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Town of Mosman Park
PO Box 3
Mosman Park WA 6912
Phone: 9384 1633
Fax: 9384 3694
Email: admin@mosmanpark.wa.gov.au

Town of Mosman Park does not warrant the
accuracy of information in this publication and
any person using or relying upon such
information does so on the basis that Town of
Mosman Park shall bear no responsibility or
liability whatsoever for any errors, faults, defects
or omissions in the information.
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WELLINGTON STREET
NEIGHBOURHOOD CENTRE
LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN

PART 1: STATUTORY SECTION
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PART ONE: LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN
WELLINGTON STREET NEIGHBOURHOOD CENTRE

Lots 9, 10, 11, 20, 21, 50 and 411-412 Manning Street; and Lots 2, 3, 570, 571, 572, 573, 574, 575, 576 Wellington Street

1. PROJECT VISION

The Wellington Street Centre will become a community focal
point and set the benchmark for mixed-use redevelopment
integrated within an existing neighbourhood context - adding
life, residents and activity to create a new beating heart for
Mosman Park.

2. GENERAL PROVISIONS
a.

b.

c.

d.

e.

f.

The provisions of this Local Development Plan operate
as additions and variations to State Planning Policy
7.3: R-Codes Volume 2 – Apartments, Town of Mosman
Park (ToMP) Local Planning Scheme No. 3, ToMP Local
Planning Policy (LPP) 15 Development Standards for
Multiple Dwelling, Mixed-Use Developments and NonResidential Developments and LPP 14 Building Height
and Natural Ground Level. Unless otherwise stated the
provisions of SPP 7.3 apply;

3. DESIGN OBJECTIVES

The following design objectives must be considered and addressed when a Development Application is lodged:

DESIGN + CHARACTER

SUSTAINABILITY + ACCESS

ACTIVATION + COMMUNITY

a.

Take inspiration from local history and identities when
naming the precinct’s buildings, public spaces and
tenancies;

h.

n.

b.

Design to explore a new, contemporary Mosman Park
style, with buildings that vary subtly in detailing but
maintain a common architectural language, with a focus
on high-quality ‘residential’ materiality;

Landscaping to be ‘layered’ throughout the precinct
including within the adjoining public realm, building
podiums, façade and roof top and include deep root
zones that accommodates mature trees, structured
planting and opportunities to grow fruit and vegetables;

Apartment sizes and design should cater for a diversity
of household types and users, including studio/1, 2 and
3 bed options and provide fit for purposes spaces in line
with Multi-Generational Housing Framework [Perth Alive];

o.

i.

The buildings are to attain a Green Star Market Best
Practice rating through energy, water and waste
management initiatives;

Communal facilities (both indoor and outdoor) shall be
designed to encourage interaction, including public
access and use, where appropriate;

p.

j.

Building orientation, apartment design and public space
to optimise sunlight, consider prevailing winds, prioritise
usable and comfortable open space and leverage
opportunities for views;

Develop a governance structure to manage community
spaces, activate the public realm and sustain community
involvement;

q.

Provide a range of local retail convenience and services,
including supermarket, food and beverage and wellness
that activate the public plaza on Wellington Street,
Manning Street, Turnbull Way and the public square
adjoining Turnbull Way;

r.

Public space to be well activated and designed to
maintain safety and surveillance through provision for
alfresco dining, public art, lighting and security;

s.

Design for adaptability and flexibility in the ground floor
to allow uses to evolve and change over time.

c.

d.

In the case of any inconsistency between LPS 3, SPP 7.3.
LPP 15, LPP 14 and this Local Development Plan (LDP), the
provisions of this LDP prevail;
In accordance with the Clause 1.2.2 of State Planning
Policy 7.3 Residential Design Codes Volume 2 –
Apartments (R Codes Volume 2), this Local Development
Plan contains provisions that amend or replace the
Acceptable Outcomes set out in Part 2, 3 and 4 of the R
Codes Volume 2. The Element Objectives of the R Codes
Volume 2 remain and apply. The provisions below detail
which Acceptable Outcomes of the R Codes Volume
2 have been amended or replaced by Acceptable
Outcomes of the Local Development Plan;
Unless specified within this LDP, the objectives and
specific provisions relate only to the redevelopment of
Lots 9, 10, 11, 20, 21, 50 and 411-412 Manning Street,
Mosman Park;
Unless specified within this LDP, development
requirements for individual Lots 2, 3, 570, 571, 572, 573,
574, 575, 576 Wellington Street shall be in accordance
with the R60 provisions of SPP 7.3;
For the purposes of this LDP, ‘grouped dwellings’ are
permitted to facilitate a townhouse typology on Samson
Street. These dwellings shall be classified and assessed
as ‘multiple dwellings’ and contribute towards the plot
ratio of the overall development.

e.

f.

g.

Buildings up to a maximum of 7 storeys, with
appropriate transition in scale or setbacks to more
sensitive residential edges, particularly the direct
western interface, and consideration of views and vistas
from the surrounding public realm;
Express the building mass through a combination of
setbacks, building form, facade design, fenestration,
balconies and/or materiality to create a positive
streetscape outcome;
Ground floor commercial tenancies to provide a fine
grain of shopfronts with reduced but varied setbacks,
different materiality, major openings and active uses
fronting Wellington Street, Manning Street and Turnbull
Way;
The design of streets, laneways, squares and plazas
should be multifunctional, providing flexibility to be
used for gathering places, events and celebrations and
designed to prioritise pedestrian comfort and everyday
use, whilst still accommodating vehicle traffic;
Consider the relationship between public spaces and
private dwellings, including aspects such as views,
privacy and noise, to ensure that apartment dwellings
offer excellent amenity for residents.

k.

l.

Provide a network of new, accessible public space and
community destinations including:
•

a north facing public plaza on Wellington Street;

•

a central public square on Turnbull Lane;

•

a laneway / arcade connection between Manning
Street and Turnbull Lane; and

•

a publicly accessible podium space.

Maintain the current distributed pattern of traffic to
the centre through prioritisation of on-street parking
for customer use, with additional commercial and
all residential car-parking to be located within the
basement with legible and direct access up to the
central public space;

m. Surrounding streets should be incorporated into the
project to enhance the quality of public space, improve
amenity, prioritise access to the centre for pedestrians
and cyclists and slow the speed of vehicle traffic.

Lots 2, 3, 570, 571, 572, 573, 574, 575, 576 Wellington
Street
t.

Retain the existing shopfronts on Wellington Street where
possible and acknowledge their contribution to the
streetscape and local character;

u.

Activate the Wellington Street frontage and respond to
the style and treatment of the adjoining tenancies;

v.

Redevelopment to consider activating Turnbull Way
and/or a combination of landscaping and setbacks to
improve the outlook onto the laneway;

w.

Buildings up to a maximum of 3 storeys at the rear of the
property, suitable for a range of residential, mixed use
and commercial uses that complement the centre.
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4. DEVELOPMENT INCENTIVES FOR COMMUNITY BENEFIT
a.

In line with provision 2.8 of SPP 7.3 and 5.2.3 of LPP 15, the following community benefits identified in Table 1 will be provided
at Development Application (DA) stage for Lots 9, 10, 11, 20, 21, 50 and 411-412 Manning Street, Mosman Park [refer figure
1]. A Landscape Masterplan, Sustainability Report, Sustainable Transport Plan and Leasing Strategy (detailing items such as
tenancy size, mix, fitout quality, target tenants, operating hours etc) are to be provided to support the DA:

Development Incentive 1: Design Excellence

Development Incentive 11: Additional Criteria

•

•

Minimum 10% of dwellings to consist of studio or 1 bedroom apartments;

Development Incentive 2: Landscaping

•

Minimum 15% of dwellings to consist of 3-bedroom apartments;

•

•

Provision of underground power adjacent to lots 20, 21, 411 and 412 on Wellington Street and Manning Street;

•

High quality ground floor tenancy fit-outs and leasing strategy to ensure provision of local amenity;

•

Provision of publicly accessible restrooms.

The development is to achieve positive endorsement from the Town of Mosman Park Design Review Panel.
Provide a minimum green landscape ratio of 0.33:1, which may include all new and preserved vegetation, vertical
and horizontal landscaping, water features, lawn and tree canopy, raised planters, fruit and vegetable planting and
renewable energy initiatives.

