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Metro North-West Joint Development Assessment Panel 
Agenda 

 
Meeting Date and Time:  Thursday 3 October 2013; 3.30pm 
Meeting Number:   MNWJDAP/40  
Meeting Venue:    City of Joondalup – 90 Boas Avenue Joondalup 
 
Attendance 

 
DAP Members 
 
Ms Karen Hyde (Presiding Member) 
Mr Rory O’Brien (Alternate Deputy Presiding Member) 
Mr Fred Zuideveld (Specialist Member)  
Cr Mike Norman (Local Government Member, City of Joondalup) 
Cr Liam Gobbert (Local Government Member, City of Joondalup) 
 
Officers in attendance 

 
Mr Craig Shepherd (DAP Secretariat) 
Ms Kym Petani (Department of Planning) 
Mr Emile van Heyningen (Department of Planning)  
Ms Lisa Powell (Department of Planning) 
Ms Melinda Bell (City of Joondalup) 
Ms Dale Page (City of Joondalup) 
 
Local Government Minute Secretary  
 
Mrs Deborah Gouges (City of Joondalup) 
 
Applicant and Submitters  
 
Ms Karen Wright (Urbis)  
Mr Kris Nolan (Urbis) 
Mr Brad Osborne (Westfield) 
 
Members of the Public 
 
Nil  
 
1. Declaration of Opening 

 
The Presiding Member declares the meeting open and acknowledges the past 
and present traditional owners and custodians of the land on which the meeting 
is being held. 

 
2. Apologies 

 
Mr Paul Drechsler (Deputy Presiding Member) 
 

3. Members on Leave of Absence 
 

Nil  
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4. Noting of Minutes 
 

The Minutes of the Metro North-West JDAP Meeting No.39 held on  
23 September 2013 were not available at time of Agenda preparation. 

 
5. Disclosure of Interests 

 
Member/Officer Report Item Nature of Interest 
Mr Paul Drechsler 8.1 Direct Pecuniary 
Mr Drechsler was involved in the preparation of the Whitfords Activity Centre 
Structure Plan and has advised Westfield on this development application. 
 
In accordance with Section 2.4.6 of the Code of Conduct 2011, DAP members 
participated in a site visit for the application at Item 8.1 prior to the DAP 
Meeting.  

 
6. Declarations of Due Consideration 

 
Any member who is not familiar with the substance of any report or other 
information provided for consideration at the DAP meeting must declare that 
fact before the meeting considers the matter. 

 
7. Deputations and Presentations 

 
Nil 

 
8. Form 1 - Responsible Authority Reports – DAP Application  

 
8.1a Property Location: Lot 501 (470) Whitfords Avenue, Hillarys 
 Application Details: Shopping Centre - Proposed Major Expansion 
 Applicant: Urbis 
 Owner: Westfield Management Limited 
 Responsible authority: City of Joondalup 
 Report date: 20 September 2013 
 DoP File No: DP/13/00578 

 
8.1b Property Location: Lot 501 Whitfords Avenue, Hillarys 
 Application Details: Shopping Centre - Proposed Major Expansion 
 Applicant: Urbis 
 Owner: Westfield Management Limited 
 Responsible authority: WAPC 
 Report date: 20 September 2013 
 DoP File No: DP/13/00578 

 
9. Form 2 – Responsible Authority Reports - Amending or cancelling DAP 

development approval 
 

Nil 
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10. Appeals to the State Administrative Tribunal 

 
As invited by the State Administrative Tribunal under Section 31 of the State 
Administrative Act 2004, the Metro North-West JDAP reconsidered the 
additions to St Patrick’s Anglican Church Offices & Rectory at Lot 123 
(No.731) Beaufort Street, Mount Lawley on 23 September 2013. 

 
11. Meeting Closure 
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Form 1 - Responsible Authority Report 
(Regulation 12) 

 
 

Property Location: Lot 501 (470) Whitfords Avenue, Hillarys 

Application Details: Urbis Pty Ltd 

DAP Name: Metro North-West JDAP 

Applicant: Urbis Pty Ltd 

Owner: Westfield Management Ltd, Reco Whitford Pty Ltd and 
RE1 Ltd 

LG Reference: DA13/0771 

Responsible Authority: City of Joondalup 

Authorising Officer: Dale Page 
Director Planning and Community Development 

Department of 
Planning File No: 

DA/13/00578 

Report Date: 20 September 2013 

Application Receipt 
Date:  

4 July 2013 

Application Process 
Days:  

90 days 

Attachments:              1 
                                     2 
                                     3 
                                     4 
                                     5 
                                     6 
                                     7 
                                     8 

 
                                     9 

10 
11 
12 

Location and zoning plan 
Existing development plans  
Proposed development plans and building perspectives  
Summary of submissions  
Summary of feedback from service authorities 
Assessment against State Planning Policy 4.2 
Assessment against development requirements of DPS2  
Assessment against draft Whitford Activity Centre 
Structure Plan  
Access and movement plans 
Review of transport assessment 
Environmentally sustainable design checklists 
Landscape masterplan 

 
Recommendation: 
 
That the Metro North-West JDAP resolves to: 
 
Refuse DAP Application reference DA/13/00578 and accompanying plans DA-01 
(Revision B), DA-03 (Revision B), DA-04 (Revision B), DA-05 (Revision B), DA-06 
(Revision B), DA-07 (Revision B), DA-08 (Revision B), DA-09 (Revision B), DA10- 
(Revision A), DA-11 (Revision A), DA-12 (Revision A), DA-13 (Revision B), DA-14 
(Revision B), DA-15 (Revision B), DA-16 (Revision B) and DA-17 (Revision B), for 
the following reasons: 
 
Reasons: 
 
1. Pursuant to clause(s) 9.11(d) and 3.7.2 of the City of Joondalup District 

Planning Scheme No. 2 the application has been considered having regard to 
the provisions of State Planning Policy 4.2. In this instance it is considered 
that no ‘exceptional circumstances’ exist to warrant approval of the 
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development application for ‘major development’ prior to the endorsement of 
an activity centre structure plan. 

 
2. Pursuant to clause 9.11(a) of the City  of Joondalup District Planning Scheme 

No. 2, the intent of the application is to deliver a large-scale retail expansion 
of the shopping centre only, and not an activity centre as contemplated by 
State Planning Policy 4.2. 

 
3. Pursuant to clause 9.11(b) of the City of Joondalup District Planning Scheme 

No. 2, there is a strong need to have an agreed activity centre structure plan 
in place before development or subdivision occurs in order to suitably resolve 
issues relating to traffic, retail floorspace, land use diversity, coordinated 
approach to infrastructure upgrades, and housing density. Approval of this 
development prior to the endorsement of an agreed activity centre structure 
plan may significantly compromise the ability for future development within 
the activity centre to be delivered in a manner that is aligned with State 
Planning Policy 4.2. Therefore, it is highly desirable from a planning point of 
view that there be an agreed structure plan before major development, such 
as that which has been proposed, takes place within the activity centre. 

 
4. Pursuant to clause 9.11(c) of the City of Joondalup District Planning Scheme 

No. 2, the proposed development is not considered to be in the interests of 
orderly and proper planning, and will impact on the amenity of the locality in 
the short, intermediate, and long term, for the following reasons: 

  
i. The proposed amount of retail floorspace may impact on the function, 

role, and hierarchy of other centres within the locality, and would 
inhibit the orderly development of those centres. 

ii. If supported, the proposed extent of retail floorspace may inhibit the 
ability for any further retail development to take place within the 
Whitford Activity Centre. 

iii. The traffic generated by the proposed development, and the 
subsequent impacts on the surrounding road network and 
intersections, will adversely impact on the amenity of the locality, and 
may also inhibit the scale or nature of future development within the 
Whitford Activity Centre. 

iv. The proposed development, being entirely of a retail nature, does not 
contribute to an appropriate mix of land uses within the activity centre 
boundary. 

v. The bulk and scale of the development as viewed from Banks Avenue, 
and the location of the loading and service areas, also in close 
proximity to residential development will adversely impact on the 
amenity of these residents and the locality as a whole. 

 
Advice Notes 
 

1. Notwithstanding the refusal reasons set out above, irrespective of whether or 
not ‘exceptional circumstances’ exist that would warrant consideration of the 
subject development application in accordance with State Planning Policy 4.2, 
the development is considered not to satisfy the provisions or intent of this 
policy. 
 

2. The City is of the opinion that the draft Whitford Activity Centre Structure Plan 
is not a ‘seriously entertained planning proposal’ and therefore should not be 
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accepted as justification that exceptional circumstances exist that warrant 
consideration or approval of this development application.  
 

3. The proposed development application is considered to be premature, and its 
approval in the absence of an agreed structure plan could substantially 
compromise the future development of the Whitford Activity Centre in the 
manner intended by State Planning Policy 4.2, and the City of Joondalup 
District Planning Scheme No 2. 

 
Background: 
 

Insert Property Address: Lot 501 (470) Whitfords Avenue, Hillarys 

Insert Zoning MRS: Urban 

 TPS: Commercial 

Insert Use Class: ‘Shop’ and ‘Department Store’ 

Insert Strategy Policy: Not applicable 

Insert Development Scheme: City of Joondalup District Planning Scheme 
No.2 

Insert Lot Size: 19.78ha 

Insert Existing Land Use: ‘Shop’, ‘Service Station’, ‘Recreation Centre’, 
‘Drive Through Food Outlet’, ‘Tattoo Studio’, 
‘Office’, ‘Medical Centre’, ‘Restaurant’, ‘Tavern’ 

Value of Development: $192.2 million 

 
The subject site is the Westfield Whitford City Shopping Centre in Hillarys. It is bound 
by Marmion Avenue and a City owned site containing the Whitford Library and Senior 
Citizen’s Centre to the east, Whitfords Avenue to the north, Endeavour Road to the 
west and Banks Avenue to the south (Attachment 1 refers). 
 
The shopping centre originally opened in 1978 and was comprised of a department 
store, discount department store, supermarket and other retail stores totalling 
22,307m2 net lettable area (NLA). Since the opening of the shopping centre, a 
number of major expansion proposals have been determined, including: 
 

 A number of approvals for an additional 17,140m2 NLA between 1985-1990. The 
extensions comprised a food hall and other retail stores. During this time the 
department store ceased operating. 

 Approval of an additional 13,070m2 NLA in 1991, including a second discount 
department store, other retail stores, and rooftop and basement car parking. 

 Approval by the Town Planning Appeal Tribunal in 1992 for six cinemas. 

 Refusal by the City and WAPC in 1997 for additions to bring the total retail floor 
space to 72,150m2 NLA, comprising a two level department store, speciality 
shops, non-retail uses, a mall over the existing mall, the relocation of a 
supermarket and removal of the service station. The City’s and the WAPC’s 
decision to refuse this application was upheld by the Town Planning Appeal 
Tribunal in 1998. 

 Approval for extensions in 2001 (following earlier approvals in 1999 and 2000) 
for retail stores, relocated supermarket and outdoor piazza, bringing the total 
retail NLA for the shopping centre to 48,537m2. 

  
No further major development has occurred since the expansion in 2001, however a 
number of development applications for minor additions and modifications to the 
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centre have been approved, such as internal works and kiosk additions. The total 
retail NLA for the shopping centre is currently 49,990m2.  
 
In addition to the shopping centre complex, three free-standing drive-through food 
outlets and a two storey business complex have been developed on the western 
portion of the site. While these developments need to be considered for the purposes 
of calculating the car parking requirement across the site, they are not directly 
impacted by this proposal and therefore the detailed background to their 
development has not been included. 
 
The site is currently comprised of: 
 

 Big W and Target discount department stores; 

 Woolworths and Coles supermarkets; 

 Cinema complex; 

 Mini-majors including Lincraft, JB Hi-Fi, Best & Less, Rebel Sport, City Beach, 
and Dick Smith; 

 Over 250 hundred specialty stores, fast food outlets, and a food hall; 

 A tavern and State Swim centre; 

 A service station; and 

 Endeavour Business Centre office complex. 
 
The existing development plans are provided in Attachment 2. 
 
Access easement 
 
A private road extending from Banks Avenue into the shopping centre, at the eastern 
edge of the centre is the subject of an easement created in 1979 between the City 
and the owners of the shopping centre site. This easement provides unlimited rights 
of access for the shopping centre and the adjoining City owned site which is the 
location of the Whitfords Library and Whitford Senior Citizen’s Centre. Westfield is 
responsible for the maintenance of the road. 
 
While development is proposed to occur within the vicinity of the area affected by the 
easement, the development will not impact on the current arrangement. However, it 
is proposed that this road will be enhanced and upgraded as part of the ongoing 
redevelopment of the centre, to complement the development proposed in this 
application. As the works to upgrade the internal road would not be undertaken in the 
absence of approval for the expansion of the centre and as the these works would 
require further consultation and agreement with the City, it is proposed by the 
applicant that these works will form part of a separate development application. 
 
Whitford Activity Centre and Draft Whitford Activity Centre Structure Plan 
 
Council, at its meeting held on 16 September 2012, requested the preparation of a 
structure plan for the Whitford Activity Centre and agreed a boundary for the area 
that will form the activity centre (CJ181-09/12 refers). This boundary is indicated in 
Attachment 1.  
 
Subsequent to this, the City considered an application requesting the area within the 
identified Whitford Activity Centre boundary to be rezoned to ‘Centre’ under DPS2 
(Scheme Amendment No. 68). The proposed zoning is consistent with State 
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Planning Policy 4.2 – Activity Centres for Perth and Peel (SPP 4.2), and provides the 
statutory basis for the implementation of an activity centre structure plan. 
  
Council, at its meeting held on 23 October 2012, resolved to initiate Scheme 
Amendment No. 68 for the purposes of public consultation (CJ199-10/12 refers). 
Consultation on the scheme amendment was undertaken between 16 June and 15 
July 2013 in conjunction with advertising of the draft Whitford Activity Centre 
Structure Plan. It is anticipated that the amendment will be considered further by 
Council at its meeting in November 2013, in conjunction with the draft Whitford 
Activity Centre Structure Plan. 
 
The activity centre structure plan for the area was received by the City in November 
2012. Council, at its meeting held on 19 March 2013, considered a report regarding 
the initiating of advertising of the draft activity centre structure plan (CJ024-03/13 
refers). This report identified a number of significant issues and concerns with the 
draft activity centre structure plan, including the implications and future management 
of increased traffic, the staging and implementation of development, the cost-sharing 
arrangements for infrastructure upgrades and public realm improvements, and the 
scale of retail expansion and its impact on other nearby centres and the retail 
hierarchy in State Planning Policy 4.2. 
 
In its resolution on the item, Council formally reinforced the concerns identified with 
the draft activity centre structure plan. Council considered however that it was timely 
for the structure plan to be advertised so the community could be given opportunity to 
comment on the proposal, after which the applicant could consider making changes 
to the document to address both the City’s and community’s issues prior to Council 
making a final decision on the activity centre structure plan. As mentioned above, 
consultation on the draft Whitford Activity Centre Structure Plan was undertaken 
between 16 June and 15 August 2013.  
 
Further assessment of the activity centre structure plan and discussions with the 
applicant are currently being undertaken. 
 
Draft Local Commercial Strategy 
 
The draft Local Commercial Strategy will apply SPP 4.2 to the City of Joondalup. The 
strategy will be used as the basis for preparing and amending the local planning 
scheme, and for preparing and assessing activity centre structure plans and 
development applications within centres. 
 
In accordance with the requirements of the SPP 4.2, the draft Local Commercial 
Strategy considers how to: 
 

 optimise housing potential in walkable catchments and meet density targets in 
conjunction with the Local Housing Strategy;  

 support planning decision making by including an assessment of projected 
retail needs of communities, taking into account proposals in adjacent local 
government areas; 

 apply the Activity Centre hierarchy; and 

 provide sufficient development opportunities to enable a diverse supply of 
commercial and residential floor space.  
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In relation to this site, the initial draft Local Commercial Strategy provided an 
indicative shop-retail NLA threshold of 50,000m2 before a Retail Sustainability 
Assessment would be required by the City to justify the additional shop-retail NLA. 
 
The draft Local Commercial Strategy was advertised for public comment, which 
closed on 23 October 2012. A review of the draft Local Commercial Strategy was 
undertaken following consultation. It is anticipated that the amended draft Local 
Commercial Strategy will be considered by Council at its meeting in November 2013. 
 
Details: outline of development application 
 
The application seeks approval for redevelopment of, and extensions to, the existing 
shopping centre. The extensions are proposed to be concentrated at the eastern end 
of the centre. The development will comprise of 31,461m2 shop-retail NLA (bringing 
the total shop-retail NLA to 81,451m2), and will include: 
 

 A new, relocated Coles supermarket; 

 An additional, smaller supermarket; 

 A new, two storey David Jones department store of 12,000m2; 

 A new, relocated Big W discount department store; and 

 A new, externally orientated retail space at the eastern edge of the centre 
which will front an upgraded internal road (the upgrade to the internal road will 
form part of a future development application). 

 
To accommodate the retail expansion, the following also forms part of the proposal: 
 

 An additional 568 car bays will be constructed mostly in the form of basement 
and rooftop parking, bringing the total car parking provided across the site to 
4,317 bays; 

 Reconfiguration of the car parking area to the north of the shopping centre 
building; 

 New access from Marmion Avenue, immediately to the north of the City’s 
landholdings (Marmion Promenade); 

 A new facade treatment to the area of the centre the subject of the expansion; 

 New loading areas on the northern and southern sides of the extensions; 

 End of journey facilities for staff and additional bicycle parking for customers 
and staff; and 

 Upgraded landscaping on the eastern portion of the site. 
 
Extensive information has been provided in support of the proposal. This includes 
transport, acoustic and environmentally sustainable design reports. 
 
In regard to the overall design concept, the applicant has stated: 
 
Westfield Whitford City currently embodies various retail centre design directions of 
the past, which at their time, were considered very beneficial to the different retailer 
demands within the centre, as well as shopping preferences at the time. The 
proposed expansion aims to take the design intent to the level of expectation of 
retailers and shoppers and surpass that by tapping into their aspirational desires of 
lifestyle and socialising. In effect this results in a more open and articulated 
environment, with some indoor/outdoor interactions, in place of the purely 
internalised, and minimalistic styling of the past. 
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The proposed expansion design integrates landmark elements that call attention to 
the site, and seeks to break down the large dimensions of the centre, to blend more 
sympathetically with the surrounding environment. 
 
