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9.2 OUTCOMES OF ADVERTISING - BEAUFORT STREET TOWN CENTRE PLANNING 
FRAMEWORK 

Attachments:  1. Beaufort Street Town Centre Planning Framework   
2. Summary of Submissions   
3. Schedule of Modifications    

  

RECOMMENDATION:  

That Council:  

1. PROCEEDS with  the Beaufort Street Town Centre Planning Framework  with modifications as  
included in  Attachment 1, pursuant to : 

1.1 Schedule 2, Part 2, Clause 4 of the Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) 
Regulations 2015  as a local planning policy ; and  

1.2 Section 2.7(2)(b) of the Local Government Act 1995  for the Beaufort Street Place Plan;  and  

2. NOTES that Administration will publish a notice in accordance with Clause 87 of the Planning 
and Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015.  

PURPOSE OF REPORT: 

For Council to consider the outcome of community consultation on the draft Beaufort Street Town Centre 
Planning Framework (BSTCPF, Attachment 1). 

DELEGATION:  

In accordance with Clause 4 of the Planning and Development (Local Planning Scheme) Regulations 2015 
(Regulations) a local government may prepare a local planning policy. 
 
In accordance with the Local Government Act 1995 the term ólocal governmentô refers to the elected Council. 
 
Council has not provided any delegation to Administration for adopting local planning policies and/or Place 
Plans. 

BACKGROUND:  

At its meeting on 11 February 2025, Council approved the draft BSTCPF for the purposes of community 
consultation. 
 
The draft BSTCPF consists of: 
 

¶ A local planning policy that outlines the development controls for privately owned land. 

¶ The Beaufort Street Place Plan which guides the City to deliver a range of place-based initiatives and to 
effectively support and coordinate improvements in the public realm. 

 
The draft BSTCPF is located between Walcott Street and St Albans Avenue and directly abuts the City of 
Stirling to the north of Walcott Street as shown in Figure 1  below. 
 

https://vincent.infocouncil.biz/Open/2025/02/CO_20250211_MIN_10704.PDF
https://imagine.vincent.wa.gov.au/download_file/5010/2489
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Figure 1 ï Draft BSTCPF Boundary and Sub -Precincts  

DETAILS:  

Community Consultation 
 
The draft BSTCPF was advertised for 32 days from 20 February 2025 and 24 March 2025 in accordance 
with the Cityôs Community and Stakeholder Engagement Policy and the Regulations. 
 
The methods of advertising included: 
 

¶ Notices published on the Cityôs website and social media and exhibited on the notice board at the Cityôs 
Administration and Library and Local History Centre. 

¶ 4,587 letters were sent out to property owners and occupiers within a 400 metre radius adjoining the 
proposed BSTCPF area, including within the City of Stirling. 

¶ 218 emails to those who had previously participated in the preliminary engagement program for the 
BSTCPF. 

¶ A survey on Imagine Vincent. 

¶ Four in-person pop-ups at Mary Street Piazza on 22 February 2025 and Modus Coffee on 25 February 
2025. These were attended by approximately 29 people in total. 

¶ Notice published in the 27 February 2025 issue of Perth Now Central and on the Cityôs social media on 
26 February and 11 March 2025. 

¶ Notice provided to the City of Stirling as the abutting local government. 
 
At the conclusion of this period a total of 236 submissions were received. Of these 228 were submitted 
through Imagine Vincent and 8 were submitted separately through emails or letters. 
 
The 228 submissions from Imagine Vincent can be broken down into the following three categories: 
 

¶ 40.3% (92) of submissions supported the draft BSTCPF. 

¶ 47.4% (108) of submissions did not support the draft BSTCPF. 

¶ 12.3% (28) neither agreed nor disagreed to the draft BSTCPF. 
 
The remaining 8 submissions did not necessarily fit into the above categories or clearly articulate whether 
the draft BSTCPF was supported or not. 
 
  

https://www.vincent.wa.gov.au/documents/576/community-and-stakeholder-engagement-policy
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The key comments from all submissions are summarised in the table below. 
 

Consultation Data from Imagine 
Vincent  

Key Comments from All submissions  

Building Heights and Density  

Summary of Consultation 

¶ 27.2% agreed with the 
proposed building heights. 

¶ 69.7% disagreed with the 
proposed building heights. 