Development Incentive 3: Public Art
•

Provide a public art and lighting contribution that is integrated into the public realm design, to the satisfaction of TOMP.

Table 1: Public Benefit

Development Incentive 4: Tree retention / mature trees
•

Retain the existing tree located in the southwestern corner of the site;

•

Design of the adjoining road reserves to accommodate existing street trees, where appropriate;

•

Landscaping to include mature trees with a key focus on canopy cover in deep root zones.

Development Incentive 5: Sustainability
•

Development to attain a minimum Green Star Market Best Practice sustainability rating, and demonstrate triple bottom line
sustainability outcomes.

Development Incentive 6: Sustainable Transport
•

Development to be setback a minimum of 3m from Manning Street and 4m from Wellington Street to accommodate
footpath widening and plaza space within the property boundary;

•

Development to include streetscape upgrades of adjacent road verges [property boundary to curb line], including Samson
Street, Manning Street and Wellington Street, and upgrades to the full extent of Turnbull Way, to the satisfaction of TOMP;

•

Publicly accessible space on the site and within the adjoining road reserves to be landscaped with consistent materiality;

•

Innovative approaches to sustainable transport including potential car-share scheme, electric charging stations, end of
trip facilities etc are to be delivered in line with an approved sustainable transport plan, to the satisfaction of the TOMP.

Development Incentive 7: Built Form Adaptability
•

5.5m minimum ground floor to floor height and central servicing infrastructure to allow for use flexibility in the future;

•

Public realm to be designed to encourage activation and events, particularly within Turnbull Way.

PUBLIC
PODIUM

Development Incentive 8: Human Scale
•

Development to frame and activate public spaces including Manning Street, Wellington Street and Turnbull Way;

•

Use a combination of setbacks, building form, facade design, fenestration, balconies and/or materiality to create a
building that responds to its context and contributes to positive streetscape outcomes;

Development Incentive 9: Heritage and Character
•

•

A minimum 650sqm [including a portion of adjoining road reserve and alfresco space] Village Plaza located at the corner
of Wellington and Manning Street;
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Consistent with the context assessment and CRG objectives building materiality, public art and landscape treatment to
draw inspiration from Mosman Park character and history, whilst creating a new contemporary style.

Development Incentive 10: Public Space
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•

A minimum 200sqm Public Square located centrally within the precinct adjacent to Turnbull Way;

RESIDENTS COMMUNAL FACILITY

•

A publicly accessible laneway / arcade connecting Manning Street to Turnbull Way;

GREEN SPACE

•

A publicly accessible podium space (extent to be determined at DA stage);

•

Public spaces on the ground floor and podium level will be controlled through Public Access Easements in the favour of
TOMP and maintained by the strata;

•

All road verges, street parking on Manning Street and the full extent of Turnbull Way to be maintained by the strata, in
accordance with an agreement with the TOMP
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Figure 1: Indicative Massing and Public Benefit
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5. DEVELOPMENT CONTROLS
5.1 BUILDING HEIGHT
a.

Maximum building heights as specified in Figure 3;

b.

Building heights shall be measured in storeys in line with
the approach within SPP 7.3. Maximum overall building
heights in metres are to be generally in accordance with
table 2.2 of SPP 7.3, whilst acknowledging floor to ceiling
heights specified within 5.1 (c) and 5.1 (d);

c.

d.

Floor to ceiling heights up to 5.5 metres are permissible
on the ground floor and podium level to allow for
adaptable retail/ commercial/community uses and shall
be counted as one storey;
Two storey townhouses / apartments of a total height
of up to 6.5 metres are permitted on the ground floor
fronting Samson Street, responding to the street’s
residential function;

e.

The 7th storey is to be recessed from the main building
line to reduce its visibility from the public realm;

f.

Building height for individual lots 2, 3, 570, 571, 572,
573, 574, 575, 576 Wellington Street may be permitted to
3 storeys.

b.

Minimum Street setbacks as specified in Figure 2;

b.

Upper level setbacks as specified in Figure 3;

c.

Street setbacks for individual lots 2, 3, 570, 571, 572,
573, 574, 575, 576 Wellington Street are to be consistent
with the existing shopfronts.

b.
c.

a.

In addition to the relevant requirements of SPP 7.3,
building design and façade detailing to use a limited
range of materials assembled as a stripped back palette
including brickwork, concrete, timber, steel framing and
clean and open fenestration.;

Where more than five long term bicycle parking bays are
required for commercial land uses, end of trip bicycle
facilities are to be provided at a rate of one facility for
every ten long term bicycle parking bays.

Turnbull Way to be designed as a shared space for
pedestrians and vehicles to the satisfaction of TOMP, and
activated through commercial tenancies;

j.

Public Access Easements in favour of TOMP will be
provided to ensure ongoing accessibility to ground floor

k.

Should a change of use for existing development occur,
additional parking requirements will not be triggered;

and podium public spaces.

l.

If additional floorspace/redevelopment generates the
need for additional bays, the rates specified in 5.8 (c) or
the R-Codes shall apply;

c.

5.7 VEHICLE ACCESS
a.

Vehicular access to the underground parking structure
shall be provided from the western leg of Turnbull Way,
with exit via the eastern leg, as specified within Figure 2.

Existing commercial uses have reciprocal parking
access to commercial bays located within the basement
structure;

m. For residential development, visitor parking requirements
can be met by the publicly available commercial parking
and street bays adjacent to the site;

5.8 CAR AND BICYCLE PARKING

n.

Lots 9, 10, 11, 20, 21, 50 and 411-412 Manning Street

5.9 LANDSCAPE DESIGN

a.

c.

All residential car parking to be provided in accordance
with SPP7.3 and located within the basement level
structure;
Visitor parking requirements can be met by the publicly
available commercial parking and street bays adjacent
to the site;
Parking shall be provided in line with the following
ratios:
i.

Car Parking:

•

Liquor Store - Small, Shop, Convenience Store, Civic
Use, Club Premises, Community Purpose, Recreation
- Private, Reception Centre, Restaurant/Café,
Consulting Rooms, Small Bar and Fast Food Outlet to
be provided at a fixed rate of 1 bay per 50sqm GFA.

Plot ratio for individual lots 2, 3, 570, 571, 572, 573, 574,
575, 576 Wellington Street is permitted to a ratio of 1.5:1.

5.5 FACADE DESIGN

i.

b.

A minimum of 15% of plot is to be used for nonresidential uses, up to a maximum of 33%;

Upper floor building separation within the site boundary
to be a minimum of 10m, to ensure residential amenity
including visual and acoustic privacy, natural ventilation,
sunlight and daylight access and outlook, consistent with
the relevant element objectives of SPP 7.3.

Bicycle parking for commercial land use to be provided
in accordance with ToMP LPP 15;

Lots 2, 3, 570, 571, 572, 573, 574, 575, 576 Wellington
Street

5.4 BUILDING SEPARATION
a.

h.

Pedestrian access to be provided through a new
laneway / arcade linking Manning Street to Turnbull Way;

5.3 PLOT RATIO
Plot ratio for the development on lots 9, 10, 11, 20, 21, 50
and 411-412 Manning Street is permitted to 2.5:1, subject
to the achievement of the community benefits specified
within Table 1 of this LDP;

Residential bicycle parking to be provided in accordance
with SPP7.3;

a.

b.

a.

g.

5.6 PEDESTRIAN ACCESS AND ENTRIES

5.2 STREET SETBACKS
a.

For individual lots 2, 3, 570, 571, 572, 573, 574, 575,
576 Wellington Street, where retention of the existing
shopfronts is not feasible, any new development is
to respond to the style and treatment of the existing
shopfronts through elements such as awning and dado
heights, setbacks, materiality, location and proportion of
major openings, treament of windows and signage.

•

Office, Exhibition Centre and Art Gallery: a fixed rate
of 1 bay per 70sqm.

•

Home Business, Home Occupation, Home Office and
Home Store do not trigger parking requirements.

d.

No additional car-parking is required for alfresco dining;

e.

A total of 23 additional on-street car parking bays on
Samson Street and Manning Street and 8 bays adjacent
to Turnbull Way are to be provided. These bays shall
contribute to the required number of commercial bays
associated with the development;

f.

Additional commercial car-parking bays are to be
located within the first level of the basement structure;

No additional car-parking is required for alfresco dining.

a.

