on the proportion of that developer’s land  area against the total contribution area (see Attachment No 3).  This is the simplest method of calculation.



Option B1: the contribution area is split into 6 ‘cells’ as shown on Attachment No 4 with a developer’s contribution based on the proportion of the area of that developer’s landholding within that cell against the total area of that cell. 



Option C1: the contribution area is split into 4 cells as shown on Attachment No 5 with contributions being calculated in the same manner as for Option B1. 



Option D: the contribution area is split into 4 cells as shown on Attachment No 6 with contributions being calculated in the same manner as for Option B1.



In order to assess the merits of each option, the amount of district distributor road contribution has been calculated for each developer in the Clarkson/Butler area for each option.  This has been broken down into the numbers of kilometres of road and proportion of grade separated pedestrian crossings.  The relative contributions which would be required for each developer is shown on Table 1 on Attachment No 7. 



Developer Preferences for the Options



Developers within the contribution area were asked to list their preferences for the options.  All developers responded, and, as would be expected, preferences favoured the options which involved the least contribution for the respective developers. 



These developer preferences are summarised on Table 2 on Attachment No 7.  Some developers have only stated one preference while others are adamant that they will not support a particular option.

�

Some developers have argued for contributions for district distributor roads to be made on the ‘abuttal’ basis referred to earlier.  In respect to this, officers of the Ministry for Planning have advised developers that a contribution arrangement based on ‘abuttal’ will be most unlikely to be supported by the WAPC.



In order to assist the Working Group in its assessment, it has been useful to set aside the stated preferences of developers and rank the options from most to least preferable for all the developers based purely on the amount of road and pedestrian crossings each developer is required to fund under each option.  These rankings are shown on Tables 3 and 4 (Attachment No 8).  Table 4 is very useful as it shows the cumulative rankings of the options and the area of the landholdings corresponding to these cumulative rankings.



From Table 4 it is apparent that no one option stands out initially as developers are favoured by a range of options.  However, when developer’s first, second and third likely favoured options are grouped, the land area of developers favouring Options A and Option D is 79% of  the contribution area.  Eight developers make up the 79% for Option A, while eleven developers make up the 79% for Option D.  It is worth noting that when first and second favoured options are grouped, the five developers favouring Option A make up about 75% of the total contribution area. 



COMMENT/FUNDING



Equity Considerations



It is difficult to determine equity for infrastructure contributions when dealing with developers with different sized landholdings, different financial capabilities and needs and contribution areas that are not geographically “even” such as Clarkson/Butler.   However, on the basis of the above, particularly the ranking exercise in Table 4, it would appear that Options A and D appear to favour the most developers as well as make up the greatest proportion of the contribution area.



Of these, Option D is likely to be supported by more developers (11) than Option A (8).  This deduction is based on the grouping of the first, second and third likely preferences of developers.  However, when only the first and second likely preferences are grouped, the five developers favouring Option A actually make up 75% of the contribution area (the developers with larger landholdings would tend to favour Option A).



When comparing this to the stated developer preferences summarised on Table 1, it appears that some developers will not support Option A at all.  However, four of the five developers with large landholdings support Option A as their first or second preference.  It is noticeable that Option D appears to be the first preference of a number of the developers with smaller landholdings.  These developers collectively make up only about 35% of the contribution area.





Implications for the City of Wanneroo

�

City of Wanneroo as Joint Landowner of Lot 17, Mindarie.



The City of Wanneroo is a joint landowner along with the Cities of Perth and Stirling of Lot 17 Mindarie.  It is intended to develop a 228.4ha northern portion of the landholding for urban purposes.



As a landowner, the City would be expected to seek to limit its road contributions as much as possible.





In this respect, Option A is the most advantageous for Council as it involves the least amount of road contribution with 2.51 kilometres (kms) of district distributor road and 2.32 pedestrian crossings.  The next most advantageous options (in order of decreasing advantage are Option D with 3.25 kms and 2.85 pedestrian crossings; Option B1 with 3.48kms and 2.83 pedestrian crossings; Option C1 with 4.33 kms and 3 pedestrian crossings. 



At officer level, the Cities of Perth and Stirling both advise that Option A is considered to be their first preference, Option D their second and Option B1 the third preference.  Option C1 is not supported and this is because contributions proposed under this option are exactly the same as those which would be required under an ‘abuttal’ method of road contribution.  The overall intention of the funding arrangement is to provide equity in contribution for all landowners.  Option C1 is not considered to be equitable for the three Councils.  In this respect the position of the Cities of Perth and Stirling are supported.  This is reflected on the ‘Landowner Preferences’ table, Table 2.



City of Wanneroo as the Local Government Planning Authority



Council’s other responsibility is its administrative responsibilities as the local government authority responsible for the orderly planning for the Clarkson/Butler District.  In this case it should seek to ensure that an equitable basis for calculating infrastructure funding is finally determined for all developers and that a determination on the matter is made as soon as possible.