¶ 3.1% neither agreed nor 
disagreed with the proposed 
building heights. 

Comments in Support 

¶ Appropriate location for density. 

¶ Increased heights would increase housing supply and 
affordability.  

¶ Population growth would benefit local business. 

¶ Concern over the limiting of height perceived to restrict 
redevelopment.  

 
Comments in Objection 

¶ Proposed heights are incompatible with existing amenity and 
character of Beaufort Street, particularly with the St Albans 
Character Area. 

¶ Increased heights would worsen traffic congestion and reduce 
supply of parking. 

¶ Increased heights would overshadow and overlook surrounding 
low density residential properties. 

¶ Additional population growth will place further strain on 
infrastructure and services. 

Strategic Development Sites (SDS)  

SDS Height 

¶ 27.2% agreed with the 
proposed SDS heights. 

¶ 66.7% disagreed with the 
proposed SDS heights. 

¶ 6.1% neither agreed nor 
disagreed. 

 
SDS Location 

¶ 35.5% agreed with the 
proposed SDS locations. 

¶ 43.9% disagree with the 
proposed SDS locations. 

¶ 20.6% neither agreed nor 
disagreed. 

Comments in Support 

¶ Similar comments to óBuilding Height and Densityô. 

¶ Keen to see undesirable SDS sites redeveloped. 

¶ The Hungry Jacks site should include the two residential 
properties adjacent, as they are in the same ownership and will 
be included for coordinated redevelopment. 

 
Comments in Objection  

¶ Similar comments to óBuilding Height and Densityô. 

¶ Distrust in decision makers to ensure height standards are 
adhered to. 

¶ The Cloud 9 site should not be included as an SDS due to 
development up to 16 storeys being unfeasible because of the 
small lot size. 

Street Setbacks  

¶ 41.2% agreed with the 
proposed street setbacks. 

¶ 36.4% disagreed with the 
proposed street setbacks. 

¶ 22.4% neither agreed nor 
disagreed with the proposed 
street setbacks. 

Comments in Support 

¶ Would provide for more space for greening and tree planting and 
support improved walkability. 

¶ Creates opportunities for activation and vibrancy. 
 
Comments in Objection 

¶ Setbacks would require the demolition of existing facades during 
redevelopment. 

¶ Would result in inconsistent street setbacks and lack of a 
continuous street wall. 

¶ Would result in a loss of existing amenity and character. 
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Consultation Data from Imagine 
Vincent  

Key Comments from All submissions  

Community Benefit Framework (CBF)  

¶ 36.4% agreed with the 
proposed community benefits. 

¶ 48.2% disagreed with the 
proposed community benefits. 

¶ 15.4% neither agreed nor 
disagreed with the proposed 
community benefits. 

Comments in Support 

¶ Greater housing diversity is needed, including purpose-built 
housing. 

¶ Improvements to the public realm and delivery of public spaces 
are desired. 

 
Comments in Objection  

¶ The inclusion of social and affordable housing would result in 
more crime and anti-social behaviour. 

¶ The identified community benefits donôt benefit existing residents. 

¶ Distrust in decision makers ability to ensure that community 
benefits are delivered. 

¶ The need and nexus for community benefits needs to be clarified. 

¶ For benefits to be an effective incentive it requires an 
understanding of what both the City and community want. 

¶ Concern over community benefit framework should have a clear 
head of power and relationship to state documents. 

Place Plan Actions  

¶ 69.4% agreed with the Place 
Plan actions. 

¶ 11% disagreed with the Place 
Plan actions. 

¶ 19.6% neither agreed nor 
disagreed with the Place Plan 
actions. 

Comments in Support 

¶ Strong support for lighting improvements, increasing tree canopy, 
and traffic calming on residential streets. 

¶ East-west public transport route and better pedestrian 
infrastructure is needed. 

¶ Support for proposed improvements to the public realm such as 
safer spaces and safer roads for pedestrians and bike riders. 

 
Comments in Objection 

¶ Opposition to more public art, with there being more pressing 
areas the money could be spent on. 

¶ Action should be included to increase supply of parking. 

¶ Concerns traffic calming will divert traffic to surrounding areas 
outside the framework area. 

 
State Government Agencies 
 
Notification of the draft BSTCPF was provided to a number of state government agencies. These included 
the Department of Education, Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage (DPLH), Department of Transport 
(DoT), Public Transport Authority (PTA) and Main Roads WA (MRWA). 
 