The development is to achieve a minimum Green Plot
Ratio of 0.33:1 i.e. 1,700sqm of new and/or preserved
vegetation, vertical and horizontal landscaping, water
features, vegetable gardens and renewable energy
initiatives;

b.

Development is to retain the existing tree located in the
southern western portion of the site;

c.

Public streets to be upgraded as identified in Figure 2
and should include high quality treatment and mature
trees to the satisfaction of the TOMP;

d.

Landscaping and / or screening of the basement entry is
required to reduce the impact on the western neighbour;

e.

Publicly accessible space on the site and within the
adjoining road reserves is be landscaped with consistent
materiality and treatment;

f.

For Lots 2, 3, 570, 571, 572, 573, 574, 575, 576
Wellington Street, any development is to consider
activation of Turnbull Way and improve the outlook of the
lane through varying setbacks and landscaping;

5.10
a.

5.11
a.

Development of communal open space at a minimum
rate of 15sqm per dwelling, which may consist of
ground floor publicly accessible space, adjoining street
upgrades and upper level podium space.

5.12
a.

COMMUNAL OPEN SPACE

LAND USE

Uses on the site will be determined in accordance with
figure 1 and Table 2 below:

GROUND FLOOR USES
Preferred

Consulting rooms, residential
(Samson Street)*, fast-food outlet,
home occupation, home office, liquor
store – small, medical centre, office,
residential building, restaurant / café,
shop, art gallery, shop, Rescreation Private, small bar

Contemplated

All other D and A uses listed in the
Centre Zone

Uses not
preferred or
contemplated

All x uses listed in the Centre Zone

UPPER FLOOR USES
Preferred

Dwelling – multiple, home occupation,
home office, consulting rooms,
medical centre, recreation - private,
office, community purpose

Contemplated

All other D uses listed in the Centre
Zone

Uses not
preferred or
contemplated

All x uses listed in the Centre Zone

*Entrances to upper floor multiple dwellings permitted on the ground floor.

Table 2: Preferred Land Uses

DWELLING MIX

A diverse housing mix meeting the following minimum
dwelling diversity benchmarks:
i.

Minimum 10% comprising of studio and onebedroom dwellings; and

ii.

Minimum 15% comprising of three-bedroom
dwellings.
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Figure 3: Upper Level Plan
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Attachment 3

ATTACHMENT 3 – SUMMARY OF SUBMISSIONS FROM THE COMMUNITY
Issue Raised

Number of Submissions Received

571 submissions in total (including four
petitions with a total of 482 signatures)
• 80 general support
• 485 general opposition
• 6 neutral
Building height/bulk and scale
Support
•

The apartment height is in excess of what
was recommended in the zoning, but this
is not seven storeys of apartments. It is a
shopping centre with apartment’s on-top,
which are recessed by 10 metres and
concealed from ground level view by two
layers of planting and a cantilevered
podium. The equivalent of seven storeys
in height is very apt for the location,
especially when only one section has the
uppermost floor, which is itself recessed
beyond visibility.

Issue raised in 424 submissions:
•
•

421 oppose building height/bulk
and scale of Draft LDP
3 support building height/bulk and
scale of Draft LDP

Oppose
•
•

•
•

•

•

•

Inconsistent with existing surrounding
residential streetscape.
Seven storey high development will have
a negative visual amenity impact on
existing character of the surrounding
residential area.
Design is not responsive to
neighbourhood character nor context.
Residential tower block development will
destroy community feel of existing
residential development.
Any levels above height of surrounding
residential area (>8.0m height) should
have additional setback to better integrate
with local context.
Lack of height graduation with setbacks
proposed (street and side boundary) –
bulk impact on neighbouring residential
properties and streetscapes.
Ground floor setbacks are minimal and do
not increase until level 7 – resulting in
substantial street front bulk to Manning
Street and Wellington Street.
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•

•

•

•
•

•

•

High rise development is a repeat of past
developments that have left a visual blight
on the suburb of Mosman Park.
Inconsistent with LPS No.3 – 3 storey
building height limit and inconsistent with
Residential Design Code requirements.
The proponent has not adequately
illustrated the height of the proposed
massing in relation to the surrounding
context. The local residents and
community should be provided with a
complete suite of drawings as part of the
consultation process in order to make an
informed assessment. At a minimum, the
proponent should provide cross sections
through the entire site that illustrate the
proposed massing envelope against the
surrounding property.
Support only for appropriate scaled
residential – 3-4 storeys maximum.
The plot ratio (2.5) proposed represents a
dramatically larger scale and built form
than envisaged under the existing
development standards that will ultimately
result in detrimental interface issues
within the surrounding locality.
In accordance with R-Codes Vol. 2,
seven-storey development is
approximately 24m in height and is more
akin to development within the R-AC2
density coding.
With regard to height, an R60 density has
a height limit of 3 storeys (which is 12
metres). What is being proposed is 7
storeys (which is meant to be 24 metres
under SPP7.3- The Apartment Guide),
however, in this case the Clause 5 of the
LDP will allow for a ground floor and
podium level to have a ceiling height of
5.5m high each and for this to be counted
as one storey. It is possibly just poor
wording and the intent is for the ground
and podium levels to be 11 m in total and
counted as two storeys, but the way it's
worded is open to interpretation and there
could be 6 storeys above this height
ground and first floor podium level. 6
storeys is the equivalent of 21 metres ...
so an overall height of 32 metres (the
equivalent of just under a 10 storey
building), but it is presumed it's 5 storeys
(18 metres) plus 11 metres, which is a
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•

•

•

•

total height of 29 metres, just 1 metre
under a 9 storey building. This is triple the
permitted height, and over four times the
height permitted on adjoining properties.
The development standards prescribed
within the Draft LDP will create interface
issues with the locality due to
overdevelopment of the subject site.
The bulk and scale of development
proposed within the Draft LDP is
significantly contrary to the main role and
function of a Neighbourhood Centre.
The positioning of development of this
scale (R-AC2 height equivalent)
immediately adjacent to land developed
at a density coding of R20 will result in
poor planning outcomes due to impacts
associated with bulk and scale, potential
overshadowing, loss of privacy and other
considerable detrimental impacts.
The Town should refuse the LDP and reengage with the developer to consider
sustainable redevelopment options for the
site that align with its R60 zoning

Community Benefit Analysis
Support
• Wonderful opportunity to add vibrancy and
diversity to the suburb – fantastic to have
access to more restaurants and local
bars.
• Will add some amenity to the area and
reinvigorate the existing ‘tired’ shops.
• The idea of being able to shop, entertain
(quality Italian Restaurant) and live has
great appeal.
• A diverse mix of commercial tenancies
would help support local businesses and
reduce the need to travel for many goods
& services.
• The modern design and facilities included
in the redevelopment proposal, including
fitness centre, shopping and restaurants,
will be an asset for the community.

Issue raised in 212 submissions:
•

•

44 submissions identified that the
Draft LDP would result in an overall
general community benefit.
168 submissions identified
specifically that the Draft LDP
would provide ‘no community
benefit’.

Oppose
• The purported community benefits
described in the plan are immaterial and
do not constitute a step-change from the
status quo.
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• Be-spoke ground floor tenancies already
existing in Wellington Street.
• Updated retail fit outs will not contribute to
existing shops current community benefit
but rather will have an adverse impact by
removing these businesses during
development.
• Community will lose local and affordable
retail and food options.
• There is no increase in the facilities
(shops) to meet this volume of demand.
• A public square and publicly accessible
podium space are duplications of existing
nearby amenities at Memorial Park and
Brown Park, respectively.
• New amenity via public art, feature
lighting, bike racks and dog watering
stations are not specific to this
development proposal and constitute
reasonable expectations of any
development on this site – could even be
provided in the absence of this
development.
• Achievement of green star rating benefit
to individual owners and tenants but no
wider benefit to the community.
• Green space will have no benefit to
community with ample existing parks
within the local area.
• Developer benefits and Council rates
benefit with no community benefit.
• Developer financial benefit at the expense
of the environment.
• Underground power has no greater
community benefit.
• Developer has not demonstrated any
community and streetscape benefits as is
required to enable a height variation under
LPP No 15.
• All of the proposed community benefits
could be provided without the need for
increased height.
• The proposed public square is within the
main traffic laneway for traffic entering
and exiting the site. This will remain
unchanged whether the proponent
delivers a three-story development or a
seven-storey development.
• Dog watering stations is a minor provision
and a community benefit that is not
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commensurate with increasing building
height from 3 storeys to 7 storeys.
• Provision of public art and feature lighting
is a required development provision
regardless of height and will remain
unchanged whether a three storey
development or 7 storey development.
• The community developments listed by
the proponent provide no community
benefit over and above those that: can be
provided with a three-storey scheme and
therefore compliant with the LPS; can be
realised with the existing property and
primarily benefit the proponent.
Traffic & Infrastructure demands
Support
•

Issue raised in 332 submissions
•

The inclusion of more community space
and engaging shops will encourage
people to walk and cycle.