In this respect, Options A and D do appear to be the two most equitable methods of calculating the funding of road infrastructure contributions.  It is likely that one of these two options will be chosen as the basis for the contributions.  While Council would favour Option A as a developer, it may be that the most consensus between all developers is reached with Option D.



For the purposes of facilitating an agreement on a developer funding option it is recommended that Council supports Option A as its first preference, but , in the interests of  achieving consensus amongst all developers and to facilitate the prompt finalisation of a funding arrangement, advises that it is prepared to support Option D as its second preference and Option B1 as its third preference.  Option C1 should not be supported.



It should be noted that in the absence of a unanimous agreement between developers at the June meeting, the City will need to seek a determination from WAPC on the basis for determining road contributions.  Should this occur, it is felt that Council should recommend that the Commission adopts Option A, as this is considered to be the option most likely to accord with the Commission’s policy that the apportionment of cost be proportional to the share of the need (for the infrastructure concerned) created by the developer’s subdivision.



RECOMMENDATION



THAT Council:



1.	in respect to the four options for apportioning of the cost of construction of the district distributor road network in the Clarkson/Butler area between developers in that area as described in this report, supports Option A as its first preference.  However, in the interests of achieving consensus amongst all developers in this area and to facilitate the prompt finalisation of a funding arrangement, Council is also prepared to support Option D as its second preference and Option B1 as its third preference.  Option C1 is not supported;



2. 	should unanimous agreement between the Clarkson/Butler developers not be able to be reached regarding selection of the option to pursue for the developer contributions arrangement for provision of the Clarkson/Butler district distributor road network, advises the Western Australian Planning Commission that it wishes the Commission to determine the matter as provided for under its policy on developer contributions to infrastructure, and in that regard, Council’s recommendation is that the Commission adopts Option A as this is considered to be the option most likely to accord with the Commission’s policy that the apportionment of cost be proportional to the share of the need (for the infrastructure concerned) created by the developers’ subdivision.
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CITY OF WANNEROO REPORT NO:  B55-05/97



TO:  �CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER�����FROM:�CITY PLANNER�����FOR MEETING OF:�DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING SERVICES COMMITTEE

�����MEETING DATE:�19 MAY 1997�����FILE REF:�290-0�����WARD:�ALL�����SUBJECT:�DEVELOPMENT ENQUIRIES : APRIL 1997�����



SUMMARY



The following schedule lists those enquiries received between December 1996 and January 1997 and where possible indicates the area suggested by the enquirer to be the preferred location for such development, together with a resumé of advice given by the department.





RECOMMENDATION



SUBMITTED FOR INFORMATION.
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�CITY OF WANNEROO REPORT NO:  B56-05/97



TO:  �CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER�����FROM:�CITY PLANNER�����FOR MEETING OF:�DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING SERVICES�����MEETING DATE:�19 MAY 1997�����FILE REF:�740-649-96�����WARD:�SOUTH WEST�����SUBJECT:�LOT 68 GRENVILLE AVENUE, SORRENTO - MINISTERIAL DETERMINATION OF AN APPEAL AGAINST STRATA SUBDIVISION CONDITIONS�����



METRO SCHEME:	URBAN

LOCAL SCHEME:	RESIDENTIAL

APPLICANT/OWNER:	PR AND DA BRUHN

CONSULTANT:	CANAUS DESIGN

MINISTERS DETERMINATION:	19 MARCH 1997

REPORT WRITTEN:	5 MAY 1997



SUMMARY



The Minister for Planning upheld an appeal of conditions against the Western Australian Planning Commission’s approval of a strata subdivision application submitted by PR and DA Bruhn for Lot 68 Grenville Avenue, Sorrento (Attachment No 1).  The Minister upheld the appeal of conditions 11, 12 and 14 in part in order to promote a more rational lot design as dictated by the physical constraints of the land, and to enable a reasonable time period for the applicant to proceed with the requirements of the development.



BACKGROUND



Council supported the application because it was generally seen to comply with the City’s standard requirements for Survey Strata subdivision.  The WAPC approved the application subject to standard conditions including the following conditions which were subsequently appealed.



CONDITION 11



11.	The proposed strata boundary being amended to a more uniform design to eliminate the isolated pocket of proposed survey strata Lot 1 where it abuts Grenville Avenue to the satisfaction of the Commission (LG)

�

CONDITION 12



12.	No lot being less than 450m2 .



CONDITION 14



14	This approval is valid for a period of one year only from the date hereof within which period a Form 1 or Form 2 and a Management Statement shall be lodged with the Commission for endorsement and certification.



DETAILS



The Minister determined that condition number 11 should remain because the portion of land between the swimming pool and the Grenville Avenue boundary is of exceptionally limited value to the proposed strata Lot 1, and that the intent of this condition will result in a more rational boundary between the two proposed survey strata lots (Attachment No 2).