Six submissions were received from these agencies (including two from the DPLH). These agencies did not 
object to the draft BSTCPF. Their comments are summarised below: 
 

¶ Suggested changes to heritage terminology and definitions. 

¶ Reference to requirements of the Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972. 

¶ Reference to the Long Term Cycle Network routes. 
 
A summary of these submissions with Administrationôs response is also included in Attachment  2. 
 
  



ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING AGENDA 12 AUGUST 2025 

Item 9.2 Page 5 

Design Review Panel 
 
The draft BSTCPF was referred to three members on the Cityôs DRP who specialise in architecture and 
urban design. The key feedback provided is summarised below: 
 

¶ The number of SDS should be reduced by removing the smaller sites as these would not be suitable for 
the scale of redevelopment encouraged. 

¶ Support for the introduction of a development node at the Vincent Street and Beaufort Street 
intersection. These lots are large and deep providing the ability for good design to mitigate impacts on 
adjoining residential areas whilst providing an opportunity for significant development in a good location 
on these corners with dual frontages. 

¶ In implementing this SDS node, ensure that each site is subject to detailed site responsive design to 
modulate the transition to lower density areas. These design responses should include tower designs 
with slender building elements, articulation and be adequately separated to reduce bulk and scale. 

¶ The introduction of significant landscape buffers in the public realm and on structure would help to 
manage and screen transitions in scale to adjoining residential developments. 

 
The DRP feedback has been addressed through proposed modifications to the draft BSTCPF. 
 
Proposed Modifications 
 
In response to comments received during consultation and the DRP, Administration has made modifications 
to the draft BSTCPF.  
 
These are included in the schedule of modifications (Attachment 3) and summarised below: 
 

¶ Retain the SDS at the north-west corner of the intersection of Vincent Street and Beaufort Street 
(Hungry Jacks) at 16 storeys and expand to include the adjoining properties at Nos. 2 and 4 Vincent 
Street. An LDP would be required to be prepared over these sites and manage the transition in building 
height to the two storey context to the west along Vincent Street.  

¶ Reduce the SDSô at the north-east and south-west corners of the intersection of Vincent Street and 
Beaufort Street (Barlee Street Car Park and Snap Fitness respectively) from 16 to 12 storeys and 
include the requirement for a LDP. 

¶ Remove all other SDS.  

¶ Reduce the heights of the seven lots adjacent to the St Albans Character Area within the Downtown 
Sub-Precinct to 6 storeys consistent with the existing height standards of the Built Form Policy. 

¶ Refinement of the Community Benefit Framework through removing the explicit 3 percent cash 
contribution figure and outlining that community benefits would need to be proposed by an applicant as 
part of a future LDP and align with the Cityôs own gap analysis. 

¶ Refinement of the 2 metre street setback to allow for a nil setback where the existing building façade is 
retained. 

¶ Refinement of Place Plan Actions including 1.1, 2.1, 2.6 and 2.8. 
 
The draft BSTCPF in Attachment 1 includes these modifications. 
 
Following approval by Council the draft WSPF would be designed and formatted to be consistent with the 
Cityôs suite of corporate documents, plans and strategies before it is published on the Cityôs website. 

LEGAL/POLICY:  

Planning Framework 
 
The Planning and Development Act 2005 and the Regulations provides the procedure for making a new local 
planning policy. 
 
The purpose of the draft BSTCPF is to provide a comprehensive framework to guide the redevelopment of 
properties in the precinct through statutory planning provisions and to inform the Cityôs investment in public 
realm improvements through the Place Plan. 
 
The draft BSTCPF would be the principal document in the local planning framework and provides detailed 
guidance for future development in the area for properties that fall within it. 
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Part 4 which contains the statutory planning provisions would be required to be given due regard in the 
assessment of any future development application in accordance with the Regulations. 
 
The draft BSTCPF augments the R-Codes Volume 1 and Volume 2 with new deemed-to-comply standards 
and acceptable outcomes, along with local housing objectives to support site-specific design. Western 
Australian Planning Commission (WAPC) approval is not required for any of the development standards 
proposed. 
 
For non-residential developments, these development standards apply and do not need approval from the 
WAPC. 
 