The existing centre is set back at the north-east a good distance from the 
surrounding streets, and has dated utilitarian facades at the remainder of the 
frontages. These conditions conceal the centres presentation from the street, leading 
to an isolated feeling upon approach, and distancing the centre from the community. 
The abundance of surface car parking also reinforces the perception that the centre 
should be accessed via car only, and that it is not a pedestrian friendly environment. 
 
Legislation & policy: 
 
Legislation 
 
Metropolitan Region Scheme 
 
The subject site is zoned ‘Urban’ under the Metropolitan Region Scheme.  
 
It should also be noted that Whitfords Avenue, which adjoins the site immediately to 
the north is reserved for the purposes of ‘Other Regional Road’, and Marmion 
Avenue, which adjoins the site immediately to the east is reserved for the purposes 
of ‘Primary Regional Road’ under the Metropolitan Region Scheme. 
 
City of Joondalup District Planning Scheme No.2 (DPS2) 
 
Under DPS2, the subject site is currently located within the ‘Commercial’ zone. The 
objectives and development requirements for this zone are set out under clause 3.7 
and Part 4 of DPS2. 
 
Clause 3.7.2 of DPS2 states that subject to clause 9.11, ‘major development’ within 
the Whitford Activity Centre shall not be approved unless an activity centre structure 
plan has been prepared and adopted in accordance with SPP 4.2 and Part 9 of 
DPS2. It is noted that ‘major development’ for the purposes of activity centre has the 
same meaning under DPS2 as that given to it by SPP 4.2. 
 
Clause 9.11 of DPS2 states that if Council is required to consider an application in 
the absence of a structure plan that the Council, in addition to other matters required 
by DPS2, shall have regard to the following: 
 

(a) As an overriding consideration, the intent of the application; 
(b) The desirability from a planning point of view of having an Agreed Structure 

Plan in place before development or subdivision occurs; and 
(c) The interests of orderly and proper planning, and concern for the amenity of 

the relevant locality in the short, intermediate and long term. 
(d) In the case of major development in an activity centre requiring an activity 

centre structure plan under clause 3.7.2 and 3.11.4, the provisions of SPP 
4.2. 

 
In addition to the matters listed under clause 9.11, consideration should also be given 
to the matters listed under clause 6.8 of DPS2. 
 
State Government Policies 
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State Planning Policy 4.2 – Activity Centres for Perth and Peel (SPP 4.2) 
 
Under clause 6.4 (1) of SPP 4.2, activity centre structure plans are to be prepared for 
strategic metropolitan, secondary, district and specialised centres, but not for 
neighbourhood or local centres.  Whitford is designated a secondary centre under the 
SPP 4.2 hierarchy. 
 
In the absence of an activity centre structure plan, clause 6.4 (2) of SPP 4.2 requires 
the applicant to demonstrate that there are exceptional circumstances that would 
warrant the consideration of a development application for major development prior 
to the adoption of an activity centre structure plan. Major development is defined as 
any building or extensions used for shop-retail purposes where the NLA of a 
proposed building is more than 10,000m2 or extension to an existing building is more 
than 5,000m2.  
 
The proposed development incorporates an additional 31,461m2 shop-retail NLA, 
and therefore constitutes major development for the purposes of SPP 4.2. The 
applicant’s justification for exceptional circumstances is discussed in the planning 
assessment section of this report. 
 
In the absence of an activity centre structure plan but where sufficient exceptional 
circumstances are demonstrated, any major development must satisfy relevant 
requirements of the policy, including certain requirement of the Model Centre 
Framework. The Model Centre Framework is outlined in Appendix 3 of SPP 4.2 and 
addresses elements such as centre context, activity, movement and urban form.  
 
Local Policies 
 
Council Policy - Environmentally Sustainable Design  
 
This policy applies to the construction of major residential, commercial and mixed 
use buildings. The purpose of the policy is to encourage development to incorporate 
environmentally sustainable principles into the building design. The policy also 
requires applications for development the subject of the policy to be accompanied by 
the City of Joondalup – Environmentally Sustainable Design Checklist. The checklist 
for the proposed development is provided in Attachment 11. 
 
Council Policy – Signs 
 
This policy provides guidance on the extent and location of various forms of signage 
that are not exempt from planning approval under DPS2.  
 
While the applicant has demonstrated some decal and display windows on the 
elevations it has been stated that signage does not form part of the application. 
Rather, a separate development application would be lodged, which is envisaged to 
include signage of various dimensions to support the development. 
 
Consultation: 
 
Public Consultation 
 
The development proposal was advertised for a period of 21 days, from 25 July to 15 
August 2013. Consultation was undertaken in the following manner: 
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 A letter and set of “Frequently Asked Questions” was sent to land owners and 
occupiers of all properties within 400 metres of the proposed Whitford Activity 
Centre Structure Plan boundary; 

 Five signs were erected on-site at all major entrances;  

 Notices were placed in the Joondalup Weekender for three consecutive 
weeks;  

 Details of the application and the “Frequently Asked Questions” were posted 
on the City’s website; and  

 Development plans and submission documentation were made available at 
the City’s administration building, all four libraries and the customer service 
centres. 

 
A total of 319 submissions were received in the form of individual submissions and 
proforma letters. Where more than one submission was received from a land owner 
or occupier these have been combined and counted as one submission from that 
land owner or occupier. 
 
The submissions comprised: 
 

 246 objections;  

 One objection, however subsequent neutral submission received from the 
submitter;  

 Five no objections, however subsequent objections received from the 
submitter(s); 

 37 submissions stating no objections;  

 20 neutral submissions; and  

 10 submissions of support. 
 
A summary of submissions by theme is provided in Attachment 4. The key concerns 
raised regarding the proposed development during consultation are discussed further 
in the planning assessment section of this report. 
 
Consultation with other Agencies or Consultants 
 
The City received comments from Main Roads WA, the Department of Transport, the 
Public Transport Authority, Water Corporation and the Department of Planning’s 
Infrastructure and Land Use Coordination section. 
 
These authorities raised several issues that will require further review or discussions 
between the applicant and the relevant service authority, but are generally supportive 
of the proposed development. 
 
The only aspect of the proposed development, which is not supported by a service 
authority (Main Roads WA) is the new entrance to the centre from Marmion Avenue.  
  
A summary of feedback received from service authorities is provided in Attachment 
5. 
 
Planning assessment: 
 
The proposal is for extensions to the eastern end of the existing shopping centre. 
The development will consist of an additional 31,461m2 shop-retail NLA, bringing the 
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total shop-retail NLA to 81,451m2. This includes a new department store, 
supermarkets, relocated discount department store, and other speciality retail.  
 
Clause 3.7.2 of DPS2 requires an activity centre structure plan to be prepared and 
endorsed as a precursor to major development. However, where the City is required 
to consider an application in the absence of a structure plan, clause 9.11 of DPS2 
applies: 
 
9.11 Development prior to adoption of structure plan 
 
 If Council is required to consider an application in respect of a 
 development, use or subdivision proposal before a Structure Plan has 
 been prepared and adopted, then the Council shall, in addition to any 
 other matters required by this Scheme to be considered, have regard 
 to the following considerations: 
 

(a) As an overriding consideration, the intent of the application; 
(b) The desirability from a planning point of view of having an Agreed 

Structure Plan in place before development or subdivision occurs; 
and 

(c) The interests of orderly and proper planning, and concern for the 
amenity of the relevant locality in the short, intermediate and long 
term. 

(d) In the case of major development in an activity centre requiring an 
activity centre structure plan under clauses 3.7.2 and 3.11.4, the 
provisions of State Planning Policy 4.2 – Activity Centres for Perth 
and Peel. 

 
In accordance with this clause the application has been assessed against the 
requirements of DPS2 and SPP 4.2. In addition, a draft Whitford Activity Centre 
Structure Plan was submitted to the City in November 2012 and considered by 
Council at its meeting of 19 March 2013. Regard has also been given to this activity 
centre structure plan in the assessment of the application should the JDAP consider 
it a ‘seriously entertained planning proposal’. The following planning assessment has 
been structured as follows: 
 

 Demonstration of exceptional circumstances required under SPP 4.2 

 Assessment against the requirements of SPP 4.2 

 Assessment against the development requirements for the ‘Commercial’ zone 
under DPS2 

 Assessment against the draft Whitford Activity Centre Structure Plan 

 Response to submissions 

 Conclusion 
 
Demonstration of exceptional circumstances required under SPP 4.2 
 
SPP 4.2 requires an activity centre structure plan to be prepared for secondary 
centres as a precursor to major development. However, in exceptional circumstances 
(in the absence of an approved activity centre structure plan) major development is 
able to be considered having regard to the policy provisions, including the Model 
Centre Framework, which sets out the requirements for activity centre structure 
plans. 
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The applicant considers that there are three exceptional circumstances that warrant 
consideration of the development application prior to endorsement of an activity 
centre structure plan: 

 
1. The desire to attract a national department store (David Jones) to 

complement the centre’s role and function which will only occur if the 
development is approved prior to 31 October 2013 (prior to the structure 
plan being finalised). 

 
2. The fact that a relevant structure plan, the draft Whitford Activity Centre 

Structure Plan, is being progressed in consultation with the local 
government and the WA Planning Commission, such that it can be treated 
as a seriously entertained planning proposal. 

 
3. The process undertaken for the consideration of a structure plan is not 

based on an ordinary course of circumstances, and there have been 
events that have resulted in significant delays. This has created an 
exceptional process that has prevented a structure plan from being 
adopted prior to the requirement for a development application. 

 
The applicant has also provided legal advice on what constitutes a ‘seriously 
entertained planning proposal’ and exceptional circumstances. The City has also 
sought legal advice on the information provided by the applicant. In general, the legal 
advice provided to the City considers that where exceptional circumstances is not 
defined or clarified within SPP 4.2, the term is used in the context of the state 
planning policy, and any exceptional circumstance must be of a planning nature. 
 
A summary of the applicant’s justification and the City’s response to these points are 
set out below: 
 
1. The desire to attract a national department store (David Jones) to 

complement the centre’s role and function which will only occur if the 
development is approved prior to 31 October 2013 (prior to the structure 
plan being finalised). 

 
Summary of applicant’s justification 
 
It is acknowledged that commercial timeframes are not in themselves an “exceptional 
circumstance”. In the context of the extraordinary planning process encountered to 
date however, commercial timeframes should be a consideration of the determining 
authority and contribute toward the exceptional circumstances being experienced by 
Westfield. 
 
City’s response 
 
A contractual arrangement between the land owner and David Jones is of a 
commercial nature, and not of a planning nature. Therefore this factor in itself does 
not amount to an exceptional circumstance.  
 
The applicant has correctly acknowledged that its commercial timeframes cannot 
give rise to an exceptional circumstance. Notwithstanding this acknowledgement, the 
applicant suggests that its commercial arrangements with David Jones should still be 
considered in the context of the unusual planning process that has been undertaken. 
However, it is considered that while an extensive planning process has been 
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undertaken, there was nothing that specifically precluded the land owner from 
requesting the City to require a structure plan. This is discussed further below in 
Point 3. In any event, the commercial arrangements with David Jones do not assume 
relevance as a consequence of the planning process.  
 
2. The fact that a relevant structure plan, the draft Whitford Activity Centre 

Structure Plan, is being progressed in consultation with the local 
government and the WA Planning Commission, such that it can be 
treated as a seriously entertained planning proposal. 

 
Summary of applicant’s justification 
 
The training notes for the Development Assessment Panel provide insight as to how 
the draft planning documents should be considered in making statutory 
determination. Specifically it states that draft scheme amendments and policies can 
still be given weight even though they are not operative. This is based on a number 
of cases. In Western Australia, a document is usually considered ‘seriously 
entertained’ after advertising is completed, and the further towards approval the 
document is, the more ‘seriously entertained’ it is considered to be. The leading case 
in the State Administrative Tribunal in Nicholls and Western Australian Planning 
Commission [2005] WASAT 40, which provides useful analysis of how a draft policy 
is to be treated by setting out a four stage enquiry. Applying these stages to 
determining the weight which should be afforded to the draft WACSP, the following is 
made: 
 
(a) The degree to which the draft addresses the specific application 

 
The development application responds specifically to the requirements of the draft 
WACSP. Further, the shopping centre expansion adheres to all of the identified land 
use and design requirements. As such, the two statutory documents are inherently 
linked. 

 
(b) The degree to which the draft is based on sound town planning principles 

 
The draft WACSP has been prepared in accordance with SPP 4.2. Moreover the 
activity centre structure plan addresses matters of land use diversity, residential 
density, movement and access and retail floor space as required by this state 
planning policy. Given the consistency with SPP 4.2 the draft WACSP is based on 
sound town planning principles. 

 
(c) The degree to which its ultimate approval could be regarded as certain 
 
Westfield has been progressing planning for the Whitford Activity Centre for the last 
three years and has expended $1 million in doing so. In accordance with SPP 4.2, 
the activity centre structure plan is required prior to any major 
redevelopment/expansion. 
 
Westfield are committed to expanding Whitford City and redevelopment of their 
landholdings elsewhere within the identified activity centre structure plan area and 
therefore are reliant upon an activity centre structure plan being in place. The current 
draft has been prepared in close consultation with the Department of Planning, and 
the City of Joondalup, and has substantially progressed through the statutory 
approvals process.  
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While it is acknowledged that some modifications to the draft activity centre structure 
plan are likely to be required before the final approval from the WAPC, it is submitted 
that it is certain that the activity centre structure plan will be approved at a point in the 
near future. 

 
(d) The degree to which its ultimate approval could be regarded as imminent 
 
The draft activity centre structure plan was advertised to the general public and 
referred to specific government agencies for 60 days, concluding on 15 July 2013. It 
is anticipated that the activity centre structure plan will be presented back to Council 
in November 2013. From there, given the significant amount of consultation that has 
been undertaken with officers at the Department of Planning, Westfield is hopeful 
that the final WACSP can be obtained from the WAPC in December 2013 or January 
2014. 
 
In summary, based on the fact that advertising is complete (and for the most part 
submissions responded to), it is considered that the draft WACSP is a ‘seriously 
entertained planning proposal’. Furthermore, it is considered that based on the above 
that substantial weight can be afforded to the draft WACSP in the consideration of 
the Whitford City Shopping Centre expansion development application. 
 
City’s response 
 
It is acknowledged that draft activity centre structure plans are capable of becoming 
seriously entertained planning proposals. There are cases in which the adoption of a 
planning instrument for advertising has been found to make the instrument a 
seriously entertained planning proposal. However, these are instances where a local 
government has itself promulgated the instrument so that it is seen as defining, for 
the present, what the local government sees as orderly and proper planning for the 
area to which the instrument relates. If seriously entertained, the instrument becomes 
a matter as to orderly and proper planning, subject to considerations going to the 
weight that should be accorded to the instrument in the circumstances. 
 
The applicant might argue that the decision made by Council on 19 March 2013, to 
advertise the draft Whitford Activity Centre Structure Plan, signified that Council 
regards the activity centre structure plan as satisfactory. That argument arises from 
Clause 9.4.1 (a) of DPS2 which contains the power exercised by Council in 
advertising the draft structure plan. That clause only operates where Council 
determines that the structure plan is satisfactory. 
 
However, Council’s decision of 19 March 2013 emphasises that the draft activity 
centre structure plan has not been prepared by the City, that there are a number of 
significant issues requiring resolution to the City’s satisfaction (which relevantly 
include the scale of the retail expansion), that the decision to advertise was 
principally to give the community the opportunity to comment and that the applicant 
may then consider changes to the activity centre structure plan to address the City’s 
concerns and any issues raised by the community. In view of these matters, it could 
not be concluded that the draft activity centre structure plan constitutes a planning 
proposal, which represents what the City presently regards as orderly and proper 
planning. 
 
Therefore, while the applicant could argue that the decision under Clause 9.4.1(a) 
may suggest Council’s satisfaction with the draft activity centre structure plan, the 
terms of Council’s decision indicate a different position. In the circumstances, the 
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mere advertising of the draft activity centre structure plan does not convert it into a 
seriously entertained planning proposal. 
 
Another relevant consideration is that the City is not the only planning authority 
required to accept the draft activity centre structure plan. It must also be endorsed by 
the WAPC whose attitude to the document is presently unknown from the City’s 
perspective. 
 
For these reasons, it is considered that the draft activity centre structure plan is not 
yet a seriously entertained planning proposal. 
 
However, even if the JDAP was to consider it to be seriously entertained, there would 
be a strong argument that at this early stage of the structure planning process it 
should be afforded little weight. Simply because an instrument has progressed to a 
stage of being seriously entertained, doesn’t mean it’s to be given significant weight 
as a factor in determining a development application. The SAT has recognised four 
factors which must be considered in determining the weight to be accorded a 
seriously entertained planning proposal. These are outlined above in the summary of 
the applicant’s submissions. In response, the City makes the following points: 
 
(a) The degree to which the draft addresses the specific application 

 
It is not contended by the City that the draft activity centre structure plan 
does not address the development proposed under this application. 
However, as discussed further in the assessment of the development 
against the activity centre structure plan, the City believes that there are a 
number of areas where the development fails to meet the development 
requirements of the draft activity centre structure plan. 
 

(b) The degree to which the draft is based on sound town planning principles 
 
The applicant has stated that the draft activity centre structure plan is 
based on sound planning principle, specifically the alignment of the 
activity centre structure plan with SPP 4.2. 
 
The City has identified a number of aspects of the draft activity centre 
structure plan, which fail to meet the requirements of SPP 4.2. This 
includes a lack of detail on staging and implementation, failure to achieve 
land use diversity target during stages of development, and a retail floor 
space amount that could compromise the retail hierarchy and health of 
other activity centres. With respect to these critical issues, the City does 
not accept that the draft activity centre structure plan is based on sound 
planning principles. 
 