The Minister determined to delete condition number 12 because the intent of this condition is more relevant to the ability of the strata lot to accommodate septic systems and not a minimum lot area.



The Minister determined to extend the approval period of the survey strata to three years instead of one year to allow a reasonable time period for preparation and development of the land by the applicant.



SUBMITTED FOR  INFORMATION
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�CITY OF WANNEROO REPORT NO:  B57-05/97



TO:  �CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER�����FROM:�CITY PLANNER�����FOR MEETING OF:�DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING SERVICES�����MEETING DATE:�19 MAY 1997�����FILE REF:�30/5522�����WARD:�CENTRAL�����SUBJECT:�MINISTERIAL APPEAL DETERMINATION:

PROPOSED ADDITIONAL GROUPED DWELLING: LOT 124 (3) MALAK COURT, WANNEROO�����



METRO SCHEME:	URBAN

LOCAL SCHEME:	RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT, R20

APPLICANT/OWNER:	NAFISA BAHRAINWALA ZOEB 

	YAWAR ZOEB

COUNCIL DECISION:	REFUSED

DECISION DATE:	22 OCTOBER 1996

MINISTERIAL DECISION:	UPHELD

MINISTERIAL DECISION DATE:	4 MARCH 1997

REPORT WRITTEN:	7 MAY 1997



SUMMARY



An application by Ms N Bahrainwala for an additional grouped dwelling on Lot 124 (3) Malak Court, Wanneroo was refused under Delegated Authority on 21 October 1996 as the property is undersized.  The applicant subsequently lodged an appeal with the Hon. Minister for Planning.  The appeal was upheld on 4 March 1997 as the Minister considered that the property was still large enough to accommodate an additional grouped dwelling.



BACKGROUND



The application by Ms N Bahrainwala for an additional grouped dwelling on Lot 124 (3) Malak Court, Wanneroo was refused under delegated authority on 21 October 1996.  The reason for this decision was that the lot is smaller than the minimum area required for two grouped dwellings under the R20 code of the Residential Planning Codes.

�

The applicant subsequently lodged an appeal with the then Hon. Minister for Planning.  The Hon Minister upheld the appeal with the argument, that in 1990, the City undertook, an amendment to its Town Planning Scheme specifically to provide it with discretion to relax the specified area per dwelling under the Residential Planning Codes in circumstances where lots can satisfactorily accommodate the development but are slightly smaller than the Codes required.  The Minister goes on to say this is clearly the situation with which you (the applicant) are faced but, unbeknown to me, the City has ignored the discretionary powers previously incorporated in its Scheme.



The appeal was upheld subject to such conditions as the City of Wanneroo might reasonably impose.  The applicant has been informed of the conditions.



DETAILS



Lot 124 (3) Malak Court is zoned Residential Development R20.  The property is 896 square metres in area and contains a single dwelling.  The Residential Planning Codes require a minimum lot size of 900 square metres for two dwellings in an R20 coded area.



The Hon Minister’s comments regarding Council’s discretion refer to Clause 5.9 of Town Planning Scheme No 1, viz:



“If it is established to the satisfaction of the Council that a particular requirement or standard specified in this part of the Scheme is unreasonable or undesirable in the particular circumstances of the case, the Council may at its discretion modify that requirement or standard.  Before modifying any requirement or standard the Council may require that the owner or developer enter into an agreement to use or develop the building or land in a particular manner, and in case of a breach of the agreement the Council shall enforce the requirements of the Scheme.



In considering variations to the Residential Planning Codes with the exception of the variation and exclusions subject to Clause 5.40, Council may require that a proposal be advertised and plans made available for public inspection in accordance with the procedures laid down in Clauses 3.10 to 3.17 inclusive.”



COMMENT



The Hon Minister appears to have taken the view that as discretion is available and the deviation from the requirement is only minor, the development should be permitted.



The design of the proposal has been assessed and conditions have accordingly been imposed to ensure that the dwelling design complies with the relevant requirements.





SUBMITTED FOR INFORMATION
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�CITY OF WANNEROO REPORT NO:  B58-05/97



TO:  �CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER�����FROM:�CITY PLANNER�����FOR MEETING OF:�DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING SERVICES COMMITTEE�����MEETING DATE:�19 MAY 1997�����FILE REF:�740-101077�����WARD:�NORTH�����SUBJECT:�LOT 416 (51) QUINNS ROAD, QUINNS ROCKS - MINISTERIAL DETERMINATION OF AN APPEAL AGAINST SUBDIVISION REFUSAL�����



METRO SCHEME:		Urban

LOCAL SCHEME:		Residential R20

APPLICANT/OWNER:		J M Treasure

MINISTERIAL DETERMINATION:		4 March 1997

REPORT WRITTEN:	23 April 97



SUMMARY



Correspondence has been received from the Minister for Planning advising that he did not uphold an appeal against the Western Australian Planning Commission’s (WAPC) refusal of an application submitted by J M Treasure for the subdivision of Lot 416 (51) Quinns Road, Quinns Rocks into two lots.