Oppose
• Negative amenity impact on street
parking.
• General traffic increase amenity impact on
local residents.
• Insufficient level of onsite parking.
• Traffic safety amenity concerns.
• Developer traffic study lacking detail – no
recording of specific dates and times.
• Incorrect location for high density
development with respect to local road
network. More suited to high traffic area
closer to the Highway.
• Will exacerbate existing high speed traffic
use of Wellington Street.
• No public transport sustainability.
• Lack of visitor parking proposed.
• High rise development is better suited in
closer proximity to the train line.
• Manning Street will end up being widened
with the area losing its ‘village’ feel.
• The traffic flow should enter from one side
and exit to the other side of the complex
splitting the traffic onto different roads.
• No details on traffic management
planning.
• The community has accepted high density
along transit routes but not local roads.

•

331 submissions raised concern
with the Draft LDP with respect to
traffic and infrastructure demands
(traffic, parking and public
transport).
1 specific support for the Draft LDP
encouraging walking and cycling.
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• Even if basement parking is sufficient for
IGA, the ‘convenience’ nature of the local
shops will not change driver behaviour
with shoppers continuing to park in front of
residences surrounding the development.
• The subject site has limited walkability,
limited access to public transport and is
surrounded by low density Residential
R20 – visitors to the supermarket, retail
and food and beverage establishments
will be driving.
• Concern for capacity of local road network
to accommodate substantial density
increase.
• Over 2km/20 minute walk to a train
station.
• The 90⁰ parking on Manning Street is not
safe.
• The allocation of 90 degree parking bays
along Manning Street, where cars can be
going 50km/hr, is not the same as 90
degree parking within the site boundary
where cars would not be exceeding say
15km/hr.
• Concern for senior residents who rely on
walking to IGA.
• During weekday peaks, the extra cars,
plus truck servicing the development, will
create hazardous conditions on the
surrounding roads.
• No parking being provided for the alfresco
and 23 of the required parking bays on the
street – will result in less than one third of
the required parking bays being provided
at all.
• Concern for children’s safety on the roads
while riding or walking to school,
particularly with the Deaf School in the
neighbourhood.
• With the proposed residences being so far
from both Victoria Street and Mosman
Park train stations, it is inevitable that
more cars will take to the roads - this in
turn will significantly increase ‘local’ traffic
to the detriment of residents.
• The developer should commit to providing
adequate cycling infrastructure for not only
today’s cycling community needs but also
future anticipated demand as more
Mosman Park residents, and more broadly
the Perth community, take up cycling.
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Visual privacy
Oppose

Issue identified in 150 Submissions
•

• Negative privacy amenity impact on
surrounding residential properties –
overlooking of outdoor living areas and
major openings to habitable rooms.
• Seven stories is an aggressive invasion of
the privacy of the surrounding community.

Density/Apartment Yield/Mix
Support
•

•

•

•

•
•
•

•

The residential development provides a
diversity of residential options for all
demographics.
The incorporation of apartments
throughout our community has worked
well to date and will give our community
options regarding living location,
particularly young families and
downsizers – we can stay in our lovely
community and live where we would like
to live.
The residential product mix will provide
living options to a broad range of buyer
groups and contribute to the state
government’s infill targets in an
appropriate centre zone.
The higher density will modernise our
suburb and its infrastructure to meet our
lifestyle and community needs.
No current options for downsizers and
rightsizers in the immediate area.
No current affordable options for
aspirational buyers.
This concept will offer the elderly an
opportunity to downsize, and young
professionals their first rental or purchase
in Mosman Park.
Will allow older locals to downsize in the
area.

All 150 submissions concerned
with negative privacy amenity
impact of the Draft LDP

Issue identified in 281 submissions
•

•

27 submissions are supportive of
the density proposed with the Draft
LDP.
254 submissions do no support the
density proposed with the Draft
LDP.

Oppose
•
•

Extreme over development of the site –
‘greedy’.
The development concept does not
provide an appropriate mix of apartment
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•

•

•
•
•

•

•

•

sizes for the demographic needs of the
neighbourhood.
The existing ‘family’ nature of the area
should see a higher proportion of 3
bedroom apartments with single bed
apartments limited to <10% of overall
apartment yield.
Too many small two (2) bed apartments
(approximately 75%) not suited to the
demographic profile of the area.
Apartment mix should allow for over 55’s
to accommodate the ‘older’ demographic.
Aimed towards the wrong demographic.
What is being sought is approval to a
building height of seven storeys (in fact it
is more) and a plot ratio of 2.5. This is an
R-AC2 density. The Town of Mosman
Park does not even have any R-AC2
densities in its municipality. The highest
density the Town of Mosman Park has is
R-AC3, which is located on and around
Glyde Street and Stirling Highway. The
whole intent around this (and why the
densities decrease the further they get
from Stirling Highway) is that density
should be placed where it has access to a
high level of public transport. It's a
fundamental planning principal to place
density around public transport and areas
of high amenity.
The development standards prescribed
within the Draft LDP will create interface
issues with the locality due to
overdevelopment of the subject site in
immediate proximity to low-density single
residential development at R20.
Careful consideration of subdivision of
larger blocks could be a better solution to
accommodate increased density.
If the Town does needs to meet infill
targets this should be focused along
Stirling Highway (along major transport
corridors).

Overshadowing
Oppose
• Negative overshadowing amenity impact
on adjoining property outdoor living areas
and major openings to habitable rooms.
• Sunlight obstruction to houses in the area.

Issue identified in 127 Submissions
•

All 127 submissions concerned
with negative overshadowing
amenity impact of the proposed
Draft LDP.
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• A comprehensive shadow diagram should
be provided to enable a proper impact
assessment of building height.
Community Amenity Impact
Support
• The Centre will be a heart and meeting
place and activate the area.
• Design support where the edges interact
with the public streets creating passive
surveillance and sense of security. This is
an improved interface to Samson Street
and Manning Street where the current
carpark exists.
• The development is what the area needs
and will become a focal point.
• The development has the potential to
become a community hub.
• A diverse mix of commercial tenancies
would help support local businesses and
reduce the need to travel for many goods
and services.

Issue identified in 261 submissions
•

•

205 submissions identified
negative community amenity
impacts with the Draft LDP.
56 submissions identified positive
community amenity impacts with
the Draft LDP.

Oppose
• Negative noise amenity impact on
surrounding residents (most common
negative amenity impact raised).
• Waste collection noise impact on
surrounding residents.
• Loss of sense of community.
• Negative social amenity impact on
surrounding residential properties.
• Density increase has potential to increase
level of crime in the area.
• Concern for the capacity of the local
infrastructure to cope with the increased
population.
• Will place excessive pressure on local
school which is already operating at
capacity.
• Village Plaza is not a plaza - poorly
located (on corner adjacent to a
roundabout) with no potential for
‘community connection’.
• Public square good idea but poorly
designed.
• Passive surveillance and safety issues
with Public Square particularly after dark.
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• Proper community activation requires
spacious open outdoor spaces to
encourage the community to congregate.
• Increased air, light and noise pollution.
• Peaceful ambience of local community will
be destroyed.
• The purpose of a neighbourhood centre
under State Planning Policy 4.2 - Activity
Centres for Perth and Peel is to provide
"daily and weekly household shopping
needs, community facilities and a small
range of other convenience services." The
typical uses are "Supermarkets, personal
care services and convenience shops" –
concern for commercial uses on upper
floor. Potential higher order uses like
gymnasiums and medical centres will
draw in trade from other high order
centres, not meeting intent of a
Neighbourhood Centre.
• The proposed development will create a
community within a community and
permanently change our family friendly
demographic.
Other
Oppose
•
•
•
•
•

•

•
•

•

104 submissions raised various other
points.