(c) The degree to which its ultimate approval could be regarded as certain 
(d) The degree to which its ultimate approval could be regarded as imminent 
 

While the activity centre structure plan has been advertised by the City for 
public comment, given the issues that have been raised it could not be 
considered that approval of the proposal is certain nor imminent. As there 
are fundamental aspects of the activity centre structure plan which may be 
subject to modification by both the City and the WAPC and additional 
changes considered in light of submissions from the community, the final 
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form of the activity centre structure plan cannot be regarded as either 
certain or imminent.   

 
In view of these matters, the draft activity centre structure plan, if regarded as 
seriously entertained, should be given no weight. Therefore, it could not be relied 
upon to conclude that exceptional circumstances exist to warrant determination of the 
development application.  
 
3. The process undertaken for the consideration of a structure plan is not 

based on an ordinary course of circumstances, and there have been 
events that have resulted in significant delays. This has created an 
exceptional process that has prevented a structure plan from being 
adopted prior to the requirement for a development application. 

 
Summary of applicant’s justification 
 
Westfield stresses that its contention that the draft Whitford Activity Centre Structure 
Plan is “seriously entertained” is not central to its contention that “exceptional 
circumstances” exist. The notion of “exceptional circumstances” has been defined in 
a number of legal cases, and legal advice to this effect has been provided. In 
summary, this advice sets out that exceptional circumstances would not exist if the 
relevant circumstances are usual, common or something that happens in the ordinary 
course. Further, the meaning of exceptional circumstances, may include a 
combination of factors which, where viewed together may reasonably be seen as 
producing a situation which is out of the ordinary course, unusual or uncommon. In 
applying this it is noted that there has been significant delays that have prohibited the 
adoption of an activity centre structure plan to date. This has included: 
 

 The City making it a priority for the Joondalup City Centre to develop and 
succeed ahead of Whitford. 

 A scheme amendment to align DPS2 with SPP 4.2 and a draft activity centre 
structure plan was submitted in December 2010, which was the result of a 13 
month planning exercise undertaken at great cost to Westfield. It was 
understood that the plan could be considered upon receipt following 
discussion with the City. 

 The City refused to adopt the activity centre structure plan for the purposes of 
advertising, and refused to engage in any dialogue with Westfield prior to it 
being determined by Council. 

 Westfield commenced SAT proceedings in June 2011, and as opposed to 
engaging in proceedings, the City in early October raised a technical 
jurisdictional objection, being that the SAT is unable review the decision as 
the City had not requested the preparation of an activity centre structure plan 
for the area as required under DPS2. This action resulted in Westfield 
discontinuing the proceedings. 

 The resolution of the SAT proceedings occurred ten months after the 
lodgement of the initial activity centre structure plan with the City. During this 
time the City did not raise the technical issue despite being clearly aware, and 
allowed Westfield to expend significant expense and time of what it 
contended a “planning nullity”. 

 Following the SAT proceedings Westfield applied to the Minister for Planning 
to intervene via a Section 76 order. The Minister for Planning directed the City 
to amend DPS2 to align with SPP 4.2. This direction sought the removal of 
retail floor space caps and provided the statutory ability for development 
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applications to be considered ahead of the finalisation of activity centre 
structure plans. 

 The City determined the extent of the Whitford Activity Centre boundary in 
September 2012 and requested Westfield to prepare a structure plan.  

 Westfield lodged an activity centre structure plan in November 2013. 

 In March 2013 the City gave consent to advertise the activity centre structure 
plan, with advertising concluding on 15 July 2013. 

 In seeking to respond to commercial timeframes of a major tenant, the 
development application was lodged on 4 July 2013. 
 

Westfield contends that there is nothing usual or common about this process and it is 
well aware that this process does not occur in ordinary course. The fact that a 
Ministerial Order was required to ensure the City’s alignment of DPS2 with SPP 4.2 
and to consider planning for centres other than Joondalup, they consider only further 
highlights that the process experienced to date could only be considered as 
“exceptional”. Further, a process that prevents a landowner from planning for and 
development its property in a way consistent with state policy, with no right of 
redress, can only be considered extraordinary. 
 
City’s response 
 
The legal advice provided by the applicant on what is meant by exceptional 
circumstances simply sets out the main points from cases on exceptional 
circumstances. These points are considered reasonable. However the applicant’s 
legal advice does not attempt to apply these points to the circumstances of this 
particular development application. Therefore, the legal advice does not say that 
exceptional circumstances exist in this case. 
 
The applicant’s argument that exceptional circumstances exist largely relates to the 
three year process that has occurred from December 2010 to present. This argument 
is focused on process and delay. None of its argument is focussed on the proposed 
development, and therefore there is nothing about the development itself or its 
context that gives rise to any exceptional circumstance. 
 
In regard to the delays experienced, ten months of this is a consequence of 
Westfield’s misconceived submission of an activity centre structure plan in 2010 and 
the related SAT proceeding. Their own error could not be claimed as contributing to 
the establishment of an exceptional circumstance. While the Section 76 direction of 
the Minister for Planning is unusual, it was not a necessary prerequisite to 
progressing the activity centre structure plan, as is evidenced by the current activity 
centre structure plan process running parallel with the scheme amendment. Finally, 
the process of Council decision making leading to the 2012 activity centre structure 
plan and all that has subsequently occurred could in no way be regarded as unusual. 
The process has been undertaken properly in accordance with the provisions of Part 
9 of DPS2. 
 
Given the above, it is considered that arguments put forward by the applicant do not 
support the conclusion that exceptional circumstances exist. Therefore, the 
application for major development cannot be considered ahead of an activity centre 
structure plan being endorsed for the centre. 
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Conclusion 
 
On the basis of the above, it is considered that the applicant has not 
demonstrated that exceptional circumstances exist that would warrant 
consideration of the application further against the requirements of SPP 4.2 or 
before the activity centre structure plan is finalised. 
 
Assessment against the requirements of SPP 4.2  
 
Notwithstanding the above, it is acknowledged that the JDAP could still accept the 
applicant’s reasons for exceptional circumstances. Should this be the case, the 
application needs to be considered further against the requirements of SPP 4.2, 
specifically the  requirements for a secondary centre and specific requirements of the 
Model Centre Framework. The requirements of the Model Centre Framework are 
broad standards and compliance could be met in a number of different ways 
dependent on the context.  
 
The City’s assessment of the application against the requirements of SPP 4.2 is set 
out in Attachment 6.  
 
This assessment has identified a number of areas where the development is 
considered to not demonstrate compliance with SPP 4.2: 
 

 The retail sustainability assessment is not considered to justify the proposed 
shop-retail floor space of 81,451m2. An independent review of the retail 
sustainability assessment has been undertaken for the City. This review has 
concluded that the applicant’s own information and analysis supports a floor 
space of 65,000m2 to 75,000m2 before there is the potential to impact on the 
retail hierarchy and other centres; 
 

 The land use diversity mix within the future structure plan boundary will be 
26.46%, which is less than the 40% required for a secondary centre with 
between 50,000m2 to 100,000m2 shop-retail floor space. The diversity 
percentage proposed is equivalent of that which would be acceptable for a 
centre with a shop-retail floor space of between 10,000m2 to 20,000m2. Under 
the draft Whitford Activity Centre Structure Plan it is indicated that the land 
use diversity will achieve a diversity target of 42% by 2031; 
 

 The transport report is not considered to adequately demonstrate that the 
development will not have a detrimental impact on the road network; 
 

 The number of residential dwellings within the 400 metre walkable catchment 
of the centre is currently approximately 910 dwellings, but the policy requires 
a minimum of 2,500 dwellings, with 3,500 dwellings desirable, based on an 
approximate walkable catchment of 100 gross hectares. It is noted that it is 
unlikely that this target would be reached by 2031 based on detail provided in 
the draft activity centre structure plan; 
 

 The built form does not support the policy’s notion of creating an activity 
centre with buildings that address the street with fewer blank walls. The 
development is considered for the most part to maintain the form of a typical 
suburban shopping centre, however with a higher degree of articulation; 
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 The service population (trade area) is proposed to be 158,090 by 2031, which 
is more than the indicative service population of up to 150,000 persons for a 
secondary centre; 
 

 While the applicant has demonstrated acknowledgement of the targets set out 
in various state and local strategies and policies, the proposal is not 
considered to meet the targets set out in SPP 4.2 for various reasons 
discussed in this report; 
 

 The end of journey facilities are not proposed in a location that could be 
conveniently accessed via the external cycle network, requiring cyclists to 
travel through main vehicular access points and through car parks; 
 

 The number of bicycle spaces proposed is 55 spaces for customers in bicycle 
racks at entrances to the centre, and 75 spaces for staff at a secure 
compound with the end of journey facilities. This does not accord with the 
recommendation of the applicant’s own transport assessment, which is based 
on the requirements to achieve a Green Star building accreditation. The 
amount is also less than the requirement of the policy for 5%-10% of all bays 
to be motor cycle/bicycle parking bays; 
 

 A car parking management plan has not been prepared as part of the 
application to demonstrate how measures will be implemented to ensure car 
parking efficiency. It has been requested by the applicant that this be 
provided as a condition of any development approval issued; 
 

 Pedestrian paths are provided around all key entrances to the shopping 
centre; however these paths are not extended around the entire portion of the 
new extension. Noticeably there appears to be no external connection 
between the shopping exits on the eastern side of the expansion to the 
northern exits. This limits potential for external pedestrian movements around 
less active areas of the shopping centre; and 
 

 Whilst water reduction strategies have been indicated, it appears that these 
are only possible strategies that could be employed. The applicant has 
indicated the use of grey-water reuse systems but there is no indication on 
where these will be used. Furthermore, there does not appear to be any 
information provided on a water target the development will meet. 
 

Assessment against the development requirements for the ‘Commercial’ zone under 
DPS2 
 
The City’s assessment against these development requirements is provided in 
Attachment 7. This assessment does not include the overall matters that should be 
considered by the City in determining the application, which is discussed further in 
the conclusion section of this report. 
 
The City considers that proposed development generally meets the development 
requirements of DPS2, with the exception of: 
 

 A minimum building setback of seven metres in lieu of nine metres to Banks 
Avenue; 
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 Car parking provision of 4,317 bays in lieu of 4,906 bays, based on the 
current car parking standard under DPS2. It is noted that a car parking 
standard proposed under the Omnibus Amendment to DPS2 would require 
3,988 bays; 
 

 A soft landscaping provision of 6.87% in lieu of 8% across the site;  
 

 Landscaping strips where car parking abuts street property boundaries of nil 
in lieu of three metres; and 
 

 Shade trees at a rate of approximately one tree per six car bays or less 
instead of one tree per four car bays; 

 
Local Planning Policies 
 
In accordance with the City’s Environmentally Sustainable Design Policy, the 
sustainability checklist has been completed. This is provided in Attachment 11. 
 
In accordance with the City’s Signs Policy, where signage panels are indicated they 
can be approved as part of the application, without further need for development 
approval for signage within these areas. As full signage has not been indicated, any 
signage will be subject to further development approval. In the absence of a strategy 
it is unclear how signage will impact on the overall articulation of building facades. 
 
Assessment against the draft Whitford Activity Centre Structure Plan 
 
The City considers that the activity centre structure plan is not a ‘seriously 
entertained planning proposal’ for the reasons discussed earlier in this report. 
However, in the event that the JDAP considers it as such, the application has been 
assessed against its requirements.  
 
The development is wholly contained within the Retail District of the structure plan. 
The assessment against the requirements for this district is provided in Attachment 8. 
The assessment outlines that, while the applicant has stated the development has 
been designed to comply with the structure plan, it is considered that the 
development fails to meet certain requirements, as follows: 
 

 Ground floor to (the next) floor heights not proposed to be a minimum of 4.5 
metres for the proposed development, with the service areas being less; 
 

 Glazing to the active frontage of Marmion Promenade being 52% in area and 
62% of the facade width - in lieu of 50% in area and 75% of the façade width; 
 

 Limited pedestrian paths between car parking areas and mall entrances for 
the basement car park and roof level 2; 
 

 Car parking within the Retail District portion of the development being at a 
ratio of 4.25 bays per 100m2 instead of 4.5 bays per 100m2. 
 

 The artist’s impression indicates that a portion of the basement car park is not 
screened from public view. Furthermore, the new/modified at-grade car park 
from Whitfords Avenue and Marmion Avenue is not screened; 
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 No rationalisation of vehicle cross overs, with the cross over to be used by the 
service vehicles on Banks Avenue not indicated on the Structure Plan Map; 
 

 The loading docks on Banks Avenue could reduce the amenity of residents of 
nearby properties as acoustic requirements may not be able to be achieved 
without a stringent management plan in place, reliant on third parties (truck 
drivers) and restricted delivery times to achieve compliance; 
 

 No signage or detail being provided with the application to demonstrate how 
car parking direction and availability will be achieved. It has been requested 
that this detail will form part of a Parking Management Plan which should be 
required by way of condition of development approval; 
 

 55 customer bicycle spaces provided in lieu of 82 spaces; 
 

 It is not certain how Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design 
principles have been achieved through the building design; 
 

 Shade trees being provided at a rate of less than one tree per six car bays for 
some areas of the new/remodelled at grade and uncovered car parking areas; 

 
Response to submissions 
 
The following table outlines the key concerns raised during the public consultation 
period that directly relate to the proposed development. A full table of submissions is 
provided as Attachment 4 to this report.  
 
Issue Raised Response from applicant City Comments 

There is already too much 
traffic in the vicinity (including 
spill over into local streets), 
and this will increase as a 
result of the development 
(passenger vehicles, as well 
as service vehicles). 

This comment is not 
substantiated. The traffic 
report shows that compliance 
can be achieved against 
standards and Westfield will 
be funding the necessary 
upgrades associated with the 
proposed development.  

The City has concerns that 
the transport assessment has 
not adequately justified that 
the traffic generated by the 
development will not have a 
detrimental impact on the 
amenity of the locality now, 
or in the future.  

Although development is 
concentrated on the eastern 
side of the centre, increased 
traffic throughout the vicinity 
will affect access to the 
school, and reduce the use 
of informal pick-off/drop-off 
facilities. 

The concern is noted; 
however, based on the 
information provided we do 
not support these comments.  
 
There has been discussion 
with the school, however 
there is clearly an existing 
issue with drop off and pick 
up which the development is 
neither responsible for nor 
will it exacerbate. The 
proposed structure plan 
offers more significant longer 
term solutions however its 
delivery requires cooperation 
and contribution by 
government and the school 
to gain an access from 
Whitford Avenue.  

See comment above. 
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Traffic improvements 
proposed appear only to 
benefit the development and 
not the area as a whole. 

Noted. The established 
requirements under planning 
principles and case law 
require the developer to fund 
works to address 
infrastructure shortfalls 
created by development. The 
proposed works will benefit 
the broader locality, however 
it is not reasonable for the 
proponent to fund 
infrastructure beyond the 
need created by its 
development.  
 

In the absence of an agreed 
Activity Centre Structure 
Plan, the City cannot 
conclusively determine what 
infrastructure (including 
traffic) upgrades will be 
needed as a result of 
development throughout the 
Activity Centre area.  
Although it isn’t inappropriate 
for the upgrades resulting 
from proposed development 
only to relate to the issues 
caused by the development 
itself, this first needs to be 
assessed more holistically.  

There are already parking 
issues at the centre. 

The concern is noted; 
however, based on the 
information provided we do 
not support these comments.  
 
It is unclear what parking 
issues are referred to, 
however it is assumed that 
this reference refers to 
parking being at a premium 
at peak times. Parking 
surveys and assessments 
show that there is sufficient 
parking, however clearly this 
may not meet individual 
expectations. In line with 
contemporary planning and 
policy the transport report 
supports the proposed level 
of parking with associated 
management measures to 
achieve the appropriate 
balance going forward in 
meeting consumer 
requirements whilst not 
providing excessive parking 
and encouraging use of 
alternative transport modes.  

The City’s primary concern 
relating to provision of car 
parking is that a Parking 
Management Plan has not 
yet been developed to set out 
how the parking will be 
allocated and managed 
across the centre to 
maximise efficiency. Without 
this plan, the City cannot 
conclusively determine 
whether the amount of 
parking proposed for the 
development will be sufficient 
to cater for the needs of 
users. 
 
Other concerns relating to 
car parking that remain 
unresolved include the 
manner in which a mode-shift 
will occur to increase public 
transport utilisation, and 
cycling/walking to the centre. 

The additional parking 
provided is not proportionate 
to the amount of retail 
floorspace. 

Noted, refer above. In 
addition it is generally 
acknowledged that parking is 
not purely proportional, 
particularly where other 
management measures are 
proposed. The intention to 
increase spend in the centre 
is as much about better 
meeting existing customer 
needs than attraction of 
additional shoppers.  

It is acknowledged that car 
parking requirements are 
generally based on a ratio of 
bays to floor area. The ratio 
does lessen with increased 
floor areas.  
 
Refer comment relating to 
previous issue above.  
 

The development is not in-
keeping with the Hillarys 
area, being higher than the 

The concern is noted; 
however, based on the 
information provided we do 

The City has concerns 
regarding some aspects of 
the built form, including the 
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current development and 
closer to Banks Avenue.  

not support these comments.  
 
The development does not 
exceed any height 
requirements and remains 
primarily single storey. The 
increased intensity is in line 
with the framework 
anticipated under the draft 
structure plan (and SPP4.2) 
and representative of the 
broader changes within the 
locality as redevelopment 
and revitalisation takes place.  
 

bulk and scale of the 
development as viewed from 
Banks Avenue, and the 
location of some proposed 
loading docks. 

State Planning Policy 4.2 and 
removal of retail floor spaces 
was in recognition of a more 
comprehensive approach to 
deliver activity centres, rather 
than car-oriented shopping 
centres. This proposal is for a 
larger box, with all other 
elements to deliver an activity 
centre being left as the 
responsibility of others. 

Noted. The proponents 
continue to pursue a 
structure plan over the 
activity centre which will 
facilitate the development of 
mixed use within the 
Endeavour and Banks 
Districts. The proposal is the 
first stage of development, 
with finalisation of the 
structure plan and Local 
Development Plans required 
prior to the development of 
the non-retail elements. The 
proposal is consistent with 
the current zoning and will 
not compromise the delivery 
of the broader strategic 
objectives established under 
SPP 4.2. Unlike other 
locations the process has 
been driven and funded by 
Westfield with a view to 
assisting the City meet its 
objectives under SPP 4.2.  
 

