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5.13 LOCAL PLANNING POLICY NO. 7.5.15 - CHARACTER AREAS AND HERITAGE AREAS: 
OUTCOMES OF ADVERTISING GUIDELINES FOR CLEAVER PRECINCT 

Attachments: 1. Community Consultation Survey - Redacted   
2. Summary of Submissions and Schedule of Modifications   
3. Local Planning Policy No. 7.5.15 - Character Areas and Heritage Areas   
4. Appendix 6 - Florence Street Design Guidelines   
5. Appendix 7 - Prospect Place Design Guidelines   
6. Appendix 8 - Hammond Street Design Guidelines   
7. Appendix 9 - Strathcona Street Design Guidelines    

  

RECOMMENDATION: 

That Council: 

1. NOTES Administration’s responses to community feedback, included in the Summary of 
Submissions and Schedule of Modifications included at Attachment 2; and 

2. PROCEEDS with the amendment to Local Planning Policy No. 7.5.15 - Character Areas and 
Heritage Areas with modifications, included at Attachment 3, including the guidelines for 
Strathcona Street, Hammond Street, Florence Street and Prospect Place, included as 
Attachment 4, 5, 6 and 7 respectively pursuant to clause 5 of Schedule 2 of the Planning and 
Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015. 

 

PURPOSE OF REPORT: 

To consider the outcomes of public consultation on Local Planning Policy No. 7.5.15 – Character Areas and 
Heritage Areas (the Policy) to determine whether to proceed with the proposed changes to the Policy, 
including the draft guidelines for Strathcona Street, Hammond Street, Florence Street and Prospect Place. 

BACKGROUND: 

A Character Area under the Policy is a collection of houses, streets or parts of a suburb that contains built 
form characteristics valued by the community. A Character Area is established with ‘Deemed to Comply’ 
provisions and ‘Local Housing Objectives’, in a similar way to the Residential Design Codes of WA and the 
City’s Built Form Policy. 
 
The existing Policy sets out the process to establish a Character Area. This process is community-led, 
meaning that the City will act on nominations as and when they are received. For a nomination to be valid, 
40 percent of property owners included in the nominated area must have signed their support. Since 2015, 
three Character Areas have been established over Carr Street, St Albans Avenue, and The Boulevard and 
Matlock Street. 
 
The City received 5 separate nominations for Character Areas in late 2019 and early 2020, within the West 
Perth area known as the ‘Cleaver Precinct’ which includes Strathcona Street, Florence Street, Hammond 
Street, Ivy Street and Prospect Place. 
 
At its 17 August 2021 Ordinary Meeting, Council endorsed the draft Policy amendment, including guidelines 
for the above streets for the purpose of consultation. 

DETAILS: 

Summary of Consultation 
 
The draft Policy amendment and design guidelines were advertised for a total period of 42 days from 
23 August until 4 October 2021. Clause 4 of the deemed provisions require 21 days minimum advertising. 
 
Consultation activities included: 
 
• Newspaper advertising for 5 consecutive weeks from 28 August until 25 September; 
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• An Imagine Vincent webpage with information and a survey; 
The survey included questions around: 
o Overall support for the proposed inclusion of the street into the Character Area; 
o The nature of the draft provisions contained within the guidelines; and  
o Whether any additional information was required to better understand the Policy or guidelines. 

• Hard copies of the draft guidelines and Policy available at the City’s Administration Centre and Library; 
• 166 letters sent to owners of the five proposed Character Areas inviting them to a community forum, 

and directing them to the Imagine Vincent page for more information; 
• Door knocking of each of the streets the week before 22 September encouraging discussion around 

character and attendance to the upcoming community forum; and 
• A community forum held on 22 September at Royal Park Hall. 
 
Based on feedback from the community forum, it was unclear to residents whether the requirements in the 
design guidelines differed to the existing framework. Administration prepared a comparison document 
between the design guidelines and the Built Form Policy, and published it on Imagine Vincent. The 
consultation was extended by a week to allow for further community review.  
 
In the extra week of consultation, Administration also contacted, by email or phone, each landowner who had 
not yet engaged with the project. 
 
Responses 
 
There were a total of 29 submissions (17 emails and 12 survey responses) received from 27 property 
owners. Survey responses are included in Attachment 1. Approximately 15 people attended the community 
forum. 
 
A summary of the original nominations and comments for individual streets is included below. The full 
summary of submissions including Administration’s response to feedback is included in Attachment 2. 
 

Character Area 
Nomination/  
No. of Properties 
in Character Area 

Formal Consultation (Email 
and Survey Responses) Community Forum 

Strathcona Street 9/16 support 2/7 support 
5/7 object 

1 affected property 
represented 

Hammond Street 8/18 support 
1/18 object 

2/3 support 
1/3 object 

2 affected properties 
represented 

Florence Street 16/39 support 
9/16 support 
7/16 object 
1/16 neutral 

4 affected properties 
represented 

Ivy Street 1/9 support 0 No attendance 

Prospect Place 3/8 support 1/1 support 2 affected properties 
represented 

 
Summary of Submissions 
 
1. Provisions are too strict 
 

Respondents from Strathcona Street who objected had strong views that the design guidelines were 
too restrictive, impacting the development potential of the property without providing much benefit. 
Particular concerns were around the requirement to use rights of way for parking, and the requirement 
for low/open front fence styles. Those on Strathcona Street who supported the design guidelines 
identified lack of street parking and open fences as desirable aspects on a character street. 
 
It should be noted that Strathcona Street is largely intact and unaffected by design outcomes that go 
against its character. In the City’s experience, this has previously led to a misunderstanding that the 
existing planning framework is working effectively to protect character. 
 