Negative impact on property values.
Low building sustainability rating.
Listen to the views of the local residents.
Potential to set a dangerous precedent.
As noted on the dph.wa.gov.au website,
"A Local Development Plan is to be used
in limited situations to guide and coordinate development outcomes for a
particular site and is not to be used purely
as a means to vary the deemed to comply
provisions of the R codes".
Neighbourhood nights falsely advertised
as a community event but are only a
marketing strategy for the developer.
The LDP does not consider the whole
Neighbourhood Centre in its entirety.
The ‘heritage’ of Mosman Park is space,
parks and character cottages/houses not
apartment living.
Mos Lane website contains no useful
information regarding the project – lack of
detail on types of bars and restaurants; no
explanation of tangible community
benefits; no estimate of likely resident
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•

•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•

•

•

•

numbers; no analysis of impact on local
public school capacity.
The architect/developer impression’s do
not reflect the heritage architecture of the
area.
There must be some social housing – we
cannot be an ‘elite’ suburb.
Support if no social housing incorporated.
Coronavirus concerns with scale of
development.
Concern and dislike for the name ‘Mos
Lane’.
The Scheme very clearly precludes the
approval of an LDP that does not accord
with the R60 density code. Clearly the
intent of the Scheme was to require an
LDP to determine access points, open
space, servicing areas and site specific
constraints, but there is no right for an
LDP to exceed the development
standards of the R60 density code.
Approval to such LDP is 'ultra vi res' beyond the power of the Council to
approve. The process for the developer
to increase the density beyond the R60
density of the Scheme is to undertake a
Scheme Amendment, not an LDP.
Buildings should be made to achieve
highest green star rating possible.
Short stay accommodation concern.
The Draft LDP includes schematics,
development controls (including parking,
use of buildings and activation of Turnbull
Way) and makes many assumptions
about how the private properties (No’s
116-130 Wellington Street) will be
developed. No assumptions can be made
unless the developer/Council has agreed
plans with the owners of these properties.
Concern that the community were not
adequately consulted with the
Neighbourhood Nights event disguising
the consultation process - residents
should not have been notified of this LDP
in between food trucks.
The consultative process relied upon by
the proponent to justify their plan was
undertaken in a deliberately misleading
and dishonest manner.
The LDP is contrary to the Town of
Mosman Park Local Planning Scheme No.
3 and ignores orderly and proper planning.

18

• Environmental/health concerns – from
1960-1980 site owned by Ampol (lead
petrol service station and mechanic
workshop). The site has never been
investigated by Department of Water and
Environment.
• If ADC is truly genuine with its comments
in its open letter to the community
(10/10/20) then it will go well beyond
minimum planning policy expectations. It
will introduce leading edge technology as
part of its development. It will shave its
profit expectations so it can create a
vibrant and sustainable “village hub” that
is acceptable to the Mosman Park
community.
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Attachment 4

DESIGN REVIEW PANEL
MINUTES
20.7.2020 at 10.00am

Council Lounge
Town of Mosman Park
Memorial Park, Bay View Terrace, Mosman Park

Attendees:
Design Review Panel Members

Town of Mosman Park Officers
Planning & Operations
- Senior Planning Officer
- Planning Officer
– CEO Town of Mosman Park (attended after the Presentation)
- Minute Secretary
Proponents
– APC
– Aspect Studios
– Roberts Day

Via Microsoft Teams:
– NH Architecture
– NH Architecture
– Roberts Day
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1.

Welcome/Declaration of Opening
The Chairperson declared the meeting open at 10.25am. Pre-meeting discussion with Panel
Members and Local Government Officers commenced at 10.00am.

2.

Apologies
- ADC

3.

Conflict of Interest
NIL

4.

Business
Address:

46 Manning Street, Mosman Park (cnr of Manning & Wellington St)

Proposal:

Mosman Heights Shopping Centre Local Development Plan

Applicant:

Roberts Day on behalf of ADC

Reason for Referral: Mixed Use Development & Local Development Plan

Presentation 10.25am
A Power Point presentation was provided by
from Roberts Day,
and
from NH Architecture, together with input from
from Aspect Studio and
from ADC.

Recommendations and Comments by DRP

Overall Comments
The fly through presentation was helpful to further understand the overall intentions for the site.
The Panel noted that only high level direction could be provided to the applicant at this meeting, as
what was being presented was neither an LDP nor a DA.
Matters to Address:


Context
- Further work needs to be done to strengthen the pinch point between Building A
& B;
- The south eastern corner of Building B still appears to be bulky which could be
improved.

21



Bulk and scale
- The development remains substantially different to the surrounding residential
area;
- Open up Manning Street pinch point to strengthen the concept of two separate
buildings (A&B) – a design treatment such as a visually permeable bridge should
be considered;
- Continue to look at ways to minimise/optimise the appearance and bulk of the
south-east corner – e.g. through use of balconies, braking up façade types,
materiality etc.



Landscape
Townhouse courtyards/setbacks are: south facing and have side setback walls
proposed. Landscape design of these courtyards will need to consider
overshadowing implications and street interface considerations;
Commitment to the size of trees / landscaping at the time of planting. The artist
impressions show mature trees, would not want to see 200L trees planted at the
time of development.
Further detail will need to be provided on the methodology for calculating green
plot ratio. This can be considered at Development Application stage.



Access, movement and parking
- The laneway – further detail regarding the design of the laneway will need to be
provided to demonstrate that any potential for conflict between car movement
and the intended pedestrian focus will be mitigated through the design of the
laneway.
- Continue to examine finding the balance between pedestrian and vehicular needs
of the lane. Providing examples of where it has worked well was encouraged.
- Quantify impact on the building of possible WAPC required truncation (during
amalgamation process) on Manning/Wellington Corner.



Community
- Look at ways to include areas that will require ‘activation’ in the LDP.



Amenity
- If it is intended that the commercial and retail will replace some of the earlier
envisaged public benefits, then specific attention should be paid to ensuring the
proposed tenancy mix, quality of retail fit outs and activation of ground floor
edges and spaces is achieved. These aspects will be important in determining
what level of community benefit the commercial and retail component can
practically deliver.