The City is of the opinion that 
an agreed activity centre 
structure plan should be 
endorsed prior to the 
consideration of a 
development application for 
such extensive development. 
There is a concern with this 
approach that there will be no 
impetus for land uses other 
than retail to be developed at 
any particular point in the 
future. If this were to take 
place, then a more structured 
approach to the growth of the 
centre could occur, ensuring 
that the intent of State 
Planning Policy 4.2 is 
achieved. 

The centre does not need 
more shops, and this will 
squeeze small businesses 
out. 

Not substantiated. There is a 
demonstrated capacity for 
additional retail floor space 
and the additions and 
repositioning will assist the 
centre to remain competitive 
in the region to the benefit of 
local business through 
reducing leakage.  

The City has concerns 
regarding the extent of shop 
retail area proposed and the 
potential impact this may 
have on the hierarchy of 
centres in the locality. 

Development of this scale 
should be located in 
Joondalup - that is what it 
was designed for. 

The concern is noted; 
however, based on the 
information provided we do 
not support these comments.  
 
Whitford is designated as a 
secondary centre and 
intended to be able to 
accommodate development 

Although it may be possible 
for development of a large 
scale to be contemplated for 
Whitford Shopping Centre, as 
a secondary centre under 
State Planning Policy 4.2, the 
City has concerns regarding 
a proposal of this scale being 
considered prior to the 
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of this scale and function (in 
accordance with SPP 4.2). 
The hierarchy is retained as 
the centre will be smaller 
than Lakeside Joondalup 
following its current phase of 
development and significantly 
smaller than the broader 
Joondalup Activity Centre in 
the scale and range of use.  

endorsement of a suitable 
activity centre structure plan. 

There are other retail centres 
that serve the needs of the 
population, and this 
development is not 
warranted. 

The concern is noted; 
however, based on the 
information provided we do 
not support these comments.  
 
There is a demonstrated 
capacity for additional retail 
floor space, with the NW 
corridor currently 
undersupplied and significant 
expenditure and associated 
employment leaving the 
areas. This is addressed in 
the Retail Sustainability 
Assessment.  

As outlined above, the City 
has concerns regarding the 
extent of retail floor space 
proposed as part of this 
development. This relates 
both to the impact that it may 
have on other centres within 
the region, and also the 
reduction of land use 
diversity within the Whitford 
Activity Centre. 

The approval of this 
development is a wedge to 
overcome objections and 
issues with the structure 
plan. Should this 
development be approved it 
is inevitable that structure 
plan would be approved. 

A structure plan is required 
over activity centres, 
however the proposed 
development neither 
prevents the delivery of the 
mixed use districts nor pre-
empts any changes which 
may be made to these 
components of the structure 
plan.  
 

The City does not agree with 
the contents of this 
submission.  
 
The City recommends that 
the application be refused for 
the reasons set out at the 
start of this report. However, 
in the event that the 
development application is 
approved, this would not 
prevent the City from 
resolving any other 
outstanding issues with the 
structure plan. 

There are inconsistencies in 
the Retail Sustainability 
Assessment. Taking this into 
account the development will 
have a significant impact on 
the hierarchy of centres, and 
affect the primacy of the 
Joondalup City Centre. 

Disagree. It is unclear what 
inconsistencies are alleged; 
however there is no evidence 
of the proposal undermining 
the hierarchy of centres. In 
contrast the proposal will 
ensure that the centre is able 
to remain competitive within 
the hierarchy which is also a 
key objective of SPP4.2.  
 

The City has appointed an 
independent consultant to 
review the contents of the 
Retail Sustainability 
Assessment. The advice 
received from that review is 
that the Centre could expand 
to between 65,000m

2
 and 

75,000m
2
 of retail floor space 

before it impacts on centres 
in the locality. 

The development will result 
in increased noise, pollution, 
anti-social behaviour, and 
reduced amenity for 
surrounding residents. 

The proposal will enhance 
the amenity through 
improving the range of 
services and substantially 
improving the address to the 
public realm. The proposal is 
an important step in the 
broader enhancement and 

The City has expressed 
some concerns through this 
report about various aspects 
of the proposed development 
that may impact on the 
amenity of surrounding 
residents. 
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transition of the activity 
centre.  
 

The exceptional 
circumstances provided by 
the applicant are commercial 
reasons or based on a 
structure plan that is in the 
very early stages of 
development. These are not 
considered exceptional 
circumstances. 

As outlined in our letter dated 
28 August, exceptional 
circumstances are 
considered to exist based on 
a range of factors. Westfield 
has actively sought to 
progress planning for the 
area for the last three years 
and development needs to 
be progressed.  
 

As set out earlier in this 
report, the City is of the 
opinion that the ‘exceptional 
circumstances’ outlined by 
the applicant in their 
submission, are not 
circumstances which would 
warrant consideration of the 
application ahead of the 
endorsement of an agreed 
activity centre structure plan. 

Should this proposal be 
accepted based on 
exceptional circumstances, it 
will set a precedent for other 
development within the 
structure plan area to 
proceed. 

This proposal is able to be 
considered under the current 
zoning and framework. Other 
precincts within the structure 
plan require rezoning, 
structure plan and Local 
Development Plans prior to 
development, therefore no 
precedent will be set. In 
relation to other centres, 
should similar efforts be 
undertaken or barriers be 
encountered it would be 
suitable for exceptional 
circumstances be applied.  
 

The City is of the opinion that 
determination of this 
application will not set a 
precedent for determination 
of future development 
applications within the 
structure plan area. 
 
However, it is noted that the 
applicant’s response sets out 
that various planning 
instruments would need to be 
in place prior to consideration 
of applications within other 
districts of the structure plan 
area, including an activity 
centre structure plan. That 
arguably is also the case for 
this application. 

This development is purely 
for the benefit of Westfield, 
with no benefit to the 
community. 

The proposal will enhance 
the amenity of the centre and 
improve the range of services 
to better meet the needs of 
the community. The proposal 
is the first phase of the 
enhancement and transition 
of the centre to provide a 
more diverse and sustainable 
activity centre over time.  

The submitter’s and 
applicant’s comments in 
relation to this issue are 
noted. 

 

Conclusion: 
 
In formulating its recommendation on this proposal, the City has considered the 
applicant’s contention that ‘exceptional circumstances’ exist, which warrant the 
consideration of the development application prior to the endorsement of an agreed 
activity centre structure plan. The City is of the opinion that the circumstances put 
forward in formulating this argument are not ‘exceptional’ on the basis that:  
 

 any agreement or contract with an existing or future tenant is a commercial 
consideration and not a planning consideration;  

 the draft Whitford Activity Centre Structure Plan has not reached a point 
where it should be considered ‘seriously entertained’, and if it were to be 
considered in this manner, should be afforded very little weight; and  
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 the process and delays that have occurred in relation to the draft Whitford 
Activity Centre Structure Plan, do not directly relate to this development 
application, and could have been reduced if the applicant had sought for the 
City to request the preparation of the structure plan ahead of the scheme 
amendment being undertaken. 

 
Notwithstanding the above argument that ‘exceptional circumstances’ do not exist, 
the City has conducted a full assessment of the development application against the 
requirements of State Planning Policy 4.2, the City of Joondalup District Planning 
Scheme No. 2 and the draft Whitford Activity Centre Structure Plan. This has been 
undertaken to ensure that a full understanding of the proposal is able to be presented 
in the event that the DAP considers that these circumstances do in fact warrant 
consideration of the development application. 
 
The proposal is considered not to fully align with the intent or provisions of State 
Planning Policy 4.2, particularly in relation to the amount of retail floor space 
proposed, and the low land use diversity target achieved. The proposed development 
being comprised entirely of retail floor space, effectively lowers the land use diversity 
of the activity centre, to be the equivalent of a centre with retail floorspace of between 
10,000m2 and 20,000m2. Furthermore, the retail sustainability assessment fails to 
justify that the proposed amount of retail floor space will not impact on the hierarchy 
of centres in the locality. The City has received independent advice about the 
appropriate amount of shop-retail that could be accommodated within the Whitford 
Activity Centre. The figures provided in this advice were based on calculations 
undertaken using the information provided in the applicant’s retail sustainability 
assessment, and the advice concludes that between 65,000m2 and 75,000m2 of retail 
floorspace could be accommodated within the activity centre. Once the floorspace 
exceeds this amount, the development of this centre could have the potential to 
impact on other nearby centres.  
 
Several aspects of the proposed development’s built form are considered not to be 
appropriate outcomes for the locality, and do not assist in achieving the aspirations of 
State Planning Policy 4.2. The City’s primary concerns in this regard relate to: 
 

 the scale of the proposed ‘department store’ and ‘discount department store’ 
building, and lack of activation of these structures at the human scale will 
adversely impact on the amenity of the locality, in particular the residential 
properties on the southern side of Banks Avenue. 

 deterrents to external pedestrian circulation around the centre, including the 
inconsistent provision of pedestrian shelters, awnings, and paths around the 
buildings, and the under provision of glazing in areas beyond key entry points, 
which if provided would serve to activate entire building facades. 

 the location of service yards in close proximity to residential properties, 
particularly on the southern side of Banks Avenue, has the potential to impact 
on the amenity of those residents if strict noise management procedures are 
not adhered to. Furthermore, the utilisation of Banks Avenue to access these 
service yards does not align with the intent of State Planning Policy 4.2 to 
utilise major roads only. The proposed service yard located near the corner of 
Marmion Avenue and Whitfords Avenue, does not serve to activate this 
corner, or increase the vibrancy of the centre as a whole. 

 pedestrian movements around the centre are restricted or limited as a result 
of the location of loading docks and service yards and the design of car parks. 
The paths provided discourage movement and circulation around the centre, 
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and only provides for full circulation through the shopping centre itself. 
Furthermore, the lack of provision of pedestrian paths and crossing points 
within some of the proposed car parking area does not allow for safe 
pedestrian movements between a parked vehicle and entrances to the centre. 

 the proposal not fully demonstrating that the principles of the State 
Government’s Designing Out Crime Planning Guidelines (CPTED) have been 
satisfied through the design of the development. Sufficient information has not 
been provided to demonstrate that areas such as loading docks, end of 
journey facilities, the ‘village green’ area, and other screened off areas not 
visible from the public realm will not become entrapment spaces. The City 
has also not received sufficient information regarding lighting of spaces 
external to the centre. 

 
The transport assessment submitted by the applicant, was reviewed by consultants 
appointed by the City. Concerns were raised and further clarification was 
subsequently sought from the applicant. No changes were made to the development 
proposal as a result, but additional justification and commentary was provided by the 
applicant. These points of clarification have not been reviewed again by the City’s 
consultants, due to time constraints. The concerns that were raised included: 
 

 volume and distribution of traffic, and impact on the surrounding road 
network. 

 not accounting for future developments in the activity centre area, could 
compromise the delivery of future developments which are necessary in order 
to achieve other policy targets and requirements. 

 modifications that require the approval of Main Roads WA, do not have the 
necessary endorsement to do so. If these changes, including alterations to 
traffic light cycle times and creation of a new entrance to the centre from 
Marmion Avenue, are not able to proceed, this will also have impacts on the 
surrounding road network and the performance of intersections. 

 access to end of journey facilities, and internal connections to the external 
cycle network. 

 
Overall, it is considered that the timing and design of the proposed development are 
not appropriate. The requirements under Clause 9.11 of the City of Joondalup District 
Planning Scheme No. 2 are not satisfied, and ‘exceptional circumstances’ are 
considered not to exist under State Planning Policy 4.2. Notwithstanding the 
existence or not, of ‘exceptional circumstances’ the development application is 
considered premature, and does not align with the intent or provisions of State 
Planning Policy 4.2. 
 
It is therefore recommended that the development application be refused. 
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THEME: TRAFFIC 

TALLY OF SUBMISSIONS 
RECEIVED IN RELATION TO 

COMMENT 
SUMMARY  

1 Would consider giving consent, subject to traffic flow on Endeavour Road and Cook Avenue not increasing.  

5 There are existing traffic problems. 

1 The traffic congestion around the St Marks School/petrol station area is already high. 

1 Banks Avenue is already busy, it is supposed to be an Avenue. 

1 Traffic will intensify on Banks Avenue which will make it even more difficult to exit our driveway. 

1 
As a resident in Cumberland Drive, traffic flow and speed is a significant issue for residents in the area. 
Attempts by Council to address the issue by painting fake islands have been poor. 

1 Traffic in Cook Avenue is already excessive as a result of the last major expansion to the shopping centre. 

225 
Endeavour, Green, Nash and Solander Roads are being used as “getaway slips” onto Cook Avenue 
endangering the lives of children and local residents. 

225 People even now use other nearby smaller centres because of traffic and parking chaos. 

1 It is very hard to enter Marmion Avenue from Cook Avenue due to traffic. 

1 
People ignore directional signs currently and drive onto the verge and break sprinklers. This will increase 
with the proposed development. 

1 Thought needs to go into managing traffic in these areas. 

2 There are insufficient traffic management measures in place to protect the amenity of streets. 

19 
Traffic will become much heavier as a result and no doubt the DAP will take this into consideration in its 
deliberations on this “exceptional circumstances” application. 

1 
Main concern is the right turn pocket from Marmion Avenue into Whitfords Avenue, which is already too 
short. It needs to be triple the length. 

26 There will be too much traffic. 

1 
The size of the expansion will bring in hundreds of vehicles into the area that were never intended. The 
Council/government must make major changes to the feeder roads to and from the complex before or as 
part of the expansion and let residents know what will be done. 

1 
Obviously Whitford Avenue will have to go dual carriageway, therefore there would be massive increase in 
cars, noise, and pollution. 

1 
The application indicates an anticipated traffic increase of between 20 and 25%. There are currently major 
problems on Banks Avenue particularly with the round-a-bout going into the centre’s car park on the eastern 
side. These will be increased. 



                                                                                                Summary of submissions by theme                   ATTACHMENT 4 
         Page 2 of 13 
                                                                                                                                                                                                

THEME: TRAFFIC 

TALLY OF SUBMISSIONS 
RECEIVED IN RELATION TO 

COMMENT 
SUMMARY  

1 
There are new loading docks for the department store and discount department store planned on the Banks 
Avenue side. This will add additional traffic from large delivery trucks. As Banks Avenue is not a main road 
and has a limited width, this will only add to the congestion. 

1 Hillarys will have to absorb more traffic, including more delivery trucks. 

1 

The expansion of the centre will lead to increased traffic congestion on the surrounding road network which 
will compromise the current access/egress to the school. The main traffic impacts will not be confined to the 
eastern end of the shopping centre. Of particular concern is the traffic impact as more people are drawn to 
the centre, loss of access from the early learning centre on Endeavour Road, loss of school parking and 
pick-up/drop-off areas and impacts on student safety. 

1 

Traffic using Endeavour Road has been steadily increasing and is now being upgraded with round-a-bouts 
because of the dangers. As more traffic is drawn to the centre with the retail expansion it is reasonable to 
assume that traffic will redistribute across the centre as the eastern end becomes more congested. Multi-
purpose tips can also be expected to rise which will continue to be “car-borne”. In this locality when parents 
are picking up and dropping off children the increased traffic congestion will be a safety concern. 

1 The traffic improvements appear to only benefit the proposed development, and are cosmetic. 

1 
The submission documentation implies that the link road is to address existing congestion issues around the 
school. However, the requirement for the road is mostly generated by increased development around the 
school, including the centre expansion. The cost for such infrastructure should be covered fully by Westfield. 

1 
To address increasing traffic as a result of this development, a new northern access should be created for 
the school to use as an interim facility for drop-off/pick-up. 

225 
A previous decision by the Tribunal found that traffic problems in terms of the external impact were a 
significant consideration. The internal ring road at that time was not considered adequate. 

1 Hillarys will have to absorb more traffic, more delivery trucks, 24/7 noise and congestion. 

1 
While the proposed development is at the east of the current centre, the significant increase in retail floor 
space, intensification of the activity centre and associated traffic impacts will adversely impact on the school. 

1 

Traffic impacts on the proposal would also impact on the drop-off/pick-up facilities on the road reserve on in 
Whitfords Avenue, which will severely impact on operations at the School pending the construction of the 
new link road. The most appropriate way to address this would be for a new northern access to be created 
for the school with an interim facility.  
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THEME: PARKING 

TALLY OF SUBMISSIONS 
RECEIVED IN RELATION TO 

COMMENT 
SUMMARY 

2 The additional parking is long overdue. 

1 Is the parking area also planned for the eastern side of the shopping centre? 

225 
Westfield ‘promotions’ create parking chaos in all the adjoining streets of Hillarys and Kallaroo as well as 
Padbury and Craigie on the east side of Marmion Avenue. Banks Avenue traffic volumes are now at critical 
levels and should be kept for local residents only. 

1 
The parking calculations are misleading as it includes the activity centre as a given. If only 500 bays are 
being added, this is +13%, when the retail floorspace is expanding by 80%. Assuming that more people will 
walk or take public transport is a fantasy. Based on this there will be a need for an additional 3000 bays. 

1 
Rooftop parking on the second and third storey floors will not succeed due to public aversion of driving up to 
higher levels. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



                                                                                                Summary of submissions by theme                   ATTACHMENT 4 
         Page 4 of 13 
                                                                                                                                                                                                
 

THEME: BUILT FORM 

TALLY OF SUBMISSIONS 
RECEIVED IN RELATION TO 

COMMENT 
SUMMARY  

1 There will be a loss of open areas. 

1 It will be hideous to the area. Hillarys is a suburb, not an industrial estate. 

1 
The design is not attractive, and all views show a concrete block. Looking at the elevation north of Banks 
Avenue, who would want to live opposite such a building.  

1 

It is clear that this is a significant horizontal expansion. 
 
Ideal choice would be to uplift the existing shopping centre and use the leftover space to build a village style 
place.  I wouldn’t mind a tower on top of the centre with offices, restaurants, apartments and a hotel. 

2 The current shopping mall is ample. 

1 The actual height and sizes mentioned seem too large for a suburban shopping complex. 

1 The change of building height is far higher than originally proposed. 

1 
Oppose the building of a two storey department store adjacent to the footpath along Banks Avenue and to 
kerbside parking in Endeavour Road and Banks Avenue. 

