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5.3 OUTCOME OF WAPC DECISION AND MODIFICATIONS TO LOCAL PLANNING POLICY - 
BUILT FORM 

Attachments:  1. Modified Local Planning Policy - Built Form   
2. Comparison Between Built Form Policy & Residential Design Codes   
3. Building Height Changes    

  

RECOMMENDATION:  

That Council : 

1. NOTES the Western Australian Planning Commission ôs resolution  of 22 July  2026 to refuse the 
following clauses of Local Planning Policy ï Built Form:  

Section 1: Low -Density Development  

¶ Lot Boundary Setbacks ï Clauses 2.1.1 and 2.1.2;  

¶ Landscaping ï Clauses 9.1.1 to 9.1.3  and Clauses 9.2.1 to 9.2.3 ; 

Section 2: Medium -Density Development  

¶ Trees and Landscaping ï Clauses 1.1.1 and 1.1.2  and Clauses 1.2.1 and 1.2.2 ; 

¶ Building Height ï Clauses 3.1.1 and 3.1.2;  

¶ Access  ï Clause s 6.2.1 to 6.2.3 ; and  

Section 3: High -Density Development  

¶ Tree Canopy and Deep Soil Areas ï Clauses 4.1.1 and 4.1.2  and Clauses 4.2.1 to 4.2.3 ; 

2. PROCEEDS with the amendments to Local Planning Policy ï Built Form included as 
Attachment 1 pursuant to Clause 5  of the Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) 
Regulations 2015 ; and  

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

 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:  
 
In December 2025 Council approved updates to Local Planning Policy ï Built Form (Built Form Policy) to 
respond to changes to the Residential Design Codes (R Codes) by the State Government. 
 
The Built Form Policy was submitted to the Western Australian Planning Commission (WAPC) for approval 
of certain standards. Approval of these was needed so they can be applied to the assessment of 
development applications for new homes, alterations and additions to existing homes, and apartments.  
 
The standards requiring approval included: 
 

¶ Building Height ï Maintaining existing building heights which would be lower in some areas than the R 
Codes. 

¶ Landscaping ï Requiring greater tree planting and soft landscaping than required by the R Codes. 

¶ Lot Boundary Setbacks ï Providing flexibility for lot boundary setbacks to accommodate more tree 
planting and soft landscaping than provided by the R Codes. 

¶ Vehicle Sightlines ï Providing vehicle sightlines based on the road hierarchy rather than a blanket 
sightline standard irrespective of how busy the adjoining road is. 

 
In July 2026 the WAPC refused these standards. 
 
As a result, it is necessary for the Built Form Policy to be modified to remove these. 
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Without doing so the City cannot apply the rest of the Built Form Policy to the assessment of residential and 
mixed use developments.  
 
This would impact on the City achieving built form outcomes that can align with the context and character of 
Vincentôs residential areas by considering street setbacks, setback of carports and garages, street walls and 
fences. 
 
Administration would continue to explore opportunities to seek improved outcomes for these elements. 
 
This includes considering building heights and densities holistically through the ongoing Local Planning 
Strategy and Local Planning Scheme No. 2 (LPS2) review and incentivising greater landscaping outcomes 
through the current review of Local Planning Policy ï Sustainable Design.  
 
Administration would also continue its advocacy to the State Government through the next stage of R Codes 
reform that was recently announced and is expected to progress to consultation in the second half of 2026.  

PURPOSE OF REPORT: 

For Council to note the WAPCôs decision to refuse the standards related to building height, lot boundary 
setbacks, landscaping and vehicle sightlines, and to finalise the review of the Built Form Policy 
(Attachment  1). 

DELEGATION:  

Resolution 3 from Councilôs December 2025 meeting when it resolved to submit the Built Form Policy to the 
WAPC for final approval noted that a further report would be presented to Council if standards were not 
supported.  

BACKGROUND:  

Since 2024 the State Government has been undertaking reform of the R Codes which guide the assessment 
of residential and mixed use development throughout WA. 
 
As part of this, any local planning policy that proposes to vary development standards must be reviewed and, 
where necessary, be approved by the WAPC by April 2026, so that they can continue to be applied. 
 
This affected both the Built Form Policy and Local Planning Policy - Character Area Guidelines (Character 
Area Guidelines). 
 
Built Form Policy 
 
This sets Built Form Areas throughout the City with standards and local housing objectives to achieve built 
form aspirations for each area. 
 