BACKGROUND



Council supported this application subject to approval from the Health Department of WA for an effluent disposal system and compliance with building setback requirements.  The WAPC subsequently refused the application as there was no reticulated sewerage available in the area and the proposed lot sizes were below the minimum size considered suitable for on-site effluent disposal, and an approval would create an undesirable precedent.



DETAILS



Lot 416 is 1136 m2  in area and has a road frontage to both Quinns Road and Bennett Road (see Attachment No 1).  The site contains a residence which fronts Quinns Road, the remainder of the site is flat, with a masonry fence and gate along the Bennett Road frontage.  This subdivision application proposed two lots of 450 m2  and 686 m2 , with the 686 m2  lot incorporating the existing residence (see Attachment No 2).



The Minister did not uphold the appeal as he found that the lack of reticulated sewerage in the area, the non-compliance with the Government Sewerage Policy and the existing site levels and improvements, would make the creation of an effective, workable lot extremely difficult, and that it would not be appropriate to determine the matter differently.



RECOMMENDATION



SUBMITTED FOR  INFORMATION.
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  �CITY OF WANNEROO REPORT NO:  B59-05/97



TO:  �CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER�����FROM:�CITY PLANNER�����FOR MEETING OF:�DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING SERVICES COMMITTEE�����MEETING DATE:�19 MAY 1997�����FILE REF:�740-101095�����WARD:�SOUTH�����SUBJECT:�LOT 9 (51) GRISKER ROAD, WANNEROO - MINISTERIAL DETERMINATION OF AN APPEAL AGAINST A SUBDIVISIONAL REFUSAL�����



METRO SCHEME:	Rural

LOCAL SCHEME:	Rural & Special Zone (AU) Drum Depot

APPLICANT/OWNER:	L & A Noris

MINISTERIAL DETERMINATION: 20.3.97

REPORT WRITTEN:	15.4.97





SUMMARY



The Minister for Planning did not uphold an appeal against the Western Australian Planning Commission’s (WAPC) refusal of a subdivision application submitted by L and A Noris for Lot 9 Grisker Road, Wanneroo.  The Minister, in not upholding the appeal, concluded that the WAPC’s reasons for refusal were correct, ie the proposal being inconsistent with the Rural zoning of the land and not complying with the WAPC Rural Smallholdings Policy Study (1977) or Council’s Rural Subdivision Policy (1978).



BACKGROUND



Council did not support the application as the proposed lot sizes did not comply with its Rural Subdivision Policy which requires a four hectare (ha) minimum lot size in this area.  The WAPC subsequently refused the application as it did not comply with its Rural Smallholdings Policy Study (1977) or Council’s Rural Subdivision Policy and its approval would create an undesirable precedent.



Council’s building licence and development application records indicate that the drum depot use has not been developed on Lot 9.











DETAILS



Lot 9 Grisker Road is 3.9811ha in size and zoned Rural & Special Zone (AU) drum depot under Town Planning Scheme No 1 (see Attachment No 1).  It has lot frontage to both Grisker Road and Badgerup Road and contains two residences, one adjacent to each road frontage.  There are low-lying areas within the lot.



The subdivision proposal was to create two lots of 2ha and 1.9811ha respectively (see Attachment No 2).



In rejecting the appeal, the Minister concluded that the WAPC’s reasons for refusal were correct, ie the proposal being inconsistent with the Rural zoning of the land and not complying with the WAPC Rural Smallholdings Policy Study (1977) or Council’s Rural Subdivision Policy (1978).



RECOMMENDATION



SUBMITTED FOR  INFORMATION.
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�CITY OF WANNEROO REPORT NO:  B60-05/97



TO:  �CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER�����FROM:�CITY PLANNER�����FOR MEETING OF:�DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING SERVICES COMMITTEE

�����MEETING DATE:�19 MAY 1997�����FILE REF:�520-2�����WARD:�ALL�����SUBJECT:�PEDESTRIAN ACCESSWAY CLOSURES

MONTHLY PROGRESS REPORT�����







SUMMARY



Council, at its meeting on 26 February 1997 (Item No TP22-02/97) resolved to include in the Business for Information section a report each month on the progress of pedestrian accessway closures.



Overleaf is a summary detailing the current situation regarding every pedestrian accessway closure application the City is processing.



RECOMMENDATION



SUBMITTED FOR INFORMATION.





Signature
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�

BUSINESS OUTSTANDING FROM PREVIOUS

MEETINGS OF DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING SERVICES COMMITTEE





HEADWORKS CHARGES - ex H10318



“a report on the headworks costs of lot development be presented to Council following the study of Eastern States cities by Council’s Coordinator of Strategic Planning.”