A future administrative amendment to the Built Form Policy would be undertaken to remove the draft 
BSTCPF area from this. 
 
The Cityôs suite of local planning policies would continue to apply to developments within the draft 
BSTCPF. 
 
Administration has prepared the draft BSTCPF having regard to relevant state planning policies, including 
State Planning Policy 7.0 ï Design of the Built Environment and State Planning Policy 7.2 ï Precinct Design. 
This would allow it to be converted into a precinct structure plan in the future should there be a need to do 
so.  
 
Corporate Document Development Policy 
 
Section 2.7(2)(b) of the Local Government Act 1995 provides Council with the power to determine policies. 
 
The Cityôs Corporate Document Development Policy sets out the process for the development and review of 
the Cityôs policy documents. 
 
In accordance with section 2.3 of the Corporate Document Development Policy: 
 
The purpose of a policy is to provide a general rule or principle to guide Administration and the community on 
the Cityôs decision making and advocacy. 
 

 

https://www.wa.gov.au/government/publications/state-planning-policy-70-design-of-the-built-environment
https://www.wa.gov.au/government/publications/state-planning-policy-72-precinct-design
https://www.vincent.wa.gov.au/documents/1898/corporate-document-development-policy
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RISK MANAGEMENT IMPLICATIONS  

Low: Adopting the proposed policy is low risk as the BSTCPF has been prepared in accordance with the 
Corporate Document Development Policy, state planning framework and has been developed after a 
rigorous community engagement program. 

STRATEGIC IMPLICATIONS:  

The proposed objectives of the draft WSPF would align with the Cityôs Strategic Community Plan 2022-2032 
as follows: 
 
Accessible City 

Our pedestrian and cyclist networks are well designed, connected, accessible and encourage increased use. 
We have better integrated all modes of transport and increased services through the City. 
 
Thriving Places 

Our town centres and gathering spaces are safe, easy to use and attractive places where pedestrians have 
priority. 

We are recognised as a City that supports local and small business. 

We encourage innovation in business, social enterprise and imaginative uses of space, both public and 
private. 

Efficiently managed and maintained City assets in the public realm. 
 
Sensitive Design 

Our built form is attractive and diverse, in line with our growing and changing community. 
Our built form character and heritage is protected and enhanced. 
Our planning framework supports quality design, sustainable urban built form and is responsive to our 
community and local context. 
More people living in and working in or enjoying town centres. 

SUSTAINABILITY IMPLICATIONS:  

The draft BSTCPF directly aligns with the sustainability goals of the Cityôs Sustainable Environment Strategy 
2019-2024 and the draft Enhanced Environment Strategy which is an item on this agenda. The draft 
BSTCPF focuses redevelopment within the existing town centre to help reduce urban sprawl, make better 
use of land and infrastructure, and support sustainable practices like active transport and mixed-use 
development. 
 
The draft BSTCPPF encourages improved Environmentally Sustainable Design outcomes for all 
development within the area. 

PUBLIC HEALTH IMPLICATIONS:  

While it does not directly contribute to any public health outcomes in the Cityôs Public Health Plan 2020-
2025, the draft BSTCPF supports broader community wellbeing by encouraging vibrant, accessible and 
walkable spaces that promote physical activity, social interaction and local economic activity. 

FINANCIAL/BUDGET IMPLICATIONS:  

The implementation of the statutory sections of the draft BSTCPF would be met through the existing 
operational budget. 
 
The Place Plan of the draft BSTCPF includes actions proposing changes to the streetscape and/or transport 
networks following the completion of further investigations. Investigating and producing designs for these 
actions would be met through the Cityôs operational budget. 
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The implementation and delivery of these actions would require capital budget which the City would seek 
this from sources including but not limited to external grants, developer contributions, appropriate cash-in-
lieu reserves and municipal funding.  
 
The approval of any expenditure would be considered by Council at the appropriate stage through future 
annual budgeting processes. 

COMMENTS: 

The Cityôs Local Planning Strategy as well as the State Governmentôs Perth and Peel @ 3.5 Million aim to 
locate density in established town centres and mixed use areas such as Beaufort Street to avoid 
development pressure in lower density residential areas. 
 
The draft BSTCPF would guide the future redevelopment of the area. Increases in building height would 
contribute towards the City meeting its infill targets by encouraging high density redevelopment of 
underutilised land within 2.5km of the Perth CBD. This would also assist in minimising higher density infill 
development from occurring within established residential areas. 
 