This includes elements which vary the R Codes. Some of these elements require the WAPCôs approval for 
these to be implemented through the assessment of development applications, such as building height, lot 
boundary setback, landscaping, and vehicle sightlines standards. 
 
Other elements such as street setbacks, setback of carports and garages, and street walls and fences do not 
require the approval of the WAPC and can be applied. 
 
In December 2025 Council approved amendments to the Built Form Policy and requested the WAPCôs 
approval for the respective standards. 
 
  

https://vincent.infocouncil.biz/Open/2025/12/CO_20251209_MIN_10738.PDF#page=14
https://vincent.infocouncil.biz/Open/2025/12/CO_20251209_MIN_10738.PDF


COUNCIL BRIEFING AGENDA 11 AUGUST 2026 

Item 5.3 Page 3 

These were then considered and refused by the WAPC on 22 July 2026. The reasons for this are 
summarised below: 
 

¶ Building Height ï The proposed building heights would be lower than the R Codes and may undermine 
the intent of LPS2. The broader issue related to building height and transition between different density 
and intensity of development should be addressed through the ongoing review of the Local Planning 
Strategy and LPS2. 

 

¶ Landscaping & Lot Boundary Setbacks ï While there was some merit to the standards to increase 
urban canopy and provide flexibility to the building footprint to do so, this would be more appropriately 
addressed through the upcoming review of the R Codes to provide a consistent approach to this issue 
across Perth and Peel. 

 

¶ Vehicle Sightlines ï The design and width of roads and laneways in Vincent is not unique compared to 
other inner-city contexts and the R Codes provide for a suitable approach to ensuring safe vehicle and 
pedestrian movement for medium and high-density developments. 

 
Following this decision the Built Form Policy needs to be modified to remove these standards so the rest of 
the policy can continue to be applied. 
 
Character Area Guidelines 
 
These set standards and local housing objectives to ensure residential development is consistent with the 
characteristics of areas that are valued by the community. 
 
In December 2025 Council also approved amendments to the Character Area Guidelines and requested the 
WAPCôs approval for building height and vehicle access standards. 
 
The Character Area Guidelines were approved by the WAPC on 20 July 2026 and came into effect on 
1 August 2026. 

DETAILS:  

The 2025 review of the Built Form Policy focused on standards relating to residential and mixed development 
and to improve its readability and seeking WAPC approval for standards which required this. 
 
The WAPCôs decision to refuse the building height, landscaping, lot boundary setbacks and vehicle sightlines 
standards means that: 
 

¶ These standards cannot be implemented through the assessment of development applications. 
 

The assessment would default to the R Codes for these elements. This would generally mean higher 
building heights in some areas of the City and reduced on-site landscaping compared to the Built Form 
Policy. 

 

¶ The refused standards should be removed from the Built Form Policy so that the rest of the policy can 
be applied. 

 
Without doing so, the remaining elements of the Built Form Policy which do not require WAPC approval 
(such as street setbacks, setback of carports and garages, and street walls and fences) would default back 
to the R Codes rather than achieving a built form outcome reflective of Vincentôs context. 
 
A comparison between the refused standards of the Built Form Policy and defaulting standards of the 
R Codes that would now apply is provided below and in Attachment 2 . 
  

https://www.planning.wa.gov.au/docs/default-source/spc-agendas-and-minutes/22-july-2026---statutory-planning-committee---agenda.pdf?sfvrsn=fa7bee51_2#page=297
https://vincent.infocouncil.biz/Open/2025/12/CO_20251209_MIN_10738.PDF
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Built Form Policy Standards  Defaulting R Codes Standard and Impact  

Building Height  

Proposed to keep the existing building height 
standards of the Built Form Policy, which would be 
lower than the R Codes in some areas to reflect 
local character and transition to adjoining 
neighbourhoods. 
 

The R Codes set out the following building height 
standards: 
 

¶ 3 storeys for R50 and R60 properties. 

¶ 4 storeys for R80 properties. 

This includes the building height standards of 
between: 
 

¶ 2-3 storeys for R50 properties. 

¶ 2-4 storeys for R60 and R80 properties. 

This means that building height standards will 
increase in some medium-density areas (shown in 
Attachment 3 ) including from: 
 

¶ 2 to 3 storeys in some areas of West Perth, 
Mount Lawley, Perth, Highgate, Mt Hawthorn and 
North Perth. 

¶ 3 to 4 storeys in some areas of West Perth, 
Highgate, Mt Hawthorn and North Perth. 

Lot Boundary Setbacks  

Proposed to change setbacks between properties 
to be based on the length and height of the wall 
and visual privacy for lower density development, 
providing flexibility for lots to provide more 
landscaping and tree planting. 
 