Florence Street, currently subject to the exact same planning provisions as Strathcona Street has 
seen some contemporary development and indicates a higher level of support for a Character Area. 
Some objectors in Florence Street also made the comment that character had already been greatly 
eroded. 

https://imagine.vincent.wa.gov.au/character-areas-and-heritage-areas
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There was a lower response rate for Hammond Street and Prospect Place, however those submitters 
were generally supportive. 
 
For those comments that are opposed to certain provisions, each of these have been reviewed and a 
comment included in the summary of submissions (Attachment 2). Administration does not consider 
the proposal to be overly restrictive; however, some changes are recommended to simplify existing 
provisions, and remove those that are redundant or duplicated. 

 
2. Guidelines do not allow for creative approaches to architecture and may encourage faux 

design elements 
 

A number of submitters raised concern that by including new design guidelines for development 
approval it may lead to ‘faux heritage’ and that it would stifle high quality architectural designs. 
 
The intention of the design guidelines is to provide a minimum development standard, greater than 
that of the Built Form Policy due to the area’s unique building character. The design guidelines mainly 
intend to provide guidance around the bulk and scale of buildings rather than the architectural style of 
buildings. As such, the Policy does not encourage or promote faux heritage aspects. 
 
For more creative approaches, development applications may not meet the ‘deemed to comply’ 
provisions, but will still be able to be considered under the Policy provided that it is sympathetic to the 
streetscape, being assessed under the Local Housing Objectives. 

 
3. Guidelines overlap with existing provisions 
 

Some comments acknowledged that there was an overlap between the draft Policy and the existing 
Built Form Policy or R-Codes. These overlaps or duplications are proposed to be removed in the 
modified Policy and detailed in the summary of submissions. 

 
4. Initial level of support 
 

Some submitters and attendees at the community forum were concerned that the initial 40 percent 
requirement for nomination was not met or, if it was met, should not be considered a sufficient level of 
support to initiate the process. 
 
In terms of the initial level of support, 40 percent was achieved for each of the nominated areas except 
Prospect Place and Ivy Street, although these were considered by Administration to still be worth 
investigating and proceeding to public comment.  
 
The 40 percent nomination requirement is included in the Policy as a means to ensure the process is 
led and driven by the community. Given the City’s experience in the character process and land use 
planning more generally, achieving 40 percent support for a particular proposal is considered relatively 
high. Given that planning consultation rarely achieves a 100 percent response rate, increasing the 
nomination requirement would likely result in very few proposals proceeding to the next stage. 
 
No changes are proposed as a result of these comments. 

 
5. Loss in property value 
 

Some respondents were concerned that the imposition of additional planning requirements could have 
a negative effect on land value. 
 
Planning policy, zoning and regulations can have a negative impact on land value where they stifle or 
slow development. Conversely, there is evidence that the planning framework can improve land value 
where important character aspects are maintained and enhanced. The proposed Policy does not 
restrict demolition of existing houses, nor does it restrict height limits beyond existing requirements of 
the Built Form Policy. No modification is proposed as a result of this concern. 

 
Ivy Street 
 
The consultation to landowners within Ivy Street resulted in no submissions on the draft design guidelines. 
The streetscape of Ivy Street includes two grouped dwelling sites (8 units), one vacant block and one original 
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dwelling with significant modifications. On reviewing the context of the street, Ivy Street presents more as a 
right-of-way rather than a public road, with the southern side containing only carports and garages. 
 
The majority of the streetscape is dominated with a combination of solid brick fencing or vehicle access. The 
northern side of the street does not contain any built form that reflects character elements. Based on a lack 
of support from the community and a lack of visible streetscape character, Administration recommends that 
this street be removed from the Policy. 
 
Summary 
 
Administration recommends that Council proceeds with the modified design guidelines for the proposed 
Character Areas of: 
 
• Strathcona Street; 
• Hammond Street; 
• Florence Street (excluding 55 and 42 Florence Street); and 
• Prospect Place. 

LEGAL/POLICY: 

• Planning and Development Act 2005; 
• Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015 (the Regulations); 
• City of Vincent Local Planning Scheme No. 2; and 
• State Planning Policy No. 7.3: Residential Design Codes (R-Codes). 

RISK MANAGEMENT IMPLICATIONS 

Low:  It is low risk for Council to support the amended Policy and new Character Area design guidelines for 
the streets in West Perth. Endorsement of the Policy allows the City to deal with development issues that 
may potentially result in undesirable development outcomes and the loss of streetscape character. 

STRATEGIC IMPLICATIONS: 

This is in keeping with the City’s Strategic Community Plan 2018-2028: 
 
Sensitive Design 

Our planning framework supports quality design, sustainable urban built form and is responsive to our 
community and local context. 
Our built form character and heritage is protected and enhanced. 
 
Innovative and Accountable 

We are open and accountable to an engaged community. 

SUSTAINABILITY IMPLICATIONS: 

The adoption of the Policy and associated Character Area design guidelines for Prospect Place, Florence 
Street, Hammond Street and Strathcona Street will help to enable sustainable development outcomes in the 
future by encouraging the retention and renovation of character. 

PUBLIC HEALTH IMPLICATIONS: 

This has no impact on the priority health outcomes of the City’s Public Health Plan 2020-2025. 

FINANCIAL/BUDGET IMPLICATIONS: 

The cost of adoption of the Policy and associated Character Area design guidelines for Prospect Place, 
Florence Street, Hammond Street and Strathcona Street will be met through the existing operational budget. 
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COMMENTS: 

The adoption of the Policy and associated Character Area design guidelines for Prospect Place, Florence 
Street, Hammond Street and Strathcona Street enable character in Vincent to be recognised and valued into 
the future. 
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