Lower density residential areas and heritage properties including the St Albans Character Area abut Beaufort 
Street. The draft BSTCPF would ensure that high density redevelopment is effectively managed to ensure a 
smooth transition to surrounding low scale residential development which is unlikely to change. 
 
Modifications to Draft Beaufort Street Town Centre Planning Framework 
 
The draft BSTCPF has been modified to address feedback received during community consultation and from 
the Cityôs DRP. These are included in Attachment 3 and the key modifications are addressed below. 
 
1. Building Heights & Strategic Development Sites  
 

¶ Reduced SDS & Creation of Vincent Street Node ï The draft advertised BSTCPF included seven SDS 
along Beaufort Street. These have been rationalised and concentrated to sites at the Vincent Street and 
Beaufort Street intersection, currently occupied by Hungry Jacks, the Barlee Street Carpark, and Snap 
Fitness. 

 
This is a prominent location in the town centre with the sites being a suitably large size with dual 
frontages providing the opportunity for additional building height. This approach was supported by the 
Cityôs DRP to create an activity node at this location. 

 

¶ LDPôs for Strategic Development Sites ï A site responsive design is necessary for the Vincent Street 
and Beaufort Street node of SDS to effectively manage the transition between high density 
redevelopment and the lower density residential area. 

 
The preparation of a LDP over each SDS would ensure that further planning and appropriate design 
features to respond to the context is undertaken to realise the additional height opportunities and 
provide community benefit. 
 
The LDP would outline detailed design measures to reduce impacts from building bulk and scale. This 
would include the location and stepping of building heights, setbacks, creation of a consistent podium 
which presents at a pedestrian scale, inclusion of slender building elements, articulation of upper 
storeys, and on-structure landscaping. This would align with feedback from the DRP. 
 
Council would be required to approve each LDP, and this would be informed by feedback from the DRP. 
In the instance that a DA was submitted prior to an LDP, this DA would need to address the LDP 
requirements. 
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¶ Uptown, Midtown & Downtown Sub-Precincts ï Outside of SDS the draft BSTCPF has been modified to 
address the transition to the surrounding lower density sub-precincts and established residential areas. 

 
The removal of SDS outside of the Beaufort Street and Vincent Street node would mean that the 
building height standard would be a consistent eight storeys along Beaufort Street. 
 
The exception to this is that the acceptable height standards of the seven lots adjacent to the St Albans 
Character Area has been reduced from 8 storeys to 6 storeys. This is consistent with the existing height 
standards of the Built Form Policy. 
 
This would aid in managing the transition to existing development and lower scale residential properties, 
including the St Albans Character Area and aligns with feedback from the Cityôs DRP. 
 
The reference to a specific community benefit height for sites in these sub-precincts have also been 
removed. The acceptable heights would remain as advertised being 8 storeys. 
 
The draft BSTCPF would be a due regard document, and discretion would exist for a decision maker to 
approve additional building height above the acceptable standard where it meets the relevant objectives 
and provides for community benefit. 

 

¶ Urban Frame A Sub-Precinct ï The Urban Frame A sub-precinct was advertised with a building height 
standard of 3 storeys. This has been reduced to 2 storeys for R40 coded properties, and those coded 
R60 would be retained at 3 storeys. These building heights would reflect those of the R Codes and 
would minimise the extent of change on the existing residential area. 

 
As set out in further detail below, the proposed setbacks would be adequate to provide for an adequate 
transition on-site to minimise the impact on these residential properties. 
 
A further review of building heights in these transition areas would occur as part of a broader review of 
heights across the City and outside of town centre areas. This would progress in 2026 and be informed 
by the ongoing review of the Cityôs Local Planning Strategy, LPS2 and Built Form Policy to ensure 
alignment between each document. 

 

¶ Management of Off-Site Amenity Impacts ï No further changes have been made to the advertised 
building heights. Any off-site impacts could be effectively managed to minimise impacts on adjoining 
and surrounding properties: 

 
Overshadowing 
 
The R Codes measures overshadowing at midday on June 21 which is when shadow would be at its 
worst and falls directly to the south. 
 