1 
Oppose building three storeys along Endeavour Road, with no lawn, trees or other vegetation between the 
buildings and the footpath. 

1 The proposed new heights and additional construction is too much for a seaside suburb. 

225 
The original plan for Whitford was for the centre to be as is. The scale of the application will impose its size 
of forty metre concrete panels and will spill luminous signage in all directions on the community. 

1 Object to buildings through the complex greater than 2-3 storeys 

1 
The shopping centre currently does not attract that much attention due to its height. With the redevelopment 
this would dramatically change as well as the new frontages onto Marmion and Banks Avenue. 

1 The proposal moves the main building closer to my property. 

1 
Object to landscaping promoting exotic species, especially deciduous trees. Suggest a landscape plan of a 
botanic gardens style across the complex that promotes WA species/swan coastal plain species with an 
educational/sustainable promotion. 
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THEME: BUILT FORM 

TALLY OF SUBMISSIONS 
RECEIVED IN RELATION TO 

COMMENT 
SUMMARY  

1 

The lifting of retail floor caps associated within the introduction of SPP4.2 was in recognition that a more 
comprehensive approach was needed to deliver activity centres rather than car-oriented “big box” shopping 
centres. 
 
The proposal is for a major expansion with a larger “box” and more car parking, without recognition of the 
planning objectives set out in SPP 4.2. It does not deliver a quality public realm as the main organising 
element of the centre. It leaves all these essential elements to “others” and to be addressed separately and 
retrospectively. 

225 

In regard to building and structure heights, the maximum height of structures indicated in DA-13 indicates 
the development will reach 40.5m and on the eastern side 41.6m. This compares with a maximum height of 
27m in Endeavour District and 20m in the Retail District under the draft structure plan. What are the real 
facts? Westfield have to get their act together and be consistent in all figures and information given. How can 
residents possibly be expected to constructively comment on the content that is error ridden? What steps are 
now being taken by Westfield to correct these errors? 

1 The impact of building bulk on the residents of Banks Avenue collectively warrants dismissal of the appeal. 
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THEME: LAND USE 

TALLY OF SUBMISSIONS 
RECEIVED IN RELATION TO 

COMMENT 
SUMMARY 

1 It will be great for the Centre to have more shops, especially major retailers. 

1 No objection to the inclusion of the new stores. 

1 The expansion will give more variety and shopping options. 

225 Small businesses will be squeezed out. 

2 There are already too many shops at the shopping centre offering the same products. 

1 
Is in favour of David Jones as the area around Whitford City is more affluent and would add some attractive 
shops, but the location may be too close to Karrinyup. 

1 There is already a separate Coles store in Hillarys. 

2 
Whitford Shopping Centre is boring selling shoes, clothes, IT and so little variety. 
There is a monopolisation of businesses, with little/zero promotion of Australian owned businesses. 

1 If people want more shops they can visit other shopping centres close by. 

1 Will the local gym and swimming centre be removed to make way for the extension? 

1 How long will it be before the local library and senior citizens centre are removed? 

1 
The proposed plans can only enhance the local businesses, therefore customers will have more selections 
of stores and products. 

1 Please include high density residential. 

19 
To many residents the most “unwanted” portion of the structure plan is the 673 apartments, and the overall 
integrity of the suburb must be retained. It cannot be allowed to be subverted by imposed edicts from the 
State or any other body. 

19 
Concerned that prior approval of this development would be the wedge to overcome objections to the 
structure plan. As previously mentioned residents are concerned about the lack of the State’s bona fides in 
relation to the subject when the structure plan comes up for consideration. 

1 The proposed number of dwellings is excessive and will cause traffic and noise. 

1 
Higher density is unsightly, crowded and out of character with single storey housing, coastal living will spoil 
the open character. Higher population will cause traffic, parking problems, design, scale will create disruption 
to already established businesses/shopping.  
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THEME: RETAIL FLOORSPACE 

TALLY OF SUBMISSIONS 
RECEIVED IN RELATION TO 

COMMENT 
SUMMARY 

1 
In regard to the (retail) sustainability report it includes the activity centre which is not relevant as we do not 
know if the development of the entire activity centre is a reality.  

1 
Given the increase in the population which will mostly be in Wanneroo which is outside the Whitfords 
catchment, how can they expect the shopping centre to be profitable? 

1 
We also need to see that the regional shopping centres have or will have plans to increase retail space 
taking away from the potential of Whitfords City. 

1 
There are at least six shopping centres within a few kilometres of Whitford. Large shopping centre 
developments should be sited within the City of Joondalup. Juggernaut shopping centres do not belong in 
small coastal communities. 

2 There are other shopping centres that already cater for the population. 

1 
Believe that the shopping centre more than adequately caters for the needs of surrounding residents given 
that there is also major development in Joondalup. 

1 The original plan was for the centre to be the size that it is now. 

1 
The primary trading area consists of established suburbs which mean that there is no need to change the 
current retail offering. There are other major centres within the secondary or tertiary catchment which is 
expanding to include a department store etc. 

1 

The expansion of Whitford as a secondary centre to 81,451sqm has the potential to undermine the primacy 
of the Joondalup City Centre as the strategic metropolitan centre. 
 
A review of the RSA provided with the development application identifies a number of inconsistencies that 
mean the proposed expansion will have a direct impact on the viability of other centres, and impact on the 
hierarchy of centres. 

1 Other shopping centres will suffer. 

225 The area is already well serviced. Development like this should be in the Joondalup City Centre. 
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THEME: AMENITY 

TALLY OF SUBMISSIONS 
RECEIVED IN RELATION TO 

COMMENT 

SUMMARY 

1 The development would greatly improve the visual amenity and pedestrian access of the centre. 

234 General concern for the impact on the residential amenity that arises from development on this scale. 

2 
There is no mention of the impact the construction will have on shop owners, shoppers and residents which 
could last for years. 

2 There will be continuous noise disturbance given the location of the loading bays. 

7 The development will result in an increase in noise. 

1 Increase in signage and illumination will impact on surrounding residents. 

4 The development will increase litter in the area. 

1 The local serenity, flora and fauna will be disturbed. 

5 Concern for childrens safety given the location of school. 

1 There will be an increase in anti-social behaviour. 

2 Fear for loss in safety and security. 

1 The shopping centre will severely alter the face of the suburb. 

1 
Seven day trading has already impacted on amenity, and an increase in size of the centre will only 
exacerbate these problems. 

1 It will be detrimental to St Marks School and surrounding child care centres. 
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THEME: EXCEPTIONAL CIRCUMSTANCES 

TALLY OF SUBMISSIONS 
RECEIVED IN RELATION TO 

COMMENT 
SUMMARY  

3 
Fears that should the application be supported under “exceptional circumstances” it will set a precedent and 
could override objections made to the structure plan. 

19 

Should approval be granted wording should ensure that it is clear to Westfield that this exceptional 
circumstance only applies to the shopping centre extension and related parking bays and loading areas, and 
shall not set a precedent or to modify or otherwise influence any decision that may be required regarding the 
consideration of the Structure Plan. 

1 

The draft structure plan is in the very early stage and only recently put to the community for comment, 
therefore limited weight can be given to the instrument as a ‘seriously entertained proposal’.  The City also 
raised a number of concerns with the proposal in the March report to Council which further lends to the 
limited weight that can be given the structure plan in consideration of the proposal. 

225 

Refers to FAQ’s provided by the City which states that an activity centre structure plan is required to be 
endorsed before planning approval is granted, unless exceptional circumstances exist. This is tricky, and 
wonders whether the arguments put forward by Westfield in this regard qualify for permission for the 
development to proceed. 
The exceptional circumstances outlined by the applicant in their submission indicate that from Westfield’s 
point of view, approval of the structure plan is a foregone conclusion. Where does this come from? Are there 
possibly private arrangements between Westfield on the one hand and the State Government on the other in 
promoting and effectively having approved the whole scheme already? 

1 

The exceptional circumstance regarding the desire to attract a major retailer is in order to meet a commercial 
timeframe. This is a purely commercial matter, and is not considered to be a relevant planning consideration, 
nor a reason to circumvent due process. This reason also suggests that if the deadline to secure David 
Jones is not met that the centre will remain undeveloped. Given the significance of the assets it is unlikely 
that this would occur. 
If it is the intention that David Jones locate a store in the centre, it would be reasonable to assume that it 
would not walk away because of a small delay in timing. Also it is difficult to believe that David Jones will 
only locate in the centre under duress. 

1 

It seems to be a foregone conclusion that this development will go ahead. It is corporate bullying by 
suggesting exceptional circumstances existing is due to Westfield not being able to meet their previous 
commitment to potential future retailers. Surely good business planning and preparation would mean retail 
commitments are commenced after proposal approval. 
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THEME: GENERAL SUPPORT FOR THE DEVELOPMENT 

TALLY OF SUBMISSIONS 
RECEIVED IN RELATION TO 

COMMENT 
SUMMARY 

3 Any extension would be an improvement to the Whitfords area.  

1 The expansion will be an advantage as it will increase property values and allow redevelopment of the 
property to allow a duplex. 

3 Fully supportive of the upgrades. 

2 The sooner the development and the new structure plan are approved and works commence the better. 

1 Time for action and moving forward. 

1 Great plan and idea for the area and for growth, and ever expanding/increasing population 

1 The Joondalup Council would be crazy to object. The valuation of properties will increase, more Council 
revenue, greater demand for housing, increase values, everyone wins. 

3 Progress. 

1 Hopes for little disruption. 

2 Looking forward to the extension. 

1 There has been no real development at Whitfords Shopping Centre and it is imperative that we expand an 
important shopping centre. For too long the centre has been left behind as Joondalup has developed. 

1 More high density development is required to support the surrounding population. 

1 Supports the development being concentrated on the eastern side of the centre. 

1 Will create new job opportunities. 

1 Supports the development subject to noise impacts being minimised and height not exceeding three storeys. 

4 Supports the development so long as it does not include residential apartments. 
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THEME: SPP 4.2 

TALLY OF SUBMISSIONS 
RECEIVED IN RELATION TO 

COMMENT 
SUMMARY 

1 
A more comprehensive approach needs to be undertaken to ensure a cohesive and integrated approach to 
the activity centre. The structure plan as required by SPP 4.2 is the appropriate mechanism for this. 

1 

Considering that SPP4.2 encourages diversification and intensification of land uses within activity centre, the 
development application should not be supported as it only proposes retail expansion. 
 
Should the development application be supported it would facilitate short term retail expansion only without 
any mechanism to require the development of other land uses. Each stage of the development should 
incorporate a mix of land uses to ensure an integrated, cohesive and diverse activity centre is established. 

 

 

 

THEME: CONFORMANCE TO DPS2 

TALLY OF SUBMISSIONS 
RECEIVED IN RELATION TO 

COMMENT 

SUMMARY  

1 

 The proposed DA is for a significant retail expansion which is not warranted based on independent reviews 
of the RSA provided as part of the application. 

 The DA has been prepared in accordance with a flawed structure plan, and therefore does not present an 
appropriate planning framework for the development to be considered. 

 The DA is not consistent with orderly and proper planning as it have been prepared in accordance with a 
flawed structure plan which is not considered a seriously entertained planning proposal. 

 SPP4.2 requires a structure plan to be endorsed prior to major development, unless exceptional 
circumstances existed. It is considered that no such provisions exist. 

1 
It is also noted that the development does not satisfy all the development requirements for the ‘Commercial’ 
zone of DPS2, including car parking and landscaping and therefore should not be supported. 
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THEME: OTHER 

TALLY OF SUBMISSIONS 
RECEIVED IN RELATION TO 

COMMENT 
SUMMARY 

1 

Many people overlook that Westfield intends carrying out extensions to the buildings on its own property. It 
has an inalienable right to do so, within reason, and provided it complies with legislation and related 
regulations. 
 
No doubt the DAP will be examining the application along such lines as to take into account Westfield’s right 
as mentioned above but having regard to problems that may or are expected to arise there from in relation to 
the surrounding locality. 

1 
Prepared two documents for surrounding land owners to sign. Found that 81% of respondents were neutral 
to the development, and 19% objection. Some residents also did not want to make a submission. 

1 
To combat urban sprawl areas around shopping centres and railway stations need to be rezoned to higher 
density living. 

7 
Does not see a valid reason for the additions to the Whitfords area other than sheer greed on behalf of the 
owners and Joondalup Council, plus a state government wanting to cram as many people into as small an 
area as possible. 

1 
The only condition to which they grant approval is the liberalisation of the West Australian State retail 
legislation, in order to remove shopping hour restrictions for both retailers and shoppers and to allow free 
trade in WA suburbs and rural country. 

1 Does not see a benefit to the community. 

1 Real estate values will suffer. 

1 We should be reducing the need for big shopping centres by decreasing population. 

1 
Sick of residents being hassled by continual attacks from proposed development on the shopping centre 
site. 

1 Do not want the shopping centre boundary to increase and encroach into any current housing areas. 

1 
Do not want the sanctuary of housing areas between Monkhouse Way and Banks Avenue to be affected or 
rezoned. 

1 Westfield constantly bullies and does whatever it wants. 

2 The Centre has already expanded too much. 

1 This is purely to benefit Whitford, with no benefit to Hillarys residents. 

1 Expansion of the shopping centre to make it more attractive to shoppers is smoke and mirrors put out as the 
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THEME: OTHER 

TALLY OF SUBMISSIONS 
RECEIVED IN RELATION TO 

COMMENT 
SUMMARY 

long standing family genre of the suburb is swamped by greed and then ultimately by future high rise slum 
development ringing it. 

1 
I just hope the powers to be, elected members who represent the Joondalup municipality strongly oppose 
the development. 

1 
It is a money grabbing venture that puts money into the corporate pockets. Surely this company could spend 
their money elsewhere. 

1 
Has been a resident of Hillarys for 15 years, one of the reasons she bought into the area was it was an 
established suburb and close the beach. It is a residential area with no or very limited areas of expansion for 
further residential housing. 

225 

Westfield state that they have been committed to the consultative process leading up to this lodgement of 
the application, including engagement with the City, WAPC, other government departments, key 
stakeholders and the community. Westfield has not extensively engaged with the community. The giving of 
general presentations by Westfield in noisy food forums and the like is not consultation by any stretch of the 
imagination. This demonstrates that Westfield have not been upfront an honest with affected parties and 
does not come “clean” on all aspects of a development. It only reflects self interest and ignores the many 
negative aspects that their actions have on residents in adjacent areas not only now but in the future as it 
relates directly to the overall development of the centre. 

225 

The question now arises whether both our Local Municipality and particularly our State Government will 
support the local community or side with corporate/commercial muscle. 
 
Please place neighbourhood need above corporate greed. The love of money is the root of all evil. 

1 
Have already commented on the proposed development which included 673 dwellings and the population 
growth associated with it that would bring increased crime and traffic. There is no mention of dwellings in the 
proposed development. Would prefer to comment on the proposed development in its entirety. 

2 This is the start of the previous planned extensions of the Whitford Shopping Centre. 

1 
Also concerned about the type of apartments proposed and the potential increase in crime due to higher 
density housing. Does not want Hillarys to have the same reputation for crime as Scarborough. 
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AGENCY SUBMISSION SUMMARY 

Department of 
Transport 

Notes that major issues regarding the development application would pertain mostly to operational issues by the Public 
Transport Authority and Main Roads WA. 
 
It is understood that both the Public Transport Authority and Main Roads WA will be providing separate comments. 

Public Transport 
Authority 
 

Bus stop boarding areas for all stops surrounding the shopping centre are not to be modified without involvement from the 
PTA. No capacity must be lost for existing embayment, nor new ones added without consultation with the PTA. 
 
Route 441 will continue to operate along Endeavour Road and bus stop locations along the new “main street” must be 
sited in full consultation with the PTA. We expect to maintain the Endeavour Road set of bus stops in/around their present 
location and remain on-street. Service frequency is anticipated to be 10 min peak, 30 min interpeak both to Whitfords 
Station and Warwick Stations. 
 
Route 442 will remain on its present alignment and the PTA has no plans to reroute the service along Banks Avenue. 
Consideration to amend a service along Banks Avenue would only be considered if/when Banks avenue exhibits more 
active frontage and density levels significantly increase on the southern side of the road. Previously patronage levels along 
Banks Avenue did not justify the retention of bus services. 
 
Access upgrade to bus stops and increase in the prominence of these stops surrounding the centre is welcomed. 
 
The PTA would welcome discussion to include the provision of digital signage within the centre advising shoppers of next 
available buses. Over time it is anticipated this could include real time passenger information. 
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Main Roads WA 
 

The inclusion of the left turn lane (Marmion Promenade) is not supported. MRWA preferred option is that existing slip 
lanes turning into Banks Avenue and Whitfords Avenue are lengthened to allow for greater volumes of traffic turning west. 
Any modification to Banks Avenue is required to be supported by the City. 
 
The background growth rate used (10%) is deemed to be suitable for the DA to full build out and 2025. However, the 
17.5% background growth rate should be used for the Structure Plan for the year 2031. This will be subject to further 
discussions between the applicant and MRWA. 
 
The modifications to the Marmion/Whitfords Avenue and Marmion/Banks Avenue intersections are supported in principle, 
subject to works being undertaken by the developer. 
 
Further upgrades to the Marmion/Whitfords Avenue intersections are recommended as part of this development 
application, including double right turn lanes from the south and west. 
 
Notes comments regarding modifications to the cycle times that can enable better performance at these intersections. 
These require approval from MRWA and proposed modifications shall be sent to MRWA for advice and comment before 
any approval is sought. 
 
Notes that there is a discrepancy between the car parking provided as part of the DA and requirement of the SP. MRWA 
does not support a car parking amount higher than the cap under the structure plan. 
Supports the inclusions of the Parking Management Plan, which should be developed in consultation with MRWA. 
 
The inclusion of a cycle path along Marmion Avenue is generally supported. This is subject to further consultation with 
MRWA and commitment for the developer to fund the works. 
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Water Corporation 
 

The area has been infrastructure planned for the previous land planned density, and some of the water and wastewater 
infrastructure may not be adequate to serve the proposed redevelopment. 
 