This matter is currently being investigated; a report will be submitted in due course.



ESTIMATED REPORT COMPLETION DATE:  June 1997



TOWN PLANNING SCHEME NO 21 - EAST WANNEROO DEVELOPMENT SCHEME - ex H81203A



“defers consideration of Points 1 - 4, as amended, of City Planner’s Report H81203 pending a Special Meeting of Council regarding Town Planning Scheme No 21 in early 1994”



Council considered this issue at its meeting of 25 May 1994 (Item I50517) and resolved to engage a consultant to undertake the work involved in addressing the requirements of the Minister for Planning and the State Planning Commission.



ESTIMATED REPORT COMPLETION DATE:  A report will be submitted when BSD Consultants have modified the documentation for the East Wanneroo Development area.



EXTRACTIVE INDUSTRY LOT 50 BERNARD ROAD, CARABOODA - ex TS155�05/95



“consideration of the following points be referred to Town Planning Committee for a report to Council.”



(a)	Council requests the Minister for Lands to revest Reserve 24637 to historical fauna and flora reserve;



(b)	Council initiates rezoning of Reserve 24634 and 31236 under the local Scheme and Metropolitan Region Scheme from Rural to Parks and Recreation;



(c)	Council coordinates the preparation of a Management Plan which will involve the local community.”



ESTIMATED REPORT COMPLETION DATE: A rezoning application has been received which has implications for this area.  A report will be submitted to Council in June 1997.



�CRAIGIE OPEN SPACE - REGISTRATION OF INTEREST - EVALUATION OF SUBMISSIONS - ex TP327-09/95



“further considers the 309 signature petition received regarding the Craigie Open Space at the time of considering the public comments received arising from (5) above, noting that a final concept  plan will be prepared in conjunction with consideration of the public comments and the finalising of negotiations with the proponents (if proposals are to be accepted) and that the proposed extent of any further development of the reserve will be determined by council at that time.”





ESTIMATED REPORT COMPLETION DATE: Upon receipt of further information from applicants; a report will be submitted to Council in due course.



OCEAN REEF COASTAL LAND:  APPOINTMENT OF CONSULTANTS - ex TP346�10/95



“that Council requires a further monitoring report in respect of the Ocean Reef Coastal Land project be submitted in April 1996.”



A report was submitted in May 1996.  However due to the Mullaloo-Ocean Reef Foreshore Management Plan, it has been withheld.



ESTIMATED REPORT COMPLETION DATE:  A report will be submitted to Council on completion of the Mullaloo Ocean Reef Foreshore Management Plan.



PROPOSED AMENDMENT NO 751 TO TOWN PLANNING SCHEME NO 1 REZONING OF SERVICE STATION ZONE ON LOT 70 CORNER WANNEROO ROAD AND DUNDEBAR ROAD, WANNEROO TO ACCOMMODATE A CONVENIENCE STORE AND TWO COMMERCIAL  UNITS - ex TP403-12/95



“it be recommended that Council defers consideration of proposed Amendment No 751 to Town Planning Scheme No 1 submitted by Greg Rowe & Associates on behalf of Mintrag Pty Ltd to rezone the Service Station Zone on Lot 70 corner Wanneroo and Dundebar Roads, Wanneroo to enable the addition of a convenience store and two separate commercial units pending the completion of the Wanneroo Townsite Study.”





ESTIMATED REPORT COMPLETION DATE: A report will be submitted on completion of the Wanneroo Townsite Study.



DRAFT FORESHORE MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR MULLALOO-OCEAN REEF FORESHORE - ex TP38-02/96



REPORT DP78-05/97 REFERS





�

DEVELOPMENT (USE) OF PROPERTY IN BREACH OF TOWN PLANNING SCHEME, LOT 26 (26) RANGEVIEW ROAD, LANDSDALE - ex TP6-02/96



“consideration of the use of Lot 26 (26) Rangeview Road, Landsdale be deferred and referred back to Town Planning Committee for further consideration.”



ESTIMATED REPORT COMPLETION DATE:  An application has been received for the unauthorised buildings, which is being assessed.  After an application for unauthorised landfill has been received, a report will be submitted to Council.



UNAUTHORISED HOME OCCUPATION (GUITAR TUITION) LOT 651 (41) CHADSTONE ROAD, CRAIGIE - ex TP11-02/96



“defers consideration of:



(a)	requesting the owners/occupiers of Lot 651 (41) Chadstone Road, Craigie to cease the unauthorised use of Lot 651 (41) Chadstone Road, Craigie for music tuition within twenty eight days of notification by Council;



(b)	referring the matter to its solicitors for legal action should the owners/occupiers of Lot 651 (41) Chadstone Road, Craigie not cease the unauthorised use of the property within the time specified in (a) above”



Mr and Mrs Short have now advised that they see no purpose for a meeting, therefore a report will be presented to the Council on the resolution of Council’s home occupation policy.