Functionality and build quality
- The access to the podium from the ‘arcade’ needs strengthening;
- In regard to ‘less than acceptable window treatments’ emerging (i.e. typical
chemist) ensure architecture of building holds the nature of the spaces together,
rather than relying on tenant management (i.e. use window plinth/stall riser not
just floor to ceiling glass etc);
- Look at ways to ensure building includes flexible servicing infrastructure to allow
for change of ground floor uses over time;
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- Suggest LDP be clear of the design assumptions forming the basis and acceptance
of the plot ratio/bulk/scale. These elements (i.e. ‘tenancy and place’ strategy,
highly considered façade designs, design rationale of the external façade, specific
tenant programming, quality materials) became clear in the presentation and fly
through but were not as obvious in the drawing package provided and are a key
reason informing whether the development incentive bonuses sought are
acceptable;
- LDP questions/scope: LDP needs to be clear on what has been considered at LDP
stage for design review and what will still be required to be addressed at DA stage
for further design review. For example a reduced building separation is proposed
(10m) however the internal building design elements that will inform whether this
is acceptable or not has not yet been provided. Just need to be clear about
assumptions, and what has and has not been reviewed at LDP stage, and
referencing the remaining SPP7.3 elements to be addressed at DA stage;
- Some of this information in the point above is beyond what is ordinarily acceptable
to DPLH in an LDP, however given the LDP is for a neighbourhood centre and the
DPLH LDP Framework suggests SPP4.2 is to be addressed, then it would appear
acceptable for this LDP to consider neighbourhood centre level considerations in
its scope, including the points outlined above.
Summary Based on Design Principles
Supported
Pending further attention
Not supported
Principle 1 - Context and character
Good design responds to and enhances the distinctive characteristics of a local area,
contributing to a sense of place.
Comments from the 1st DRP minutes:
The DRP acknowledges that the proposal is the first of its type for this locality and as such
will define the characteristics for future developments of a similar nature.
Materiality needs further definition in respect to the existing vernacular of the site and
its context, and to be included within the draft LDP
The DRP notes that the proposal (as articulated in the draft LDP) is designed in excess of
the current planning framework and surrounding context and further justification is
required for this considerable departure in height, bulk and scale. The Panel would like
to see how the context analysis has informed the proposed general massing to ensure it
is appropriate for this location.
Comments from the 2nd DRP Meeting:
The DRP notes that although adjustments have been made to the proposal, the proposal
as it stands is considerably in excess of the current planning framework and surrounding
context. The Panel would like to see the ‘overall comments’ and ‘matters to be
addressed’ responded to in order to remedy or better justify these concerns.
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Comments from the 3rd DRP Meeting:
Adjustments have been made to the design with particular reference to articulation of
the wall plane adjacent Manning Street and pedestrian access between Building A & B,
providing pedestrian access from Manning Street through to the laneway. The revised
building form more closely reflects the initial intent for 3 separate buildings on site.
The development remains substantially different to the surrounding residential area.
Notwithstanding, it was acknowledged that the introduction of two ‘pinch points’ along
the Manning Street façade had assisted in making the building fit more comfortably on
the site and within the surrounding environment than the previous design iteration
presented at the 2nd DRP meeting.
The bridge between Building A & B reduces to a 2m window. This ‘pinch point’ should
be better articulated and it is suggested that the bridge be visually permeable, which will
provide further activation/surveillance and views of movement and people inside the
building from the street.
The south-east corner of Building B is the most intrusive element of the building due to
its setbacks and height – further work should be completed to improve this.
Principle 2 - Landscape quality
Good design recognizes that together landscape and buildings operate as an integrated and
sustainable system, within a broader ecological context.
Comments from 1st DRP minutes:
The DRP acknowledges the design intent behind the multiple levels of landscape applied
to the proposed structure including the roof. There needs to be further definition as to
what elements are public and private as well as how deep root zones are to be provided.
The LDP should include clarity on these matters.
The Panel seeks clarity of the proposed “Green Plot Ratio of 0.33:1”. Is the intent here to
provide green walls for example in lieu of the required deep soil zone provisions in SPP7.3
Vol 2? Will the LDP confirm how this is to be calculated?
Comments from 2nd DRP meeting:
Some further detail has been provided on how landscaping will be integrated into the
building design. The Panel is concerned about the amount of ‘useable’ deep soil zone and
still seeks clarity of the proposed ‘Green Plot Ratio of 0.33:1’. The LDP yet to confirm
how this is calculated.
Comments from 3rd DRP Meeting:
Refined detail on landscaping provided in the presentation including deep soil areas,
planting on structures, vertical planting etc. As these are all proposed to contribute to
the Green Plot Ratio of 0.33:1, further detail will need to be provided on the
methodology for calculating green plot ratio. This can be considered at Development
Application stage.
A commitment from the applicant regarding the pot size of trees and landscaping at the
time of planting.
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Principle 3 - Built form and scale
Good design ensures that the massing and height of development is appropriate to its setting
and successfully negotiates between existing built form and the intended future character of
the local area.
Comments from the 1st DRP Minutes:
The surrounding residential area is not intended to change over time. This site and its
development must therefore be developed to integrate with this existing environment.
The DRP is concerned the proposed built form and scale does not achieve acceptable site
edge transitions and its impact on vistas, overshadowing, overlooking and streetscape
have not been adequately addressed in either the sketches provided or by way of
explanation.
The breakup of the massing through the use of three discrete “buildings” is positive
however the height of up to 7 floors is considered generally not appropriate for this
suburban centre locality.
The double volume podium is also considered to be out of scale with this neighbourhood.
Shadow diagrams, elevations and sections showing relationship to adjoining properties
will be required.
Comments from the 2nd DRP Meeting
The DRP acknowledges changes made to the façade of the building facing Samson Street
and the Manning Street corner which is positive. Concerns remain with the interaction
of the building with Manning Street and the overall bulk and scale for the locality and
whether it is complimentary to the context and character of the area.

Comments from the 3rd DRP Meeting
The development remains substantially different to the surrounding residential area.
Notwithstanding, it was acknowledged that the introduction of two ‘pinch points’ along
the Manning Street façade had assisted in making the building fit more comfortably on
the site and within its surroundings than the previous design iteration that had been
presented at the 2nd DRP meeting.
The DRP also recommended that the Manning Street pedestrian access could be better
articulated, and that a design treatment such as a visually permeable bridge to the
Manning Street façade should be considered to strengthen the original design intent of
two separate buildings (A&B). It was also recognised that the south-east corner of
Building B was bulky.

25

Principle 4 - Functionality and build quality
Good design meets the needs of users efficiently and effectively, balancing functional
requirements to perform well and deliver optimum benefit over the full life-cycle.
Comments from the 1st DRP Minutes:
Additional information of the following aspects will be required:
What is informing the reduction in building separation to 10m in lieu of the
required 18m?
Design and layout of vehicle access points and paths will be required. (loading
dock, car access ramp, car park)
Consideration of public lobbies and access ways.
Form and function of the podium and how it is to be used the public all warrant
further explanation.
Consideration of interface treatment for the terraces at street level should
consider how to provide for a distinction, functionality and amenity between
the street and the private lot front setback area and threshold.
Comments from the 2nd DRP Meeting:
Further detail provided on the plans and the design has evolved from an envelope to
detail with some degree of articulation. The design treatment to the building façade of
Samson Street is promising and relieves the initial concerns about its lack of human scale.
More detail is required on interface treatment to be provided to understand how the
remainder of the building will interact with the street with particular reference to
Manning Street. There are still questions around the podium and how the public and
private realms interact (or not) and generally more detail on these spaces and how it is
to be set out in the LDP.
Comments from the 3rd DRP Meeting:
The functionality and built form has improved with further detail on building articulation
provided.
To ensure that the building functions as intended and the build quality is as successful as
possible, the DRP provided advice with regard to:
Strengthening the access to the podium from the ‘arcade’;
Ensure architecture of building holds the nature of the spaces together, rather
than relying on tenant management;
Look at ways to ensure building includes flexible servicing infrastructure to
allow for change of ground floor uses over time;
The LDP be clear of the design assumptions forming the basis and acceptance
of the plot ratio/bulk/scale. These elements (i.e. ‘tenancy and place’ strategy,
highly considered façade designs, design rationale of the external façade,
specific tenant programming, quality materials) were not as obvious in the
drawing package provided and are a key reason informing whether the
development incentive bonuses sought are acceptable;
LDP questions/scope: LDP needs to be clear on what has been considered at
LDP stage for design review and what will still be required to be addressed at
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DA stage for further design review. For example a reduced building separation
is proposed (10m) however the internal building design elements that will
inform whether this is acceptable or not has not yet been provided. Just need
to be clear about assumptions and what has and has not been reviewed at LDP
stage and referencing the remaining SPP7.3 elements to be addressed at DA
stage.
Principle 5 – Sustainability
Good design optimises the sustainability of the built environment, delivering positive
environmental, social and economic outcomes.
Comments from the 1st DRP Minutes
The DRP advises that the proposal will require ESD report. Surety on how the
sustainability benefits will be delivered must be incorporated into the LDP.
Comments from the 2nd DRP Meeting:
There was no further information provided on the key elements of the ESD strategy
although the Panel does reiterate its concern about the ability of the proposed built form
to meet natural light and cross ventilation requirements and targets.
Comments from the 3rd DRP Meeting:
Nil.
Principle 6 – Amenity
Good design optimises internal and external amenity for occupants, visitors and neighbours,
providing environments that are comfortable, productive and healthy.
Comments from the 1st DRP Minutes:
Overall, the proposal should provide a high level of amenity for the surrounding
community. The new format retail, office, food and beverage floor space should be a
positive outcome provided its operational impacts can be appropriately managed.
Further explanation is required as to the nature and design of the apartments to ensure
it complies with the requirements of SPP7.3.
Comments from the 2nd DRP Meeting:
Now that more detail has been provided in this regard, it would appear that the
commercial aspects of the design have reduced some of the public benefits that were
envisaged earlier. Clarity as to what facilities and landscape areas on the first level will
be publicly accessible; this will need to be included within the LDP.
Comments from the 3rd DRP Meeting:
Following on from the comments made at the 2nd DRP meeting, it was noted that the
commercial and retail offering now formed a significant part of the community benefit
that is proposed to offset the development variations sought. If it is intended that the
commercial and retail will replace some of the earlier envisaged public benefits, then
specific attention should be paid to ensuring the proposed tenancy mix, quality of retail
fit outs and activation of ground floor edges and spaces is achieved. These aspects will
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be important in determining what level of community benefit the commercial and retail
component can practically deliver.
Principle 7 – Legibility
Good design results in buildings and places that are legible, with clear connections and easily
identifiable elements to help people find their way around.
Comments from the 1st DRP Minutes:
The DRP advises that it supports the ‘porous’ design layout of the proposal although
further explanation is required to provide clarity as to where the public is to enter and
exit and the tenants/residents.