While the area is relatively well served with headwork which may require some upgrading, it is likely that upgrading of the 
reticulation works would also be required. Reticulation works are to be funded by the developer, and the Water 
Corporation may also require land to be ceded free of cost for works. 
 
Existing services into the site may need to be amplified, or added to. Details of this are to be resolved at the Building 
Application stage. 
 
Consideration should be given to water efficiency measures, and achieve targets set in Water Forever 2010. New 
development should exceed this target in order to ensure that the metropolitan target is met. 
 
A water management plan should be provided as part of the development application demonstrating how water 
efficiencies can be met. Subject to this, the Water Corporation will schedule headworks if the timing requirement is within 
the next five years. 
 
Further water management plans and engineering documentation should be provided by the application to the Water 
Corporation prior to building application stage. 
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Department of 
Planning  
 
Land Use and 
Coordination 

The development site is currently serviced by three existing vehicular access points from Whitfords Avenue and no 
changes are proposed.  
 
The assessment has assumed that a left-in access will be provided from Marmion Avenue. Marmion Avenue is a Category 
1 Primary Regional Road which is planned and managed by Main Roads. It is unlikely that Main Roads will approve an 
access point from this road. 
 
The approach to the traffic generation for the shopping centre expansion appears to have followed the prescribed 
methodology but the traffic generation does not appear to be completely consistent with the level of magnitude proposed 
by the development. The shopping centre expansion proposes an approximate increase of 60% in NLA, and 42% increase 
in GLA, while the traffic generation shows a 20-25% increase. It is acknowledged that the traffic generation growth will not 
represent a linear growth rate but will decline as the shopping centre increases in size. 
 
Despite the 42% increase in GLA and a lower growth rate due to the size of the centre, it is our view that the traffic 
generation maybe stated lower than it should be. Therefore it is recommended that the traffic generation should be 
checked and verified with Main Roads WA. 
 
The method used for trip generation is acceptable. 
 
The assessment has analysed a number of intersections managed either by Main Roads WA or the City of Joondalup. It is 
suggested, that due to the lower levels of traffic generation assumed in this assessment that all analysis of intersections 
are reviewed and analysed to the satisfaction of Main Roads WA and the City of Joondalup. 
 
There are no objections to the proposed improvements planned for Whitfords Avenue. 
 
Marmion Avenue is planned to be upgraded in the future from four to six lanes. The assessment does not appear to have 
taken this upgrade into consideration. The improvement/upgrade proposed by this assessment will need to account for the 
six lanes at the intersection. 
 
The development should contribute to a contribution scheme for the cost of the Marmion Avenue/Whitfords Avenue 
upgrade. 
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The areas highlighted in bold in the following table indicates areas where it is considered that the development does not meet the policy requirements. 
 

General requirements for Secondary Centres 

 Characteristic Applicant comments City comments 

Main role/function Secondary centres share similar characteristics with 
strategic metropolitan centres but serve smaller 
catchments and offer a more limited range of services, 
facilities and employment opportunities. The perform 
an important role in the city’s economy, and provide 
essential services to the their catchments 

The enhanced and expanded Westfield Whitford City will result 
in an increased array of commercial services for nearby 
residents, and complement the existing office, community, 
bulky goods and education uses within the wider activity centre 

The proposed development is considered to meet the main 
role/function of a secondary centre. 

Transport connectivity and 
accessibility 

Important focus for passenger rail and/or high 
frequency bus network 

The provision of public transport services is the responsibility 
of the State Government, however it is anticipated that the 
increased size of the centre will provide the opportunity for 
increased patronage, and in turn, justification for increased 
services. Note that the Public Transport Authority have 
provided in principle support to the public transport framework 
established under the draft WACSP. 
 
Pedestrian paths are provided to bus stops on Marmion 
Avenue and Whitford Avenue from the expanded centre. 

Currently the centre is serviced by six bus routes, providing 
links to Whitford, Warwick and/or Joondalup train stations. 
Three of these routes have a peak frequency of 15 minutes, 
with off peak frequencies being between 30 to 60 minutes.  
 
The details set out in the draft WACSP refer to the introduction 
of a Bus Rapid Transport hub being provided at the Whitford 
Activity Centre. However, there is no commitment to when 
such a service would be provided, and it is identified as not 
being provided before 2031. 

Typical retail types  Department stores 

 Discount department 
stores 

 Supermarkets 

 Specialty shops 

The development will facilitate a new department store, an 
upgraded supermarket and discount department stores, as 
well as new and enhance speciality stores 

The proposed development will provide the typical retail types 
for a secondary centre. 

Typical office development  Major offices 

 Professional and service businesses 

There is no office space as part of this proposal; however 
existing offices will remain within the Westfield site, including 
the Endeavour Business Centre and along Banks Avenue. 
 
Expansion of commercial land uses is accommodated through 
the draft WACSP 

No office component is proposed as part of this development.  

Future indicative service 
population 

Up to 150,000 persons The main trade area for the activity centre includes 
suburbs such as Hillarys, Craigie, Mullaloo, Kallaroo, 
Padbury, Ocean Reef, Beldon, Woodvale, Greenwood, 
Sorrento, and other parts of the North-West Region. The 
population within the trade area is currently in the order of 
145,000.  
 
The Retail Sustainability Assessment indicates that this 
will increase to 149,600 by 2016, 152,800 by 2021 and 
158,090 by 2031. 
  

An independent review of the Retail Sustainability 
Assessment for the City noted that the trade area 
identified is not adequately justified. 
 
The analysis provided by the applicant indicates that by 
2021 the service population will exceed 150,000 persons 
which is more than the indicative service population for a 
secondary centre. 
 
As discussed above, if the trade area was to be reduced, 
the service population would also reduce and may then 
fall within acceptable limits. 

Walkable catchment for 
residential density target 

400 metres The centre is surrounded by several decades old low density 
suburban housing. 

No information has been provided to demonstrate the 400 
metre walkable catchment. The City estimates that the 
walkable catchment currently consists of 910 dwellings, in an 
area of approximately 100 gross hectares. 

Residential density per 
gross hectare 

Minimum – 25 dwellings per gross hectare 
Desirable – 35 dwellings per gross hectare 

No residential development is proposed as part of this 
development. 
To remedy the low density suburban housing, the draft 
WACSP provides for approximately 739 dwellings within 
the structure plan area. Additionally, the City’s draft Local 
Housing Strategy identifies a Housing Opportunity Area 
surrounding Westfield Whitford City, with a maximum 
total dwelling yield of over 5,688 dwellings.  

Based on the City’s estimate of the 100 gross hectares 
within the 400 metre walkable catchment, a minimum of 
2,500 dwellings and a desirable 3,500 dwellings should be 
provided.  
 
This is discussed further in the Model Centre Framework 
assessment below. 
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General requirements for Secondary Centres 

 Characteristic Applicant comments City comments 

Diversity performance 
target 

Secondary centres shop-retail above 50,000m2 but 
below 100,000m2 – 40% 

The activity centre currently provides for 49,990m2 of 
shop-retail floor space, out of an estimated 77,000m2 total 
floor space, resulting in a diversity target of 35.2%. 
 
Assuming that all additional floor space proposed will be 
shop-retail, this will result in 81,451m2 of shop-retail, out 
of an activity centre total of 110,769sqm, resulting in a 
new diversity performance of 26.46%. 
 
In the real-life scenario where 22% of all specialty store 
floor space will be for non-shop-retail uses, the total floor 
space will be 74,818m2, resulting in a new diversity 
performance of 32.4%. 
 
The Whitford Activity Centre will also continue to offer the 
Whitford Library and Whitford Senior Citizen Centre, 
community services on Endeavour Road, the St Mark’s 
School, and non-shop-retail and services along 
Endeavour Road, offering a diversity of land uses.  
 
Under the draft WACSP the land uses diversity that will 
ultimately be achieved will be 42% by 2031. 

With the development of the additional retail floor space 
the diversity target will reduce to 26.46%, which is the 
equivalent of a land use diversity target for an activity 
centre with a shop-retail floor space of between 10,000m2 
and 20,000m2. It is also noted that the majority of 
expansions under Stages 1, 1A and 2 will be commercial 
based, which if this includes shop-retail floor space 
would further reduce the land-use diversity. 
  
While the applicant has demonstrated that future 
development will incorporate residential and other land 
use components that would increase the land use 
diversity, there is no requirement within the current 
planning framework (including the draft WACSP) for the 
centre for this to be undertaken. Therefore approval could 
be given for the expansion, and there would be no 
requirement for the land use diversity to be improved 
through the provision of other developments.  
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Model Centre Framework Requirements 

Element Requirements Proposed City Comment 

Centre 
Context 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Document and map the centre’s 
regional context, recording the 
centre’s strengths, weaknesses and 
opportunities 

The centres regional context has been considered in this report, and the draft 
WACSP discusses: 

 Locality and role in the region 

 Land ownership and road hierarchy 

 Existing land uses, including employment and diversity. 

 The existing and proposed planning framework 

 Site condition, including servicing, soils, landform and microclimate 

 Urban structure and character 

 Existing public spaces 

 Existing legibility and sense of place 

 Public transport 

 Vehicle movement and access 
The proposed development has been conceived following the production of 
the draft structure plan, which has thoroughly analysed the centres context. 

While the City does not believe the draft Structure Plan to be a ‘seriously 
entertained planning proposal’, and therefore should not be used as the sole 
basis for addressing component of the Framework, it is considered that 
appropriate detail has been given to support this requirement. 
  
 

Document and map transport links 
and accessibility nodes within the 
centre boundary and its surrounds. 
Note local street hierarchy, bus 
services and stops, rail facilities, and 
pedestrian/cycle access and 
provisions 
 

The application sets out the location of the development in relation to its 
immediate context and surrounding built form. 
 
The transport assessment provides: 

 An aerial photograph showing the location of the site and the 
surrounding network of Primary Regional Road and Other Regional 
Road 

 A map of key roads immediately surrounding the centre and their 
classification 

 A plan and data indicating the existing bus routes, bus stop locations, 
and information about frequency of stops. Bus routes connections to 
Joondalup/Clarkson rail line are also indicated. 

An access and movement plan demonstrates the pedestrian movement to, 
around, and through the centre, as well as bus and cycle routes. 

It is considered that an appropriate level of detail has been given to support 
this component. 
 

Review relevant state and local 
planning policy, guidance, and 
best practice noting key 
objectives and targets relation to 
the centre. 

The application sets out consideration and compliance with relevant 
state and local planning framework. This includes state and local 
planning strategies and policies. 
 
In summary, the applicant states that the State planning context, in 
particular SPP 4.2 supports the scale of the proposed centre, as do a 
wide range of strategic State and local documents which outline the 
need for additional commercial floor space in the north-west sub-region 
to address major self-sufficiency gaps. 

While it is considered that appropriate consideration has been given to 
the state and local planning framework, the following comments are 
made: 

 A key component of SPP 4.2 is the development of activity centres 
which increase the range of employment, density and diversity of 
housing, and provide a land-use mix to support public transport. By 
this development being focused on retail expansion only, and 
reducing the land use diversity it does not address these aspects. 
While it is acknowledged that a draft WACSP has been prepared in the 
applicant’s opinion in accordance with SPP 4.2, this is not considered 
by the City as a ‘seriously entertained planning proposal’. 
Furthermore, this structure plan does not mandate development land 
use mix and residential targets to ensure that the objectives of SPP 
4.2 are achieved. 

 The City’s draft Local Commercial Strategy recommends a shop-retail 
floor space for Whitfords of 50,000m2 before a Retail Sustainability 
Assessment would be required by the City to justify the additional 
shop-retail NLA. This document was reviewed following public 
consultation, and is yet to be presented to Council for further 
consideration. However, based on an independent review of the RSA 
for this development, it is considered that a maximum shop-retail of 
65,000m2 to 75,000m2 could be considered before the development 
could impact on the retail hierarchy and other commercial centres. 
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Model Centre Framework Requirements 

Element Requirements Proposed City Comment 

Movement 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Identify gaps and deficiencies in the 
strategic transport network affecting 
the provision, efficiency and choice 
of access to the centre 
 

A transport assessment has been undertaken for the development. Overall it 
concludes that the proximity of higher order roads including Whitfords Avenue 
and Marmion Avenue allows for efficient access to and from the Centre 
without impacting adjacent residential areas. The location of these roads and 
the high quality access from the Centre implies that the majority of traffic 
demand will be accommodated within the regional road network and will 
minimise further local traffic issues. 
 
The transport report has undertaken an analysis of the existing traffic situation 
which has been used partly in predicting further traffic demand, as well as 
demonstrating the impact of the proposed development and improvements 
required. 
 
Public transport 
The transport assessment sets out that currently the bus services provided 
around the centre serve commuters from residential developments in local 
suburbs rather than for recreational use. Therefore the focus is on wide 
coverage, using residential streets rather than direct routes, adding time to 
journeys and being somewhat inconvenient for those not using trains as part 
of their journey. 
 
Because of this the services are unlikely to provide significant opportunities to 
address the transport needs of shopping centre customers and staff.  
 
While a framework to influence changes to behaviour and increase use of 
public transport is provided as part of the draft WACSP, this development 
application seeks to provide improved connectivity between Whitford City and 
surrounding bus stops, and improve facilities at these bus stops. Furthermore, 
investigations and discussions with the PTA will be undertaken to provide real 
time travel information. 

It is considered that the applicant has adequately demonstrated an analysis 
of the gaps and deficiencies that influence choice of travel to the centre. 
 
The steps to improve visibility and convenience of access to public transport 
stops are considered appropriate, however it is unknown if this will result in 
any noticeable shift in staff or customer behaviour. 
 

Audit the pedestrian and cycle 
facilities within the centre 
boundary noting gaps, 
deficiencies and hindrances in the 
service and infrastructure 
provision. Define clear initiatives 
to address the shortfall in 
pedestrian and cycle facilities, 
define cycle parking and end of 
trip facilities for broad classes of 
development, and promote 
sustainable journeys by providing 
for pedestrian, cycle and bus 
interchange at high frequency 
transport hubs 
 

The transport assessment identifies deficiencies in the cycle and 
pedestrian network. This includes: 

 Lack of tactile paving at all pedestrian crossing points at both 
shopping centre driveways and external intersections. 

 Absence of grab rails for cyclists at the majority of shared path 
crossing points. 

 Pedestrian underpasses are viewed as undesirable crossing 
treatments. 

 No cycle lanes are currently provided on Banks Avenue.  

 Existing crossing points at some driveways are poor. 
Mitigation strategies are also given to address these, being: 

 Tactile paving to be installed at all pedestrian crossing points 

 Grab rails to be installed on the left-hand side of each crossing 
point, facing the direction of travel 

 For Whitfords Avenue, installing bollards to prevent trolley 
access to underpass, and provide signalisation with the 
shopping centre to increase pedestrian use 

 For Banks Avenue, paint cycle lanes of 1.5 metres (1.2 metres 
minimum) within the existing five metre wide lanes. Also 
reconfigure splitter islands to provide appropriately sized landing 
area to allow pedestrians to cross shopping centre driveways in 
a safe manner. 

In accordance with SPP 4.2 the responsible authority is required to 
ensure that safe and convenient access for pedestrians and cyclist, 
including people with a disability.  
 
The City has raised concern with the applicant as to how safe the 
internal access for cyclists to the end of journey facilities is, given that 
the routes indicated require cyclists to traverse across primary 
vehicular access points, in front of service docks and car parking areas 
where there is potential for a multitude of vehicle movements occurring 
(particularly vehicle access the upper deck car park from the ramp on 
the eastern side of the proposed supermarket). While they have 
mentioned providing dedicated cycle lanes the connection from the 
access road to the car park is unclear. 
 
In response to these concerns, the applicant has stated that heavy 
vehicles will not be in high volume, particularly not during normal 
trading hours and the proposal currently does not breach any scheme 
or policy requirements. The indicative cycle routes between external 
cycle paths have been shown, and we are confident cyclist that use on-
road cycle lanes to reach Whitford City will have no difficulty traversing 
a relatively low speed car park.  
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Model Centre Framework Requirements 

Element Requirements Proposed City Comment 

 
Movement 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

It also outlines long term active transport improvement, however these 
are not within the scope of this development application. 
 
Internal pedestrian/cycle movements are also proposed to be improved 
around the extension, including: 

 An on-road cycle land at the entrances from Whitfords Avenue 
and Marmion Promenade to the end of trip facilities 

 Upgrade of the internal footpath to provide a better connection to 
the bus stops on Marmion Avenue. 

 
Attachment 9 of this report demonstrates the movement and access 
plan and location of upgrades. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Provision of Bicycle Parking and End of Trip Facilities 
The transport assessment sets out that in line with best practice it is 
recommended that separate areas are provided for employee and 
customer bicycle parking. Employee bicycle parking should be more 
secure than customer parking, located in secure cages at various 
locations or in a central facility. Customer parking should be provided at 
key entrances where possible and may be limited to simple bicycle 
racks, located preferably in covered areas with a high degree of passive 
surveillance.  
 
Staff bicycle parking will be incorporated in an overall Parking 
Management Plan (PMP) for the Shopping Centre and include provision 
for bicycle parking based on the Green Building Council of Australia’s 
Green Star building accreditation system as follows: 

 One point where staff bicycle spaces are provided based on 5% 
of staff 

 One point where one space per 1,250m2 GLA for customers at 
centres over 85,000m2 
 

In relation to end of trip facilities the transport report recommends one 
locker for each staff bicycle space, and shower facilities in a central 
facility or various locations. 
 
It is proposed that 130 bicycle parking bays be provided across the site. 
This consists of: 

 55 bays for customers provided in the form if bike racks which 
are in sheltered positions at main entrances to the centre 

 75 bays for staff provided in a new central end of journey facility 
at the north eastern entrance to the centre (adjacent the 
proposed supermarket).  

The end of journey facilities provided with the staff cycle bays also 
includes 75 personal lockers, five male and five female showers. 