ESTIMATED REPORT COMPLETION DATE:  A workshop is being arranged after which a report will be submitted to Council.



MAJOR REFURBISHMENT AND ADDITIONS TO THE WANNEROO SHOPPING CENTRE, LOT 504 (32) DUNDEBAR ROAD, WANNEROO - ex TP49-03/96



“defers the application for an extension and refurbishment of the existing Wanneroo Shopping Centre on Lot 504 (32) Dundebar Road, Wanneroo submitted by Ken Paterson, Architects as consultants are about to be engaged to prepare a plan for the Wanneroo Townsite and this application may prejudice/constrain this study.”



ESTIMATED REPORT COMPLETION DATE: A further report will be prepared following consideration of Wanneroo Town Centre Structure Plan.

�

TOW TRUCK PARKING AND TOW TRUCK ACTIVITIES AT LOT 678 (163) CAMBERWARRA DRIVE, CRAIGIE - ex TP85-04/96



“Council defers consideration of the parking of two tow trucks and the operation of a tow truck business from Lot 678 (163) Camberwarra Drive, Craigie for one month.”



ESTIMATED REPORT COMPLETION DATE:  Report to be submitted on completion of a new scheme recommendation and acceptance of commercial vehicle parking in residential areas.



PLANNING OF PUBLIC OPEN SPACE IN NEW RESIDENTIAL AREAS - ex TP143�06/96



“that Council requires that a report be prepared for Council’s consideration, in consultation with the Ministry of Planning, on a draft policy on the planning of public open space areas in new residential areas:



1	such report including consideration of drainage facilities which do not prejudice or impinge upon public open space;



2	the possibility of including in all structure plans, the difference between passive, active and conservation reserves;



3	a notation be included on all structure plans indicating that active reserves may include facilities such as carparks, clubrooms, changerooms and toilets;



4	that the developer of the area be compelled to supply and maintain appropriate signs on the public open space informing the homebuyers of the classification of the reserve and the proposed location of any amenities required for an active reserve.”



ESTIMATED REPORT COMPLETION DATE:  This matter will be addressed when the community codes have been released.



PROPOSED AMENDMENT NO 770 TO TOWN PLANNING SCHEME NO 1 TO REZONE  PORTION SWAN LOCATIONS 1577 AND 1578 CORNER SYDNEY AND JOYCE ROADS, GNANGARA FROM RURAL TO SPECIAL RURAL - GREG ROWE AND ASSOCIATES - ex TP190-08/96



“consideration of the rezoning of portion of Swan Location 1577 and 1578 from Rural and Special Rural be deferred as requested by the applicant.”



ESTIMATED REPORT COMPLETION DATE:  A meeting has been held with the applicants and the City is awaiting a further submission.



�INTERNATIONAL MOTOR SPORTS SITE TASK FORCE:  PINJAR MOTOR SPORTS AREA - ex TP198-08/96



“reassess the long term use of the surplus land not under current leasehold for motor sports in the Pinjar Motor Sports Area.”



ESTIMATED REPORT COMPLETION DATE: June 1997



PETITION REQUESTING PROVISION OF DUAL PURPOSE TRACK - LAKE JOONDALUP - ex P92-09/96



“that the petition from residents of the City of Wanneroo requesting urgent consideration be given to the provisions of a dual purpose bicycle and walk track around the borders of Lake Joondalup to link the eastern side of the lake with the existing walk trails on the western side of Lake Joondalup be received and referred to Town Planning Department for a report to Town Planning Committee.”



ESTIMATED REPORT COMPLETION DATE:  June 1997



COMMERCIAL VEHICLE PARKING AND TRANSPORT DEPOTS PROPOSED AMENDMENT NO 761 TO TOWN PLANNING SCHEME NO 1 - ex TP217-09/96



“that Council defers consideration of proposed Amendment No 761 to Town Planning  Scheme No 1 - Commercial Vehicle Parking and Transport Depots.”



ESTIMATED REPORT COMPLETION DATE:   June 1997



MATTERS ARISING FROM MANAGEMENT AND ADVISORY COMMITTEES - ex CS159�09/96 



“at its earliest convenience, seeks a progress report from the Ministry for Planning as to the status of vesting Perry’s Paddock land to Council.”



ESTIMATED REPORT COMPLETION DATE:   June 1997



FLYNN DRIVE INDUSTRIAL AREA - DISTRICT STRUCTURE PLAN - ex TP234�10/96



“1	defers consideration of the proposed Flynn Drive Industrial Area District Structure Plan submitted by Richard Pawluk and Associates on behalf of the landowners involved in the proposed Flynn Drive industrial area pending completion by the Ministry for Planning of its current investigations on the following matters:



(a)	review of the western boundary between the Lake Neerabup reserve and the Industrial zone;



(b)	review of the traffic modelling in light of possible higher employment densities;



(c)	review of the desirability of having a continuous main north-south road running through the area;



ESTIMATED REPORT COMPLETION DATE:  A report will be submitted when advice requested from  the Department of Environmental Protection on this matter has been received.