The orientation of lots along the western side of Beaufort Street is favourable and means that 
development would cast a shadow to the road and would not impact on adjoining residential properties 
at this time. There would be a shadow impact in the morning, but these properties would still maintain 
access to adequate sunlight over the course of the day. 
 
Shadowing to the adjoining properties on the eastern side would not have a greater impact to private 
outdoor areas and major openings than what would occur under the existing height standards of the 
Built Form Policy. This is because the proposed building setbacks and presence of existing laneways 
would assist to moderate the extent of overshadowing. 
 
Any future development would still need to address the R Codes elements in relation to overshadowing 
and solar access. 
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Building Separation & Visual Privacy 
 
The side and rear setbacks of 6.5 metres for the first three storeys and 12.5 metres setback for the 
fourth storey and above, go beyond the 3 metre setback of the R Codes. This would assist in providing 
an on-site transition between taller developments and adjoining residential development. This is 
important to mitigate bulk and scale impacts on either side of Beaufort Street. 
 
These setbacks would assist in maintaining visual privacy, which would be addressed through site-
responsive design at the DA stage. The R Codes includes elements related to building separation to 
ensure adequate spacing, solar access, and ventilation is maintained to adjoining properties. 

 
2. Community Benefit Framework  
 

¶ Advertised Approach ï The R Codes sets out that a local planning policy can address the provision of 
community benefits in exchange for greater development potential but there is limited guidance on how 
this should be implemented. 

 
The advertised BSTCPF required a community benefit contribution equivalent to three percent of the 
construction cost of the additional building height proposed. This was based on previous direction from 
the State Government in relation to planning for higher order centres such as Leederville and South 
Perth. 
 
Administrationôs review during the consultation period found that the use of a three percent figure may 
not reflect the context of the Beaufort Street Town Centre compared to other locations which have been 
directed to use this figure and has been informed by specific feasibility modelling. 
 
Feasibility testing hasnôt been undertaken and using a figure without this is unlikely to be reliable and 
risks misrepresenting development viability in the context of the Beaufort Street Town Centre. 

 

¶ New Approach ï The draft BSTCPF has been updated to provide a high level Community Needs 
Analysis (CNA, Appendix 1 of Attachment 1). This is based on existing City plans and strategies to 
identify the needs that are specific to the Beaufort Street Town Centre, including the actions proposed in 
the Place Plan. 

 
Current needs identified through the CNA include streetscape upgrades and infrastructure upgrades, 
delivery of a variety of priority housing typologies such as aged and dependent, key worker and 
affordable housing, and contribution towards the Beaufort Street Precinct Area Road Safety 
Implementation Plan. 
 
The requirement for community benefits would be captured as a requirement for each SDS. The 
respective LDPôs would be supplemented by justification from the applicant to demonstrate how their 
proposed community benefit would address these needs identified by the City and is commensurate to 
the development potential. The LDP would also provide clear guidance to applicants to inform this work. 
 
This would similarly need to be addressed for sites that arenôt specified as an SDS but seek additional 
height above the acceptable standard. 

 
3. Modification to Place Plan Actions  
 

¶ Explore Opportunities for Additional Public Spaces ï This would expand the scope of Action 1.1 to 
include the investigation of the ongoing maintenance of public spaces and facilities in the town centre, 
such as the feasibility of delivering public toilets. 

 
There are currently no public toilets within the BSTCPF area. The nearest facilities are at Forrest Park 
and Hyde Park, which are over 350 metres away. This is not suitable for people with disabilities, 
children or the elderly. 

 

¶ Deliver the Beaufort Street Nodes Project ï This would add to the existing Action 2.1 to include 
improvements to be investigated such as advocacy to the WA Police to enforce compliance with the 
40km/h speed limit on Beaufort Street and adjoining local roads. 
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¶ Increase Parking Efficiencies ï This would expand the scope of Action 2.8 to implement changes to on 
and off-street parking as per recommendations of the Parking Management Plan. These 
recommendations focus on simplifying parking categories, improving turnover by standardising bay 
types, adjusting layouts, and updating fee structures across the Raglan Road, Chelmsford Road, and 
Barlee Street car parks. 

 
These changes would aim to increase usage at underutilised lots, improve signage and pedestrian 
access, and bring consistency to on-street parking restrictions. 

https://www.vincent.wa.gov.au/documents/2244/precinct-parking-management-plan
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