This matter was also raised by traffic consultant who undertook an 
independent review of the transport report for the City. They stated that 
while the location of end of trip facilities for cyclists near a major 
entrance is in accordance with Green Star Building Accreditation, the 
facilities are not easily accessible by cyclists which is also required to 
achieve the rating. In order to reach these from the external network, 
cyclists would be required to travel through the car park (safety issue) 
or travel along the cafe strip on the northern side of the building. In 
specific response to this, the applicant stated that they are confident 
cyclists that currently use on-road cycle lanes will have no difficulty 
traversing a relatively low speed car park. It is noted that an at-grade 
crossing is provided along Whitfords Avenue, between Marmion 
Avenue and the Shopping Centre Roundabout; this continues into the 
site, providing a route from external shared paths and leaving only a 
short distance to cover within the customer car park. Way finding 
signage will also be provided as part of the Car Park Management Plan. 
The City maintains concerns about the ease of access to these facilities, 
which could act as a disincentive in encouraging a shift from private 
vehicles to this mode of transport.  
 
It is noted that the expansion will create an additional 1,500 jobs, taking 
the total employment for the shopping centre to 2,939. Furthermore, the 
total GLA for the shopping centre will be approximately 84,695m2 (detail 
provided in the transport report). Based on the information from the 
applicant on the green star building accreditation system: 

 147 staff bicycle spaces should be provided (5% of 2,939) 

 68 bicycle spaces for customers, should also be provided. 
Being a total of 215 bicycle spaces. 
 
In regard to end of trip facilities, the above provision of staff facilities 
would require 147 bicycle lockers. No detail is provided on how the 
number of shower facilities has been calculated, however it is noted the 
amount proposed is approximately 13% of the total number of staff 
bicycle spaces. Applying this percentage to the 147 bicycle spaces, this 
would require approximately 20 showers, being 10 male and 10 female. 
 
Under SPP 4.2 it is recommended that 5-10% of bays be provided as 
motorcycle and bicycle parking. Based on 4,317 spaces being provided 
across the site, this would require between 216 and 431 bays.  
 
It is therefore considered that there could be an undersupply of bicycle 
and end of trip facilities to motivate a change in staff and customer 
behaviour. 
 
In addition to the accessibility of the end of trip facilities being of 
concern, the location of the end of trip facilities is also proposed in an 
area of limited passive surveillance at all hours. The location of the 
facilities, whilst adjacent an active frontage to the north, is located 
under a car park access ramp.  
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Model Centre Framework Requirements 

Element Requirements Proposed City Comment 

 
Movement 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Conduct a transport assessment 
of the local street network to 
identify where capacity, 
stress/surplus occurs. Use the 
findings and  
contextual data to: 

(i) Design streets to meet the 
required level of use and 
access (including priority 
access where appropriate) 
and form a well-connected 
and legible network that 
includes safe and efficient 
pedestrian routes to public 
transport hubs. 

(ii) Inform traffic management 
proposals such as vehicle 
speed and access restraint, 
reduced 
severance/noise/pollution, 
and increased safety. 

(iii) Locate access to major 
development sites that 
avoids detriment to road 
capacity and safety. 

(iv) Identify suitable routes for 
delivery and service 
access. 

A transport assessment was submitted as part of the application in an 
effort to address this requirement. This is discussed in Attachment 10. 

An independent review of the transport report was undertaken as part of 
the City’s assessment. A summary of the matters raised as part of this 
review is provided in Attachment 10, including the applicant’s response.  
 

Locate heavy freight generating 
uses such as distribution and 
warehousing away from 
congested central areas and 
preferably near the strategic road 
network 
 

The development proposes four loading docks, being: 

 Loading docks for the department store and discount department 
store on the southern side of the expansion, accessed via Banks 
Avenue 

 Loading docks for the super market and mini majors on the 
northern side of the expansion, accessed via Whitfords Avenue. 

 
The applicant has stated that the loading bays are a reality of retailing 
and shopping centres. All new loading areas are located away from mall 
entrances and on the periphery of the centre. The transport report also 
states the reconfiguration of car parks surrounding the redevelopment 
building will require routes to existing service yards to be assessed for 
safety and accessibility. Westfield will accept as a condition of planning 
consent the need to demonstrate that all service vehicles can enter and 
exit the subject site in forward gear.  
 
Further information was subsequently provided demonstrating the 
ability for service vehicles to manoeuvre (to leave in forward gear). 

The loading docks are considered to be located away from congested 
central areas of the centres. While the access to the loading docks from 
Whitfords Avenue will also utilise a primary vehicular access point for 
customers, it is considered that the infrequency of service vehicles 
arriving during peak customer trading hours would result in minimal 
conflict. 
 
The location of the service docks on the southern side are not accessed 
from the higher order roads of Marmion and Whitfords Avenue. 
Furthermore, the access to these docks is directly opposite residential 
properties on the southern side of Banks Avenue.  
 
The City has not had time to review the swept path diagrams that 
demonstrate the ability for service vehicles to manoeuvre within the 
loading docks so as to leave the site in forward gear. 
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Model Centre Framework Requirements 

Element Requirements Proposed City Comment 

Undertake an audit of the existing 
parking supply occupancy rates 
and patterns of use, and use the 
findings to identify opportunities 
for more efficient use 
 

A parking survey was undertaken to determine the current car parking 
utilisation. This survey was undertaken for the following dates and 
times: 

 Thurs 13 December 2012 (10am – 7pm) 

 Sat 15 December 2012 (10am – 2pm) 
The peak utilisation for Thursday 13 December was between 11.30am 
and 12.30pm and was 89% utilisation. The peak utilisation for Saturday 
15 December was experienced between 11.30am and 12.30pm and was 
98%. Therefore the peak parking demand experienced was 3,319 spaces 
and 3,673 spaces on Thursday and Saturday respectively. 
 
The survey also identified a number of vehicles parked in undesignated 
areas resulting in the number of cars shown as parked in certain areas 
being higher than the number of bays available. 
 
Current car parking management strategies to deal with peak car 
parking demand periods are in place. These strategies include ensuring 
that staff park on the upper most car park deck, patrolling the car park 
to ensure that staff is not utilising customer parking areas, and informal 
parking on Whitfords Avenue road reserve.  
 
It is recognised in the transport assessment that some of these current 
strategies are not reasonable and future management measures should 
be implemented to improve awareness of where car parking may be 
available, ensuring staff park in the most inconvenient areas, enforcing 
time limits, and park pricing after a certain time period. 
 

A parking management plan specific to this development has not been 
included as part of the application. Rather broad principles such as 
those above are set out, which the applicant considers will transform 
the existing car parks from the business-as-usual approach currently 
employed towards a managed car park that is economical whilst also 
performing efficiently from a traffic engineering perspective. It has been 
requested by the applicant that a condition of development approval 
require a parking management plan. 
 
While it is not questioned that a parking management plan will assist in 
ensuring efficient use of parking, it is considered that the strategy 
cannot be required to be developed after the determination of the 
development application.  
 
The parking management plan should demonstrate that the proposed 
parking supply will be adequate, and set out the measures adopted to 
ensure efficiency. The City does not have any comfort, therefore, that 
the amount, location of the car parking as proposed is appropriate or 
workable. 

Activity 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Record the existing uses and 
document any gaps in the land 
use mix. Identify the requirements 
to address the diversity 
performance target 
 

The submission sets out that “Westfield Whitford City forms the primary 
retail destination within the activity centre and the proposal will 
diversify the retail offering available, and support other non-retail uses, 
including future surrounding residential intensification within and 
outside of the structure plan area. 
The future diversification of the activity centre will take place when the 
Endeavour and Banks districts are developed.” 
In regard to land uses, this development is only to provide an additional 
31,461m2 of retail floor space. A staging plan is provided as part of the 
submission which sets out: 

 Stage 1 is the current development application. 

 Stage 1A is the development of Marmion Promenade to support 
Stage 1. 

 Stage 2 will include further development of the shopping centre site, 
including commercial development on Banks Avenue to sleeve the 
existing centre (subject to a LDP), and refurbishment of the 
remainder of the existing shopping centre. 

 Stage 3A is development of the eastern side of Endeavour Road 
being a major residential mixed use development progressively from 
2017 (subject to LDP). 

 Stage 3B is the development of the western side of Endeavour Road, 
north of St Mark’s and is also a major residential/mixed use 
redevelopment progressively from 2020. 

 The remainder of the structure plan area is indicated as being 
development by others, with no timeframes provided. 

The proposed development is for shop-retail floor space only, lowering 
the land use diversity mix to 26.46%. While this staging plan has been 
provided, it is unclear how this will result in an increase in the land use 
mix. Furthermore, there is no impetus to actually proceed with any of 
the development set out in the staging plan.  
 
It is considered a mix of land uses should be incorporated within this 
development, and not be focused solely on retail development. 
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Model Centre Framework Requirements 

Element Requirements Proposed City Comment 

 
Activity 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Where required by the activity 
centres policy, conduct a retail 
sustainability assessment or retail 
needs assessment 
 

A retail sustainability assessment has been submitted as part of the 
application. The impact modelling undertaken for the RSA indicates 
that: 

 The development of Whitford Activity centre to provide 90,000m2 
of shop-retail floorspace by 2016 is appropriate in scale and can 
be supported by the market without affecting the development 
potential of other centres in the hierarchy. 

 The assessed level of impact on any one centre is manageable 
and the proposed expansion would not adversely impact the role, 
function and viability of other activity centres. Market growth is 
expected to off-set the one-off impacts and each affected centre 
is expected to achieve a higher turnover in 2016 than 2012 
following the proposed expansion of Whitfords. 

 A significant share of the impacts will be the result of a 
redirection of retail expenditure away from centres outside the 
Joondalup municipality. More expenditure undertaken locally will 
provide greater support for other uses, serve as a catalyst for 
other investment in centres and generally support the 
development of larger, vibrant and successful activity centre. 

 The trading impact of the Whitford expansion is manageable. 
Furthermore, the main street of Joondalup will not be affected as 
this area mainly caters to the convenience and services needs of 
a local town centre residents, workers, students and visitors. The 
city centre of Joondalup will still have a substantially larger 
provision of shop-retail floorspace (i.e. 120,000m2 with the 
expansion of Lakeside Shopping Centre). 

 Joondalup remains the retail core and is the focus for 
commercial, civic, cultural, employment and services in the 
north-west sub-region of Perth. 

To assist the City in its assessment of the RSA, an independent 
consultant was appointed. They concluded that based on the 
information and analysis by the applicant that the supportable shop-
retail floor space would be between 65,000 – 75,000m2, after which time 
there is the potential risk that there would be an impact on other retail 
centres.  
 
The development proposes to increase the shop-retail NLA by 31,461m2 
to 81,451m2. Therefore it is considered that the proposal is not 
appropriate. 
 

Maximise pedestrian benefit by 
locating new retail along accessible 
streets and areas that can support 
high foot fall 
 

Outward facing tenancies are proposed on the new portion to Whitford 
Avenue. An interactive pedestrian retail environment is also proposed on 
Marmion Promenade. 
 

It is noted that the development is set back from external streets, and 
therefore the creation of ‘streets’ have been created to suit the design of the 
shopping centre. It is noted that the majority of the external development of 
the shopping centre does not present active facades, with the exception of 
Marmion Promenade and Whitfords Avenue. However, due to the internal 
nature of the shopping centre these would not currently have high pedestrian 
footfall. The proposed development does not seek to change this significantly. 

Identify employment sectors (retail 
and non-retail) and formats (i.e. live-
work) and estimate the number and 
types of jobs provided by the centre 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The applicant has stated that it is estimated that this development will create 
an additional 1,500 jobs (predominately retail), taking the total within the 
Centre to 2,939, as well as up to 2000 jobs during construction.  
 

It is noted that with the exception of the temporary construction jobs, that the 
type of employment will remain retail focused. 
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Model Centre Framework Requirements 

Element Requirements Proposed City Comment 

 
Activity 

Assess the housing densities 
required within the walkable 
catchment to meet the residential 
density targets in the Policy 
 

The applicant has not provided any information on housing densities 
and considers this requirement as not applicable as no residential 
development is proposed as part of this development. Rather they 
considered that the draft structure plan and the City’s draft Local 
Housing Strategy will facilitate significant residential intensification in 
the future. 
 
 

While no detail has been provided by the applicant as part of the 
development application, the City has estimated that there is 
approximately 100 gross hectares within the 400 metre walkable 
catchment for the centre. For secondary centres, the minimum 
residential density target is 25 dwellings per gross hectare and 35 
dwellings as the desirable amount. This means that between 2,500 to 
3,500 dwellings should be provided within the walkable catchment. 
 
It is estimated that there are 910 dwellings currently within the walkable 
catchment, being 35 within the activity centre structure plan area and 
875 outside the structure plan area. 
 
The applicant states that there are 739 dwellings that will be 
constructed within the overall activity centre structure plan area, 
however it is noted that the current version of the draft WACSP 
identifies 673 dwellings. This figure is indicative only, and there is no 
impetus for these to be constructed. 
 
Therefore in order to meet the minimum target of 2,500 dwellings an 
additional 886 dwellings would be required outside the activity centre 
structure plan area.  
 
It is noted that the draft Local Housing Strategy will contribute to 
providing the opportunity for increased densities within the catchment. 
It is estimated that with these lots developing to their maximum 
dwelling yield, an additional 1,020 dwellings could be developed. This 
would give a maximum of 2,634 dwellings within the walkable 
catchment. 
 
However, this would be reliant on every residential lot within the 
walkable catchment being developed by 2031 which is unlikely to be the 
case. The Department of Planning’s Outer Metropolitan Perth and Peel 
Sub-Regional Strategy assumes a take-up rate of infill development of 
85%, and applying this a maximum of 2,350 dwellings would be 
provided within the walkable catchment by 2031. 
 
Therefore it is likely that the residential development that could occur 
by 2031 would fall short of meeting the minimum dwelling target. 
Furthermore, given the extent of retail floorspace proposed it is 
considered that the residential component for the activity centre should 
achieve closer to the desirable amount of 3,500 dwellings.  
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Model Centre Framework Requirements 

Element Requirements Proposed City Comment 

Urban Form 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Define design controls that 
allocate maximum (and minimum) 
building heights and setbacks to 
safeguard an attractive and 
appropriate scale to streets and 
public spaces, and solar access 
 

The draft Whitford Activity Centre Structure Plan provides controls 
relating to building height, street setbacks, landscaping, landmarks, 
façade articulation, levels of activations etc. This proposal has been 
assessed against those and is compliant. 
 
 
 

A development application cannot define design controls, however the 
development proposed should be assessed to ensure that the height 
and scale safeguard an attractive and appropriate scale to street and 
public spaces, and solar access. 
 
SPP 4.2 encourages an urban form that is based on small, walkable 
blocks, with buildings that address the street with a mix of uses, with 
large scale retail and large areas of car parking sleeved by active 
building frontages with fewer blanks walls. The policy acknowledges 
that traditional shopping centres struggle to deliver sufficient street-
based activity, and hybrids only manage where the enclosed mall is a 
small portion of the total centre. The opportunity to sleeve large scale 
retail or introduce outward facing uses to avoid blanks wall is 
encouraged. Building fronts should also offer weather protection. 
 
The development extends the shopping centre further to the east, closer 
to Banks and Whitfords Avenue on the south and north respectively, 
and the City’s community facilities and Marmion Avenue to the east. 
Active frontages are proposed for a portion of Marmion Avenue (directly 
opposite the community facilities) and a portion of Whitfords Avenue, 
where key building entrances are located. However, blank facades are 
proposed along Banks Avenue, the centre as viewed from the corner of 
Marmion and Banks Avenue, and corner of Marmion and Whitfords 
Avenue. While a high degree of articulation is proposed, the facades do 
not encourage street activation.  
 
The building entrances and active frontages are set back from the street 
boundaries, with car parking positioned in front and blank articulated 
façade and service docks set closer to the external road network. While 
the development is considered to improve on the existing built form and 
level of activation, it is considered that the development will still largely 
maintain the form of a typical suburban shopping centre ‘box’.  
 

Define design controls to optimise 
building densities within the centre 
boundary, subject to other built form 
and environmental objectives 
 

The proposed major increase in shop-retail is occurring within the structure 
plan boundary and on a site that has a long history of being a major retail 
centre in the north west sub-region. Lower-scale, more intimate shop-retail 
uses will occur in Banks Avenue and Endeavour Road, before land uses 
transition generally to residential only outside of the centre boundary. These 
are subject to future applications. 

A built form density of one to two storeys is proposed. This is typical of a 
shopping centre, and consistent with the existing built form scale. 
 
It is acknowledged that at present the development on the southern side of 
Banks Avenue (opposite the centre) is low density residential development, 
and therefore built form densities need to be sympathetic to this. The 
overshadowing diagram submitted with the application (Attachment 3) 
indicates that the maximum extent of overshadowing will extend to properties 
on the southern side of Banks Avenue.  
 
Future development of this area in accordance with an activity centre 
structure plan and higher densities proposed under the draft Local Housing 
Strategy that the built form character on the southern side of Banks Avenue 
will change in time. 
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Model Centre Framework Requirements 

Element Requirements Proposed City Comment 

 
Urban Form 
 
 

Define land use and design controls 
that provide for active uses (e.g. 
retail, service, hospitality) at ground 
floor and maximise building 
articulation, including the use of 
glazing and entrances to animate 
spaces and minimise blank 
facades/inactivity 
 

The draft WACSP incudes a ‘Street Interface’ plan which outlines which 
frontages within the centre are to be Active, Passive or Attractive. 
 
Active frontages have been identified and provided in areas such as Marmion 
Promenade, while large scale retail element façade are generally proposed to 
be vibrant and attractive to minimise the visual impact and bulk of the centre 
and activate the street. 
 

As stated above, active frontages have been provided to Marmion 
Promenade and a portion of Whitfords Avenue where building entrances are 
located.  
 
While the blanks facades are proposed to be articulated it is considered that 
the articulation provided in some areas lacks a level that provides interest at 
the pedestrian scale. This includes the deck car park, metal screens and 
frames along Banks Avenue to screen car park ramps and loading areas and 
screens around the loading dock on the northern side of the extension. It is 
acknowledged that some landscaping will be provided to assist this. 
 
It is also noted that pedestrian movement around the external of the 
expansion is limited, particularly when moving from the eastern entrance 
(Marmion Promenade) to the northern entrances facing Whitford Avenue. 
While it is acknowledged that for convenience most visitors would manoeuvre 
through the shopping centre, by such opportunities not being provided, it 
further internalises the development limiting external activation, and moves 
against the principles of SPP 4.2. 