JOONDALUP CITY CENTRE APPROVALS PROCESS - ex TP262-11/96



“(a)	investigates the legal and resource aspects of the proposal before making a final decision;



  (b)	refers the matter to its solicitors for advice;



  (c)	further considers the proposal when the requested legal advise and a report of the staff implications are available.”



ESTIMATED REPORT COMPLETION DATE:  This matter has been referred to Council’s solicitors for advice - June 1997.



PROPOSED SUBDIVISION - PT LOT 503 (24L) JASPER WAY, EDGEWATER AND EXISTING EDGEWATER DRIVE/LAKESIDE DRIVE ROAD TRUNCATION, EDGEWATER - ex TP295-12-/96



“defers consideration of the application submitted by Chappell and Lambert on behalf of Karinya Nominees Pty Ltd for the subdivision of Part Lot 503 (24L) Jasper Way, Edgewater;



seeks a deputation to the Minister for Planning.”



ESTIMATED REPORT COMPLETION DATE:  A deputation is being sought from the Ministers for Planning and Lands.   A report will be submitted after a reply has been received.



CLOSE OF ADVERTISING: AMENDMENT NO 756 TO TOWN PLANNING SCHEME NO 1 TO REZONE LOT 3 ROMEO ROAD, ALKIMOS FROM RURAL TO RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT ZONE R20 - ex TP307-12/96



“requires a further report on this subject to determine whether the matters referred to in 1 above have been satisfactorily resolved and to consider formal adoption of Amendment No 756.”



ESTIMATED REPORT COMPLETION DATE:  Further information has been received from the applicants and is currently being assessed.



�ASSESSMENT OF REMNANT NATIVE VEGETATION WITHIN THE CITY OF WANNEROO - ex TP310-12/96



“requests a further report on the detailed proposals for the protection of remnant vegetation arising from application of the conservation principles and criteria presented in the consultant’s report following:



(a)	completion of the draft Urban Bushland Strategic Plan and review of the System 6 recommendations;



(b)	release of the consultant’s report for public comment (for a two-month period) and completion of associated community consultation initiatives (eg public workshop or workshops, and correspondence with affected landowners)”



ESTIMATED REPORT COMPLETION DATE:  The matters referred to in (a) above have still to be completed; the public comment period referred to in (b) above is to commence shortly. 



PUBLIC OPEN SPACE POLICY  - ex TP313-12/96



“defers further consideration of a draft Public Open Space Policy pending the further progression and release of the Western Australian Planning Commission’s Community Codes.”



ESTIMATED REPORT COMPLETION DATE:  A report will be submitted when the Community Codes have been released.



PROPOSED EASTERN FREEWAY - ex TP321-12/96



“a report be submitted to Town Planning Committee in relation to determining the route for the proposed eastern freeway.”



ESTIMATED REPORT COMPLETION DATE:  This matter is currently being investigated; a report will be submitted in due course.



PETITION REGARDING EXTENSION OF EDGEWATER DRIVE/LAKESIDE DRIVE ONTO JOONDALUP CAMPUS - ex TS77-04/96



“that Council defers consideration of this matter pending a meeting of representatives of Edith Cowan University, LandCorp, CALM, the City of Wanneroo and interested Councillors being held to discuss this matter.”



A meeting was held in December with the representatives outlined in the resolution and a further meeting will be held in February/March.  As the main issue appears to be the finalisation of the Yellagonga Regional Park Management Plan, this matter has been referred to the City Planner for further action and report.



ESTIMATED REPORT COMPLETION DATE:   A further meeting will be arranged to progress this matter.          



PROPOSED NORTH WEST CORRIDOR OMNIBUS METROPOLITAN REGION SCHEME AMENDMENT - ex TP8-02/97



	“that Council requires a further report be presented regarding the preparation of an amendment to the City of Wanneroo Town Planning Scheme No 1 to make it accord with the changes to the Metropolitan Region Scheme resulting from the finalisation of the North West Corridor Omnibus Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment No 2.”



ESTIMATED REPORT COMPLETION DATE:  A report will be submitted after further advice is received from LandCorp.



AMENDMENT NO 791 TO TOWN PLANNING SCHEME NO 1 - REMOVAL OF GRAFFITI - ex TP14-02/97



	“it be recommended that Council defers consideration of adopting Amendment No 791 to Town Planning Scheme No 1 to change Clause 5.17 to address the removal of graffiti and seeks clarification from the State Government on who is responsible for costs on its “Graffiti Busters” Programme.”