Comments from the 2nd DRP Meeting:
The design, through the revisions, has reduced from Manning and Samson Streets which
is not as desirable an outcome.
Comments from the 3rd DRP Meeting:
Public pedestrian access ‘arcade’ has re-opened with a pinch point between Building A &
B which connects with the laneway from Manning Street.
Due to the IGA supermarket tenants wanting shop frontage to Manning Street, the
pedestrian access from Samson Street has not been reinstated at the ground level.
However, there will be public accessibility to the second floor ‘Health and Wellness’ and
landscaped area.
Principle 8 – Safety
Good design optimises safety and security, minimising the risk of personal harm and supporting
safe behaviour and use.
Comments from the 1st DRP Minutes:
The DRP supports that the design has good potential to incorporate security between
public and private interfaces. More clarity will be required in the LDP to guide how this
can be secured in the future.
There is potential for passive supervision to residential entrances and of public spaces
could be improved. Section drawings should provide further information to support this
recommendation.
Comments from the 2nd DRP Meeting
The design as it has evolved has provided further detail on the improvements to the
entrances in regard to safety and surveillance. It is suggested that further work will be
required on the lane given the main uses that it now includes are unlikely to operate past
early evening.
Comments from the 3rd DRP Meeting
The design has introduced an ‘arcade’ which provides a connection for pedestrians from
Manning Street to the laneway. There is opportunity to provide for more surveillance
from a visually permeable ‘bridge’ between Building A & B and strengthen the pedestrian
access entrance for Building A.
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Principle 9 – Community
Good design responds to local community needs as well as the wider social context, providing
environments that support a diverse range of people and facilitate social interaction.
Comments from the 1st DRP Minutes:
The DRP supports the integration of public orientated approach to the design. The DRP
also requires more clarity and thought regarding how elements such as the podium,
plaza/square and deep soil areas can be further developed to incorporate and maximise
use by the general public and users of the space. The proponent is to better articulate
the public benefit to be derived from the redevelopment.
Comments from the 2nd DRP Meeting
The change in design has reduced the accessibility of the public to the internal public
space provided. The shops proposed to interact directly with the internal public
space/laneway are not considered to activate the space throughout the day/evening
which requires further consideration.
Comments from the 3rd DRP Meeting
Public benefit has been reintroduced with the ‘arcade’ connecting with the laneway,
publicly accessible podium on the second floor and careful consideration of shop
tenancies to suit the needs of the community.
Principle 10 – Aesthetics
Good design is the product of a skilled, judicious design process that results in attractive and
inviting buildings and places that engage the senses.
Comments from the 1st DRP Minutes:
The DRP supports the design concept and incorporating landscape features to mitigate
height and bulk but more detail at larger scale is required to provide a comprehensive
assessment.
The DRP encourages the proponent to incorporate public art into the overall design.
Comments from the 2nd DRP Meeting
Whilst preliminary in nature, the renders indicate the materiality and forms seem
appropriate for the locality.
Comments from 3rd DRP Meeting:
The LDP is yet to incorporate design assumptions.
Public art is still evolving and the Town’s officers would like to work closely with the
applicant, starting with the public art brief.

Conclusion
The Design Review Panel acknowledged that only high level comments could be provided in response
to the presentation on the day, as it was neither an LDP nor a DA being presented. It was noted by
the Design Review Panel that a number of detailed design considerations would need to be subject
to further consideration and resolution at the Development Application stage.
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The Applicant is to consider the following:

5.

1)

General Comments;

2)

Matters to address; and

3)

Note comments on Design Principles.

Close/Next Meeting
The Chairperson closed the meeting at 12.23pm.
The next meeting date is yet to be determined {Date/Time/Location}.
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Attachment 5

DESIGN REVIEW PANEL

Wellington Street Neighbourhood Centre
Local Development Plan
STATEMENT OF DESIGN ADVICE

Design Review Panel Members

1.

Conflict of Interest
Nil.

2.

Business
Address:

Lots 9, 10, 11, 20, 21, 50 and 411 - 412 Manning Street, Mosman Park,
and Lots 2, 3 and 570 - 576 Wellington Street, Mosman Park

Proposal:

Neighbourhood Centre Local Development Plan

Applicant:

Roberts Day on behalf of ADC

Reason for Referral: Mixed Use Development

3. Local Development Plan Review Process


Three Design Review Panel (DRP) sessions on the Local Development Plan have been held.



Due to the nature of the Local Development Plan (LDP) being a guiding document to establish
the primary development controls for the site, it was not possible to resolve all design
considerations as part of the three design review panel sessions.



The DRP advised that a number of detailed design considerations would need to be subject to
further consideration and resolution at the Development Application (DA) stage.
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The draft LDP was circulated to DRP members for review on 17 August 2020. This Statement
of Design Advice documents the written advice received on the draft LDP from the DRP
members.

4. General Advice


The LDP should make clear the design assumptions informing the plot ratio, bulk and scale.



Noting the Town’s aspiration to keep the LDP high level, the design considerations that were
identified at the third design review session as requiring further resolution at DA stage should
be set out in the minutes of that session. Further, the requirement to resolve these matters
at DA stage should be included in the LDP.

5. Part 2 General Provisions


Section (c) – It is not clear which Acceptable Outcomes of the Residential Design Codes have
been amended or have been replaced by the Acceptable Outcomes in the LDP. A table
showing the amended Outcomes and the replaced Outcomes would assist in clarifying these.

6. Part 3 – Design Objectives
Design and Character
 Section (c) – The intent of this objective should be to ensure scale is appropriate. The clause
should be refined, for example "Ensure that development interfaces appropriately with public
space and neighbouring low scale residential development."


Suggest an additional provision is included in the LDP for the consideration of relationship and
amenity impact between public spaces and private dwellings including view, privacy and noise
considerations.

Sustainability and Access
 Further provision for landscaping should be included in Section 3 – Design Objectives e.g. “To
ensure the built form integrates with the surrounding urban context, streets, parks and
neighbouring properties”.


The Town should satisfy itself that it is agreeable to section (k).

Activation and Community
 It is considered that section (o) is not a design objective and sits elsewhere.
7. Part 4 – Development Incentives for Community Benefit
Landscaping
 Confirmation is requested regarding how green plot ratio and minimum requirements for
deep soil will be calculated.
Public Art
 This should be integrated into the design at DA stage, rather than being required as a condition
of development approval. For example, concept design integrated at DA stage and the details
to be conditions of approval.
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Sustainability & Access
 With respect to the commitment that buildings will achieve a Green Star Market Best Practice
rating, a numerical rating should be stated if the intent is to achieve greater than the SPP 7.3
requirements.
Built Form Adaptability
 Maximum ground floor height should also be specified given that height is measured in
storeys.
Heritage and Character
 Consideration should be given to referencing the considerable work undertaken by the
applicant to identify local character and context to guide the response to this community
benefit item.
Public Space
 The extent of the publicly accessible podium space should be defined.


Publicly accessible podium space should be of an adequate size to accommodate various sized
public events in a safe manner.

8. Part 5 – Development Controls
Building Height
 Figure 3 does not provide for how building heights should be measured, but rather identifies
building heights. Need to be clear on what the intent of this clause is.


A maximum height should be specified in addition to the height being measured in storeys.
Previous advice is that seven storeys is not considered appropriate for this suburban centre
location, particularly when the ground floor with a floor to ceiling height of 5.5m is to be
considered as a single storey. Seven storeys may be considered appropriate when it forms
part of a building that utilises conventional floor to floor heights.



Should the Town be willing to accept seven storeys, it should require that levels 6 and 7 are
not visible from the public realm immediately adjacent to the building and any development
is to be designed to take into consideration its visual impact on longer vistas from various
points within the neighbourhood.



The graded height to the building against the western boundary and adjacent residential
property is not clearly defined.