Minimum setbacks included: 
 

¶ 1 metre for 1 storey walls. 

¶ 1.5 metres for 2 storey walls. 

¶ 3 metres for wall heights greater than 2 storeys. 

Setbacks determined by wall height, wall length and 
the location of openings, generally requiring 
increased setbacks for walls with major openings, 
and reduced setbacks for walls with no major 
openings. 
 
Minimum setbacks would vary between: 
 

¶ 1 metre and 1.5 metre for 1 storey walls. 

¶ 1.1 metre and 7 metre setbacks for 2 storey 
walls. 

¶ 1.3 metre and 9 metre setbacks for walls greater 
than 2 storeys. 

Landscaping  

Proposed to increase the landscaping 
requirements above the R Codes. 

The R Codes standards would provide for reduced 
landscaping for residential and mixed use 
developments. 
 

This includes: 
 

¶ Improved soft landscaping outcomes of 15% for 
high density, 18% for medium density, and 20% 
for low density developments. 

¶ Improved tree planting outcomes for all 
developments including a minimum of three 
trees for Single Houses and two trees for 
Grouped Dwellings, with more trees needed for 
larger lots. 

This includes: 
 

¶ Reduced soft landscaping outcomes including 
10% for high density, 15% for medium density, 
and no minimum for low density aside from 50% 
of the street setback area. 

¶ Reduced tree planting outcomes including a 
minimum of one tree for lower density, one-to-two 
trees for medium density, and one tree for high 
density developments. 

Vehicle Sightlines  

Proposed to reduce the minimum truncations of 
the R Codes for garages to laneways and increase 
these at the intersection of major roads. 
 
Sightlines vary between 1 metre x 1 metre 
adjoining a laneway and increasing depending on 
the road type up to 6 metre x 6 metre (for higher 
order roads like Vincent, Fitzgerald and Oxford 
Streets and Scarborough Beach Road). 

Sightlines standards for all single house coded R50 
and above, and grouped and multiple dwellings 
coded R30 and above will default to the R Codes 
which applies a single 1.5 metre x 1.5 metre 
sightline standard irrespective of the road type. 

 
The modified Built Form Policy with the refused standards removed is included in Attachment 1 . 
 
This would be designed and formatted to be consistent with the Cityôs suite of corporate documents, plans 
and strategies prior to being published on the Cityôs website. 
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CONSULTATION/ADVERTISING:  

The Cityôs Community and Stakeholder Engagement Policy sets out the various levels of participation based 
on the International Associated for Public Participation (IAP2) spectrum which ranges from óinformô to 
ócollaborateô. 
 
The WAPC has made the decision to refuse the respective building height, landscaping, lot boundary 
setbacks and vehicle sightlines standards. As a result, these standards cannot be applied. 
 
Community consultation is not required as there is no opportunity to meaningfully influence the outcome as 
there is no further decision to be made. 
 
Without removing the refused standards, the remaining elements of the Built Form Policy could not be 
applied. This would have a significant impact on the community because there would be no policy guidance 
to ensure new developments respond to Vincentôs local character. 
 
The WAPCôs decision may have some impact in relation to the changes to the building height standards. 
Because of this an óinformô level of participation is considered appropriate, ensuring transparency without 
creating an expectation that feedback could alter the outcome. 
 
Consistent with the IAP2 spectrum and the Community and Stakeholder Engagement Policy, Administration 
will inform landowners and the broader community for awareness and transparency of the WAPCôs decision. 
 
This would include sending letters sent out to landowners and occupiers affected by the building height 
changes and providing an update on the project webpage on the Cityôs website. 
 
Future LPS2 Review Consultation 
 
Density and building height outcomes would form part of the current LPS2 review and consultation would be 
undertaken as part of this future process. 
 
This would provide an opportunity for the community to provide feedback and inform whether there should be 
any further changes to the density and corresponding building heights of areas throughout Vincent. 

LEGAL/POLICY:  

Planning & Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015 & Residential Design Codes 
 
The Regulations outlines that: 
 
3) The local government must not resolve under subclause (3) to proceed with the policy if ð 
 

a) The proposed policy amends or replaces a deemed-to-comply provision of the R Codes; and 
b) Under the R Codes, the Commissionôs approval is required for the policy; and 
c) The Commission has not approved the policy. 

 
4) If the local government resolves to proceed with the policy, the local government must publish notice 

of the policy in accordance with clause 87. 
 