ESTIMATED REPORT COMPLETION DATE:  A report will be submitted following receipt of advice from the State Government Graffiti Task Force.



TRANSPORT DEPOT: LOT 36 (129) TRICHET ROAD, JANDABUP - ex TP33�02/97



	“defers any action on the matter of the unauthorised transport depot on Lot 36 (129) Trichet Road, Jandabup pending the outcome of the Strata Title Referee’s determination of the impending application.”



ESTIMATED REPORT COMPLETION DATE:  A report will be submitted after the Strata Title Referee has made a determination.



GROUPED AND MULTIPLE UNIT DEVELOPMENT - LOT 55 (14) ITEA PLACE, MINDARIE - ex C6-02/97



	“that the letters from Mindarie residents raising concerns in relation to the proposed 25 grouped and multiple dwelling units on Lot 55, 14 Itea Place, Mindarie be received and referred to Town Planning Committee for a report to Town Planning Committee.”



ESTIMATED REPORT COMPLETION DATE:  The applicant is submitting amended plans.  A report will be submitted following receipt of these plans.



PETITION OBJECTING TO PROPOSED RECEPTION CENTRE, BADGERUP ROAD, GNANGARA - ex C12-02/97



	“that the petition objecting to the proposed reception centre to be located in Badgerup Road, Gnangara be received and referred to Town Planning Department for a report to Town Planning Committee.”



ESTIMATED REPORT COMPLETION DATE:  This matter has been deferred pending the outcome of an appeal to the Department of Environmental Protection.  A report will be submitted following the outcome of this appeal.



PROPOSED STAGE 3 - LAKESIDE JOONDALUP SHOPPING CITY - LOT 453 (420) JOONDALUP DRIVE, JOONDALUP - ex TP2-02/97



	“that all items delegating authority to Council’s officers in relation to conditions of approval for Stage 3 Lakeside Joondalup Shopping Centre, Lot 453 (420) Joondalup Drive, Joondalup be referred to Council for final approval.”



ESTIMATED REPORT COMPLETION DATE:  The various items will be reported to Council for approval as and when negotiated positions are reached, therefore may be removed from the Agenda in the meantime.



PETITION OBJECTING TO PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT OF 25 GROUPED/MULTIPLE DWELLINGS, LOT 55 TOULON CIRCLE, MINDARIE - ex C68-03/97



	“that the petition from ratepayers of the City of Wanneroo objecting to the proposed development of 25 grouped and multiple dwellings, Lot 55 Toulon Circle, Mindarie be received and referred to Town Planning Department for a report to Town Planning Committee.”



ESTIMATED REPORT COMPLETION DATE:  The applicant is submitting amended plans.  A report will be submitted following receipt of these plans.



PETITION IN RELATION TO PRESERVATION OF THE CHURCH OF ST ANTHONY’S, WANNEROO ROAD, WANNEROO  ex C99-03/97



	“that a report be submitted to the Town Planning Committee on costs associated with the dismantling and relocation of St Anthony’s Church.”



ESTIMATED REPORT COMPLETION DATE:  This matter is being investigated; a report will be submitted in due course.



PROPOSED AMENDMENT NO 701 TO TOWN PLANNING SCHEME NO 1 TO REZONE LOT 153 CNR ALEXANDER DRIVE (518) GNANGARA ROAD, LANDSDALE FROM RURAL TO SERVICE STATION AND PROPOSED SERVICE STATION AND CONVENIENCE STORE, LOT 153 CNR ALEXANDER DRIVE (518) GNANGARA ROAD, LANDSDALE - ex TP59-04/97



REPORT DP83-05/97 REFERS



MODIFIED DRAFT FORESHORE MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR YANCHEP-TWO ROCKS - PROPOSED DEFERRAL  ex TP61-04/97



	“that Council defers a decision on the modified draft Foreshore Management Plan for Yanchep-Two Rocks areas until advice is received from the Minister for Lands in respect of the coastal study undertaken by Alan Tingay and Associates on behalf of Yanchep Sun City Pty Ltd on the coastline within the distances of 2 km and 1 km of the respective abutments of the north and south breakwaters of the Two Rocks Marina, as this study is likely to have implications for the modified draft Foreshore Management Plan.”



ESTIMATED REPORT COMPLETION DATE:  Further information is being awaited from the Tokyu Corporation - July 1997.



PROPOSED GUEST HOUSE, LOT 120 (24) DORCHESTER AVENUE, WARWICK - ex TP68-04/97



REPORT DP82-05/97 REFERS



SUBDIVISION OF NORTH WHITFORDS ESTATE, LANDSDALE - ex TP76-04/97



	“that a report be submitted to Council on the ramifications of the decision made by the Minister in regard to the recouping of infrastructure costs in the East Wanneroo area”.



ESTIMATED REPORT COMPLETION DATE:  May 1997
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