Building Separation
 Early iterations of the design incorporated three discrete ‘buildings’, which was supported by
the DRP. The proposed LDP has integrated the two eastern ‘buildings’ which has not been
supported by the DRP. The DRP has recommended that this original design intent for three
towers be reinstated and advised of the need to better articulate the “pinch point” at this
location of the proposal.


The upper level plan (Figure 3) of the LDP does not reflect the desired design outcome to
present as three buildings and is less articulated than the design presented at the third DRP
session, with the multi-storey recess to the Manning Street facade removed.
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The 10m building separation requires further consideration. SPP7.3 recommends 12m. A
setback of 10m will require the 'Element Objectives' in SPP7.3 to be addressed, including
making provision for visual and acoustic privacy, natural ventilation, sunlight and daylight,
access and outlook.

Facade Design
 This development control only references materiality. Other element objectives and
acceptable outcomes for SPP7.3 – 4.10 will still need to be addressed by the applicant at the
DA stage.
Pedestrian Access and Entries
 There is no mention of dedicated pedestrian entries to apartments from Manning and Samson
Streets.
Landscape Design
 Minimum deep soil zone provision should be required.
Land Use
 Why are grouped dwellings included in land uses? If included, what will guide these given the
LDP is focused on apartments? Further, how will the townhouses be assessed?
9. Plans
The shops fronting Wellington Street have not formed part of the design review to date.
10. Other Advice
SPP 7.3 – 4.1 Solar and Daylight Access
In light of the number of south facing dwellings, the requirements of SPP 7.3 – 4.1 may not be
achievable with the approval of this LDP (with modifications). Variations to SPP 7.3-4.1 have not
been sought in the draft LDP, so confirmation of how the SPP 7.3 - 4.1 provisions will be assessed
against the approved LDP at the DA stage should be provided.
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Attachment 7

ATTACHMENT 7 – TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORT PEER REVIEW COMMENTS
Trip Generation Numbers and Turnbull Way
The trip generation numbers associated with the on-street parking bays on Samson and Manning
Street, the laneway parking bays in Turnbull Way and the residential bays in the basement are
supported.
The traffic volumes on Turnbull Way appear to have been underestimated, mainly as a result of
underestimation of the traffic associated with the retail and commercial component of the LDP. It is
estimated that the traffic on Turnbull Way will be in the order of 2,000-3,000 vehicles per day, which
is equivalent to an ‘Access Street C’ in Liveable Neighbourhoods. A 7m wide pavement for Turnbull
Way is therefore recommended to accommodate the traffic volumes and facilitate satisfactory
movements of service vehicles.
The Town of Mosman Park Design Review Panel requested that “Traffic modelling be based on
comparable facilities (other similar IGA’s in quality local centres with associated F&B) rather than the
existing centre’s traffic generation numbers.” In line with this recommendation, traffic surveys should
be undertaken at these centres to establish the actual average trip generation rates for these centres.
These trip generation rates can then be used to inform the traffic numbers associated with the retail
and commercial component of the LDP, and further assist in estimating vehicle numbers on Turnbull
Way.
Provided that the width of Turnbull Way is increased to 7m, it can operate as a shared space between
vehicles and pedestrians. Further, it is recommended that the service vehicles should access Turnbull
Way for deliveries and waste collection activity outside the peak periods for the retail/commercial
activities. To further facilitate the proposed shared status of Turnbull Way, reviewing the speed limit
to a more appropriate speed limit under 50 km/h is supported.
The proposal to modify Turnbull Way to a one way traffic system is acceptable. Under the
circumstances and with the proposed LDP, Turnbull Way will operate more efficiently with the one
way flow. However as outlined above, it is considered that Turnbull Way will need to be 7m wide to
allow for the projected traffic volumes, pedestrian shared space and service vehicle traffic.
Capacity of Local Road Network
The traffic reports for the proposed LDP do not state the existing traffic volumes on the abutting road
network of Wellington Street, Manning Street and Samson Street. Knowledge of the existing traffic
volumes on these roads is important to establish the available capacity of the road network, so that
the traffic impact of the proposed LDP on these roads can be quantified.
It is recommended that 7-day tube traffic counts on Wellington Street, Manning Street and Samson
Street be undertaken to establish the existing traffic volumes. Once the existing traffic volumes are
known, the ability of the abutting road network to accommodate the additional traffic generated from
the proposed development can be assessed with confidence.
No specific traffic calming measures on the abutting road network are required as a result of the
proposed LDP.
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Manning Street
Further information should be provided to assess if the proposed 90 degree on street parking bays for
Manning Street are acceptable. As outlined above, no information has been provided on the existing
traffic volumes on the roads abutting the neighbourhood centre. It is also important that the proposed
90 degree bays are designed in line with the requirements of Australian Standards AS2890.5. Provided
that Manning Street is a relatively low speed and low traffic environment, and that the proposed 90
degree parking satisfies the requirements of the Australian Standards, there should not be any safety
concerns with respect to the proposed 90 degree bays on Manning Street.
Bus Stop on Manning Street
Approval from the Public Transport Authority (PTA) and TransPerth should be sought to confirm they
are satisfied with the proposed on-street bus stop arrangement. The PTA and TransPerth do prefer
on-street bus bays to reduce the travel times for buses, so long as there are no sight line issues. It is
important to also check the available width of Manning Street (after introduction of the proposed 90
degree bays) is adequate for two-way passage of traffic including buses.
As buses cannot stop in front of the parking bays, a parked bus may be too close to the existing
roundabout and therefore, two or three of the 90 degree bays may need to be removed so that the
bus stop can be relocated further away from the roundabout.
Car Parking Supply
Determining the car parking supply based on anticipated actual demand is supported, however it is
suspected that the proposed parking supply of 1 bay per 50sqm GFA for the retail and commercial
land uses may not be adequate.
It is recommended that further information and analysis be provided to determine the level of car
parking demand and supply for the proposed development. In order to establish an actual parking
demand ratio for the commercial and retail component, it is suggested that parking utilisation surveys
for the seven shopping centres referred to in the LDP traffic reports be completed to establish actual
parking demand. The proportion of patronage to the proposed retail and commercial uses from onsite
residential units should also be factored into the analysis to determine the parking demand ratio.
The completion of these parking utilisation surveys will also assist in establishing the traffic associated
with the retail and commercial basement parking, and therefore traffic numbers on Turnbull Way,
with confidence.
The proposal for reciprocal use of car parking bays between residential visitors and the retail and
commercial uses is supported in principle. However, in order to establish how this will work,
agreement must first be reached on the total parking requirement for the retail and commercial
component as recommended above. Additional analysis to confirm the reciprocal nature of the
residential visitor and non-residential uses should also be provided. For example, it would need to be
demonstrated that the demand for residential visitor parking will mainly occur at times when there
will be a surplus of retail/commercial parking bays available.
Loading Docks
The proposed location of the loading docks in Turnbull Way are acceptable in principle, however, as
outlined above, the width of Turnbull Way will need to be increased to 7m to better facilitate the
movements of service vehicles. Further, it is recommended that service vehicles should access
Turnbull Way outside the peak periods of the retail and commercial activities. Although some turn
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path analysis has been undertaken for the western loading dock, no information is provided on how
the eastern loading dock closer to Wellington Street will operate. This should be provided.
Other Comments
•

The rationalisation of the centre crossovers as proposed in the LDP is supported.

•

Information has been provided on the traffic counts at the centre crossovers and parking
utilisation at the centre taken from the video surveys. However, other than documenting the
results of the survey, no commentary has been provided on any issues that may have been
observed from the video surveys. It is recommended that if there were any issues observed, these
issues should be identified and addressed as part of the proposed LDP. Issues could include
particular congestion at a certain location during a certain time period, or high parking demand
at a particular location during a specific time period. If there were no issues observed, then a
statement to this effect should be provided.

•

No information has been provided about the proposed land uses or total proposed GFA. This is a
critically important piece of information in calculation of trip generation and parking demand
assessment.

•

An assessment of the traffic impact of the proposed LDP as required by the Western Australian
Planning Commission Transport Impact Assessment of Development Guidelines (2016) has not
been undertaken. The assessment of the traffic impact of the proposed LDP is important for the
approval process because the LDP addresses the big picture of the overall development, and
subsequent development applications will rely upon this.

•

It is therefore recommended that an assessment of the traffic impact of the proposed LDP be
undertaken and that this assessment should allow for the impact of the high turnover of the
proposed on-street parking bays.
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