Relevant to this: 
 

¶ Clause 3.2.3(a) of the R Codes Volume 1 and Clause 1.2.2 of the R Codes Volume 2 allows for local 
planning policies to amend, replace and/or augment a standard without WAPC approval. 

 
Clause 3.2.3(b) of the R Codes Volume 1 and Clause 1.2.3 of the R Codes Volume 2 allows for local 
planning policies to amend, replace and/or augment a standard with WAPC approval. 

  

https://www.vincent.wa.gov.au/documents/576/community-and-stakeholder-engagement-policy
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¶ Council approved the Built Form Policy in December 2025, subject to the following elements being 
approved by the WAPC: 

 

R Codes Volume 1  R Codes Volume 2  

- Building Height 
- Lot Boundary Setbacks 
- Landscaping 
- Sightlines 

- Tree Canopy & Deep Soil Areas 

 

¶ The WAPCôs decision to not approve these elements and to require these be removed means that the 
Built Form Policy cannot proceed in its current form. 

 
Modifying the Built Form Policy to remove the refused standards would mean that the rest of the policy 
could be implemented in accordance with Clause 3 of the Regulations and Councilôs December 2025 
decision. 

 

¶ Should Council accept the modifications, a notice would be published to give the Built Form Policy 
effect. 

 
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 clause 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; 
 
The Built Form Policy review has been undertaken in accordance with the Corporate Document 
Development Policy. 
 

 
  

https://www.vincent.wa.gov.au/documents/1898/corporate-document-development-policy
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RISK MANAGEMENT IMPLICATIONS  

There is no further opportunity for the City to influence the WAPCôs decision on the Built Form Policy, with 
this having now been made. 
 
It is now necessary to modify the Built Form Policy to remove the refused standards to that the rest of the 
policy can continue to be applied, Without doing so would mean that the rest of the Built Form Policy can be 
applied. 
 
These risks are outlined below, and on balance it is a lower risk  for Council to modify the Built Form Policy: 
 

¶ Making Modifications ï Making the modifications would result in some increases to building height, 
reduced landscaping and less responsive lot boundary setbacks and sightlines but would mean that the 
remainder of the Built Form Policy could continue to be implemented, This would ensure that 
development still largely reflects Vincentôs broader context and character. 

 
In relation to building height, it is noted that areas subject to increases are not widespread throughout 
Vincent and are generally located abutting higher density areas to minimise impacts. 
 
Landscaping would be required by the R Codes, although less than the Built Form Policy. 
 
The Built Form Policy would retain local housing objectives, which along with other policy reviews such 
as the Sustainable Design Policy would provide the City with an opportunity to increase and incentivise 
tree canopy on private land. 

 

¶ Not Making Modifications ï There is greater risk in not making the modifications, as this would mean 
that the remainder of the Built Form Policy cannot be under the Regulations. 

 
This would result in all development being assessed solely against the R Codes and have a more 
significant impact because there would be no separate policy guidance to ensure that development 
aligns with Vincentôs context and character. 

STRATEGIC IMPLICATIONS:  

This aligns with the Cityôs Strategic Community Plan 2022-2032: 
 
Enhanced Environment 

Our urban forest/canopy is maintained and increased. 
 
Sensitive Design 

Our built form is attractive and diverse, in line with our growing and changing community. 
Our planning framework supports quality design, sustainable urban built form and is responsive to our 
community and local context. 
 
Innovative and Accountable 

Our decision-making process is consistent and transparent, and decisions are aligned to our strategic 
direction. 

SUSTAINABILITY IMPLICATIONS:  

Sustainable Vincent Framework 
 
The increased landscaping standards that were refused by the WAPC aligned with the Healthy and thriving 
city priority objective of the Cityôs Sustainable Vincent Framework. 
 
Enhanced Environment Strategy 
 
The increased landscaping standards that were refused by the WAPC aligned with the Urban Greening & 
Biodiversity ï A Greener Vincent outcome of the Enhanced Environment Strategy, including the Greener 
Private Spaces objective. 
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PUBLIC HEALTH IMPLICTIONS:  

The increased landscaping standards that were refused by the WAPC were in keeping with the 
healthy urban planning and design of communities priority health outcomes of the Cityôs Public Health 
Plan 2026-2031. 

FINANCIAL/BUDGET IMPLICATIONS:  

The cost of publishing a notice of the Built Form Policy and informing impacted owners and occupiers would 
be met through the existing operational budget. 

COMMENTS: 

The Built Form Policy is the Cityôs primary planning policy which guides both residential and non-residential 
development throughout Vincent. 
 
It establishes standards and local housing objectives so that development, including houses and apartments, 
reflects Vincentôs local character and context. 
 
State Government planning reform has required the Built Form Policy to be reviewed. As part of this the 
WAPCôs approval was needed to keep existing building heights, facilitate greater tree planting and canopy 
coverage, and tailor vehicle sightlines to the local context, so that these could be applied to developments 
and enforced through conditions of development approval. 
 
The WAPCôs decision in July 2026 to refuse these standards means these cannot be applied, and it is 
necessary for these to be removed from the Built Form Policy. 
 
This would protect the rest of the Built Form Policy so this could continue to be implemented and ensure that 
that development would still reflect largely Vincentôs broader context and character. 
 
Without doing this, the rest of the Built Form Policy would not apply and development assessments for all 
elements would default to the R Codes. This would have a much greater impact on development outcomes. 
 
The impacts of the modifications to the Built Form Policy are: 
 

¶ Building Height ï Building heights would increase by one storey in some areas of North Perth, West 
Perth, Mount Lawley and Highgate. 

 
These areas are generally located abutting and surrounded by higher density areas such as the 
Beaufort Street, William Street, Mt Hawthorn and North Perth town centres or urban corridors like 
Vincent Street Charles Street, East Parade, Angove Street. 
 
Impacts from this would be moderated by: 
 
- The building heights of impacted areas would either be either consistent with or remain less than 

the building heights of the town centre or urban corridor areas that they adjoin. This would provide 
a transition between areas of higher and lower density. 

- Impacted areas are generally separated from areas with a lower building height by roads, 
laneways, or areas of public open space. This would provide a physical separation to manage 
impacts. 

- The building height increases would not apply to existing Character or Heritage Areas. This would 
continue to be guided through the respective Character Area and Heritage Area Guidelines. 

 
The ongoing review of the Cityôs LPS2 would provide a further opportunity to review building height and 
density outcomes holistically to ensure they are aligned and are balanced against the need to meet the 
Cityôs State Government infill targets. 

 

¶ Landscaping & Lot Boundary Setbacks ï Tree planting outcomes would reduce for residential and 
mixed use developments across the City, including houses and apartments. Lot boundary setbacks 
would be assessed against the R Codes but would provide less flexibility to deliver these outcomes. 
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The R Codes would still require landscaping and tree planting to be provided, albeit less. This would 
include a minimum of one to two trees to be provided depending on whether the development is for 
single house, a grouped dwelling or town house, or apartments. 
 
The Cityôs Enhanced Environment Strategy (EES) aims to increase tree canopy on private land, with the 
Built Form Policy one opportunity that was pursued to regulate this. 
 
Other opportunities to influence improved tree planting would be explored through the current review of 
the Sustainable Design Policy, alongside progressing tree retention mechanisms through Amendment 
No. 15 to LPS2 and draft Local Planning Policy ï Regulated and Significant Trees, and the wider LPS2 
review. 

 

¶ Sightlines ï The default 1.5 metre truncation by the R Codes is consistent with Australian Standards 
and would ensure the pedestrian and vehicle movement is safe. It is noted that large-scale residential 
and mixed use developments would require individual traffic assessments to confirm the adequacy of 
pedestrian and vehicle safety proportionate to the number of traffic movements. This may require larger 
sightlines on a case-by-case basis where specific issues are identified. 

 

¶ Development Outcomes ï While the assessment standards for these elements would default back to 
the R Codes, the Built Form Policy would continue to provide local housing objectives. These would 
guide decision-making where discretion is to be exercised and aim to achieve development that is fits in 
its context. 

 
These would be supported by the respective standards and design principles of the R Codes as well as 
broader planning matters under the Regulations. These would require consideration to be given to the 
compatibility of development within its setting, impacts on the amenity of adjoining properties, adequacy 
of on-site landscaping, and ensuring pedestrian and vehicle safety. 

 

¶ Further R Codes Reform ï On 2 July 2026 the State Government announced further reform of the 
R Codes, aiming to boost the supply of housing by simplifying the R Codes. 

 
Changes included in the announcement referenced enabling more R20 properties to be subdivided, 
increasing building heights for R40 properties, removing minimum parking requirements for apartments 
and granny flats, and reducing the approvals timeframe. 
 
No further details have been provided, and the draft changes are expected to be released for public 
consultation later this year. Administration would provide a submission on these changes to reflect the 
Cityôs position for improved landscaping and sensitively designed development outcomes. 
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