Provide weather protection using 
awnings, eaves, or street trees 
 

Shelter will be provided along Marmion Promenade, and within 20 metres of 
major building entrances. Trees provided within car parks and Marmion 
Promenade. 
 

The proposed weather protection ensures that adequate levels of shelter are 
provided where pedestrian activity will be highest. However, pedestrian 
shelter outside of these areas is limited, which can act to discourage and limit 
external pedestrian movements around less active areas of the shopping 
centre. It is noted that these areas currently don’t have clear pedestrian paths 
indicated. 

Provide a landscape strategy that 
provides for biodiversity and urban 
ecologies and protects against 
adverse microclimatic effects 
 

Landscaping concepts have been prepared. Shading in the car park area will 
be provided, as well as landscape element upon arrival to the centre and the 
centre entrances.  

The landscaping concept plans are provided in Attachment 12. This identifies 
different scales of landscaping based on its purpose, including defining 
entrances points, providing shelter within car parks, and acting as screening.  

Resource 
Conservation 

Establish guidelines for new 
development to ensure that energy-
saving design and technology is 
incorporated through passive solar 
building orientation and roof designs 
that facilitate use of photovoltaic 
panels, natural ventilation and wind 
turbines 

ESD checklist and ESD report submitted. The development is being designed 
to exceed minimum requirements in terms of ESD, and is aiming to achieve 
the equivalent of the following green building ratings: 

 4 star green star – retail (v1) 

 3.5 star NABERS energy retail rating 
 

The ESD report has been provided in Attachment 11. This includes a 
summary of the coding and rating systems, including the predicted 
performance of the centre against the green star rating. 

Mandate the use of waterwise plants 
and trees in all centre landscape 
plans 
 

Landscaping concepts provided. The landscaping strategy does not specifically mandate waterwise plants, 
however the plants identified are considered to be waterwise. Mandating of 
waterwise plants could be achieved through a condition of an approval. 

Establish targets for stormwater 
and greywater use 
 

Measures have been outlined to reduce water demand in the design, 
construction and operational phases in the ESD report. 
 

Attachment 11 indicate water reduction strategies, however these 
appear to only be possible strategies that could be employed. The 
summary of the green star rating system indicates that rainwater will be 
used for landscaping irrigation and cooling towers. The applicant has 
indicated that grey-water reuse systems will form part of the 
development, however it is unclear where these will be used. 
Furthermore, there does not appear to be any information provided on a 
water target that the development will meet.  
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The areas highlighted in bold in the following table indicates areas where it is considered that the development does not meet the Scheme requirements. 
 

Assessment against development Requirements for the ‘Commercial’ zone under DPS2 

Requirement Proposed City Comment 

Land uses: 
 
Shop ‘P’ use 
Department Store ‘D’ use 

‘Shop’ and ‘Department Store’. Land uses appropriate in the Commercial zone 

Building Setbacks 
4.7.1 Unless otherwise provided for in Part 3 of the Scheme, buildings 

shall be set back from property boundaries as follows: 
 

Setback from the street boundary: 9.0 metres 
Setback from side boundary: 3.0 metres 
Setback from rear boundary: 6.0 metres 

 
4.7.2 Where a lot has a boundary with more than one street the 

Council shall designate one such street as the frontage and the 
other street boundaries as side boundaries, if it is satisfied that 
there will be no adverse effect on traffic safety, and no adverse 
effect on the amenity of any adjoining properties or the locality 
generally. 

 

 Required Provided Complies 

Street Boundary 
 (Whitfords Ave) 

 
9 metres 

30 metres Yes 

Street Boundary  
(Banks Ave) 

9 
metres* 

7 metre min No 

Street Boundary 
(Marmion Ave) 

3 metres 27 metres Yes 

Street Boundary 
(Endeavour Rd) 

3 metres >400 metres Yes 

Side Boundary 
 (to internal road/COJ site) 

3 metres 6 metres Yes 
 

* It is considered that (pursuant to clause 4.7.2), it would not be 
appropriate to treat Banks Avenue as a side boundary for setback 
purposes given its proximity to existing residential development. As 
such the nine metre street setback requirement has been applied. 

4.8 Car parking standards 
 
4.8.1 The design of off-street parking areas including parking 

for disabled shall be in accordance with Australian 
Standards AS 2890.1 or AS 2890.2 as amended from time 
to time.  Car parking areas shall be constructed and 
maintained to the satisfaction of the Council. 

 
4.8.2 The number of on-site car parking bays to be provided for 

specified development shall be in accordance with Table 
2.  Where development is not specified in Table 2 the 
Council shall determine the parking standard.  The 
Council may also determine that a general car parking 
standard shall apply irrespective of the development 
proposed in cases where it considers this to be 
appropriate.   

 
In accordance with Table 2 the car parking requirement for shopping 
centre is: 
 
3,000 bays for the first 50,000m2 NLA plus 4.8 per 100m2 NLA 
thereafter. 

 
 
Car parking will be provided in accordance with Australian 
Standards. 
 
 
 
 
A total of 4,317 bays are provided across the site, which the 
applicant states is equivalent to 4.88 spaces per 100m2 
 
 
 

It is noted that a range of land uses exist across the site, 
including freestanding drive through food outlets, and a two 
storey business centre (‘Offices’). The City requested 
confirmation from the applicant on the total NLA for all 
development based on individual land uses. They considered 
that it would be more appropriate for one standard to apply 
across the site. As such all land uses have been calculated using 
the shopping centre standard. 
 
While a NLA figure has been provided for the shop-retail 
component of the development on-site, NLAs for other uses have 
not been provided and cannot be calculated based on the 
development plans provided. As such, car parking has been 
calculated on the GLA figure for the site provided in the 
transport assessment, being 89,698m2. 
 
The car parking requirement based on this is 4,906 bays. 
 
It is noted that as part of the Omnibus Amendment to DPS2 
(which is currently with the Department of Planning for 
consideration), it is proposed that the shopping centre standard 
will be changed to: 
 
2,400 bays for the first 50,000m2 NLA and 4 per 100m2 NLA 
thereafter. 
 
Applying the omnibus standard 3,988 bays would be required. 
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Assessment against development Requirements for the ‘Commercial’ zone under DPS2 

Requirement Proposed City Comment 

4.9 Pedestrian and vehicle reciprocal access requirements  
 

If the Council approves car parking and pedestrian access on 
neighbouring premises in a manner which relies on the 
reciprocal movement of vehicles and pedestrians between or 
across the premises, the owners concerned shall allow the 
necessary reciprocal access and parking at all times to the 
Council’s satisfaction. 

An easement exists between Westfield and the City to ensure right of 
access over the access point from Banks Avenue. This is not 
proposed to be changed as part of this application 

The existing easement is not impacted by the development. The 
development does not generate the requirement for any further 
parking or access easements. 

4.10 Traffic entrances  
 
The Council may where it considers it desirable and in the interests of 
traffic safety direct the owner of any lot to limit access and egress or 
provide such additional access and egress as it requires to any 
premises. 

An additional entrance is proposed from Marmion Avenue (Marmion 
Promenade). This is proposed to be left in only. 

An analysis of the access points was undertaken as part of the traffic 
assessment for the development. This component of the development 
was reviewed by independent consultants for the City. Attachment 10 
provides a summary of their feedback and issues. 

4.12 Landscaping requirements for non-residential buildings 
 
4.12.1 A minimum of 8% of the area of a development site shall be 

designed, developed and maintained as landscaping to a 
standard satisfactory to the Council.  In addition the road verge 
adjacent to the lot shall be landscaped and maintained in a 
clean and tidy condition to the satisfaction of the Council. 

 
4.12.2 When a proposed development includes a car parking area 

abutting a street, an area no less than 3 metres wide within the 
lot along all street boundaries shall be designed, developed 
and maintained as landscaping to a standard satisfactory to 
the Council.  This landscaped area shall be included in the 
minimum 8% of the area of the total development site referred 
to in the previous subclause. 

 
4.12.3 Landscaping shall be carried out on all those areas of a 

development site which are not approved for buildings, 
accessways, storage purposes or car parking with the 
exception that shade trees shall be planted and maintained by 
the owners in car parking areas at the rate of one tree for 
every four (4) car parking bays, to the Council’s satisfaction. 

 

 Required Provided Complies 

Site area 
landscaped 

Min 8% 6.87%* 
 

No 

 

Landscaping strip adjacent car parking areas: 

 Required Provided Complies 

(Whitfords Ave) 3 metres  Nil min. No 

(Banks Ave) 3 metres  N/A N/A 

(Marmion Ave) 3 metres  3 metres min. Yes 

(Endeavour Rd) Not proposed to change as a 
result of this development. 

N/A 

Shade Trees 1:4 car 
bays 

Where 
provided, trees 
are generally at 
a rate of one 
per six bays or 
less. 

No 

 

The percentage of landscaping has been based on information from 
the applicant (the City has not been able to accurately calculate soft 
landscaping based on the development plans provided). The 
applicant has indicated that there is currently 15,250sqm of soft 
landscaping that will reduced to 13,596sqm as a result of this 
development.  
 
It is noted that the applicant has advised that there is 13.46% soft 
landscaping on-site. However, this has been calculated as a 
percentage of the open space provided on-site, not the total site area 
as required. 
 

4.14 Storage and rubbish accumulation  
4.14.1 All storage, including the storage of accumulated rubbish, shall 

be confined to within a building, or a suitably enclosed area 
screened from its immediate surrounds and any adjacent 
public street or road by normal viewing by a wall not less than 
1.8 metres in height constructed of brick, masonry or other 
approved material.  All storage of accumulated rubbish shall 
be located in a position accessible to rubbish collection 
vehicles and where vehicular access and car parking will not 
be adversely affected. 

 
4.14.2 Development requirements for enclosed storage areas and 

garbage storage areas relating to residential developments for 
grouped and multiple dwellings are contained within the 
‘Residential Design Codes’. 

 
Refuse disposal areas to be located within proposed loading docks. 
These will be screened from view by landscaped metal screens 
exceeding the 1.8 metre height requirement. 

 
The development is considered to meet this requirement. 
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The areas highlighted in bold in the following table indicates areas where it is considered that the development does not meet the structure plan requirements. 

Assessment against the draft Whitford Activity Centre Structure Plan 

General Development Requirements  

Requirements Proposed City comment 

Land use 
Land use in accordance with the land 
use permissibility table. 
 
Where not listed in the structure plan, 
but listed in DPS2 the land use is 
considered to be a use not permitted. 

 
The land use ‘Shop’ is a permitted use in the Retail District. 
 
The land use ‘Department Store’ is not listed 

While the land use ‘Department Store’ is not listed, it is acknowledged that this was 
removed to align with the Omnibus Amendment to DPS2. Under this amendment 
‘Department Store’ is proposed to be deleted, as it considered to fall within the 
category of ‘Shop’. 
 

Commercial Floor Space 
The shop-retail floor space 
contemplated is 95,000m2 NLA and 
69,000m2 NLA non-retail commercial 
floor space 

 
The addition of 31,461m2 will increase the shop-retail NLA to 81,451m2. 

 
While the development meets this requirement, concerns have been raised as part of 
the City’s assessment of the structure plan about the amount of shop-retail proposed 
and impact on the retail hierarchy and viability of other centres. 

Residential Density  
R-AC 0 

 
No residential development proposed 

 
It is noted that under the structure plan the majority of residential development is 
indicated to occur on the western side of the shopping centre site and western side of 
Endeavour Road. 

Building Height 
Building Height shall be a maximum of 
20 metres 
 
Ground floor to floor heights are to 
be 4.5 metres 
 
Buildings built to nominated minimum 
street setbacks to be no more than 13.5 
metres high for the first six metres of the 
building depth. 

 
Maximum Building Height (as measured from natural ground level) 16.1 metres 
 
 
The new services areas are less than 4.5 metres in height. This has been 
acknowledged by the applicant. 
 
Building to Marmion Promenade maximum of seven metres. 
 
The building at the mid-point of Marmion Promenade offers an architectural point 
of interest through a landmark glass roof to the centre, with a variety of angled 
metal and glass canopies. The roof provides both a practical and architectural 
purpose. 
 

 
 
 
 
Noted that the ground floor to (next) floor heights requirement does not exclude 
service areas. Therefore the development does not meet this requirement. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Street Interface 
 
Retail district street frontage to Marmion 
Promenade to be ‘active’.  
 
Requires pedestrian shelter (2.5 metres 
width, 2.75 metre clearance). 
 
50% or more of façade to be glazed 
including 75% of the width at ground 
floor, sills to be no more than 500mm 
above ground level 

 
 
 
 
 
Application states that this has been provided. 
 
 
Applicant has calculated that the glazing on the Marmion Promenade 
facades occupies 51.25% of the area, and 76.4% of the width of the frontage. 

 
 
 
 
 
The development plans do not clearly indicate the location and clearance of awnings 
for the Marmion Promenade frontage. 
 
The frontage that the applicant has used to calculate the glazing includes some 
internal facing malls set further into the site, and not directly fronting Marmion 
Promenade. The City considers only those portions of the frontage facing 
Marmion Promenade should be used in the calculations. On this basis, the 
glazing occupies approximately 52% of the area, and 62% of the width. Therefore 
the requirement has not been met. It is noted that the ‘active’ frontage includes 
approximately 26.4 metres of a blank façade. 
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Assessment against the draft Whitford Activity Centre Structure Plan 

General Development Requirements  

Requirements Proposed City comment 

Pedestrian access 
 
Shopping malls 
Internal pedestrian shopping malls are 
to be connected to external street, to 
contribute to an integrated urban form 
Car parks 
In large areas of car parking (deck or at 
grade), clearly signed and safe 
pedestrian access routes are to be 
provided that lead to building entrances. 

 
 
 
Two new eastern mall exits open out onto what will be Marmion Promenade. 
These will link to Banks Avenue and Marmion Avenue also indicated in 
Attachment 3. 
 
A remodelled access to the north of the centre (adjacent the new 
supermarket) is also proposed.  
 
Access directly to the shopping centre is also provided for all car parking 
levels 
 

 
 
 
The new eastern malls are considered to adequately link to Marmion Avenue and 
Banks Avenue via pedestrian paths. 
 
 
This mall is indicated as exiting into the car park, with no linkage indicated to the 
external network. It is noted that the development does not provide an external 
link from this exit around to the eastern side of the centre. 
 
The new and remodelled at-grade parking on the northern and eastern side of 
the centre shows limited crossings. 
 
No pedestrian crossings are shown for the basement car park, this includes not 
being able to exit onto Marmion Promenade. There is approximately a maximum 
of 100 metres from the furthest car bay to the shopping centre entrance. 
 
Pedestrian crossings are indicated on Roof Level 1. 
 
No pedestrian crossings are indicated on Roof Level 2. There is approximately 
60 metres from the furthest car bay to the nearest shopping centre entrance. 
 

Vehicle Parking and Access 
Parking provision 
Ultimate car parking bay car of 4,200 
bays applies to the Retail District. 
Parking rate of 4.5 spaces for 100sqm 
for all uses in the retail district has 
been applied to determine this cap. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Car parking for people with a disability to 
be provided in accordance with 
Australian Standards. 
 
Sleeving of parking 
At grade and deck car parking areas are 
to be screened and to be visually 
attractive from the public realm. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
The applicant has advised that their proposal entails an additional 568 bays 
on site bringing the total to 4,317. This includes existing parking located 
within the Endeavour District and Banks District. Therefore 3,706 bays are 
located within the Retail District portion of the site. 
 
The provision is not clear on whether the 4.5:100m2 relates to NLA or GLA. It 
has been assumed that this refers to GLA. Based on a GLA of 87,145m2 for 
development within the Retail District (being the amount provided in the 
transport assessment) the car parking ratio is 4.25 bays per 100m2. 
 
 
The applicant has stated that this will be provided. 
 
 
 
Applicant’s submission states that the new basement parking area is 
screened by the level difference and the proposed screens that hide the 
ramps between levels.  
 
New/modified at grade parking fronting Whitfords Avenue, and Marmion 
Avenue (near the intersection) is not screened.  
Upper level decked car park is screened sufficiently and will not be visible from the 
public realm at this point in time. 
 
 
 

 
 
The 3,706 bays to be provided within the Retail District, would support a 
maximum of 82,356m2 GLA within the district. 
 
It is noted that the applicant has stated that the shop-retail NLA will be a total of 
81,451m2, however this would not include other non shop-retail land uses. A total 
NLA figure for the shopping centre has not been provided by the applicant. 
Including the cinemas, which are approximately 3,000m2 in area the car parking 
ratio would still be less than 4.5 bays per 100m2.  
 
It is therefore considered that the development does not meet this requirement. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The artists impressions indicate that a portion of the basement car park will 
remain visible from Banks Avenue. Soft landscaping will assist in reducing the 
dominance of car parking, however this would be required to be located within 
the verge. 
 



                                                                                                                     Assessment against draft Whitford Activity Centre Structure Plan                                                                                     ATTACHMENT 8 
                       Page 3 of 7 

Assessment against the draft Whitford Activity Centre Structure Plan 

General Development Requirements  

Requirements Proposed City comment 

Vehicle access locations 
Access point and locations to be 
located as indicated in structure plan 
map or any approved local 
development plan. The location 
should be consistent with the 
development objectives of the district 
and supported by traffic analysis to 
the satisfaction of the City. 
Rationalisation of existing 
crossovers should also occur. 
 
Service vehicle access 
Service vehicle routes and access 
points should be away from areas of 
high pedestrian footfall and designed 
with consideration for safety, visual and 
acoustic amenity. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Car park entrance 
Entrances to parking areas to be 
clearly visible from street and well 
signed regarding directions and 
availability. 
 
 
 
Bicycle parking 
1 space per 1500sqm NLA long term 
55 spaces required. 
1 space per 1000sqm NLA short term 
82 spaces required. 
 
End of Journey Facilities 
All non-residential development is 
encouraged to have end of trip facilities. 
 

The development is proposed to use existing access points, as well as the 
creation of a new left in access from Marmion Avenue (Marmion 
Promenade). These access points are in accordance with the Structure Plan 
Map with the exception of the southern entrance from Banks Avenue 
immediately adjacent to the loading docks.  
 
No rationalisation of crossovers has occurred. 
 
 
 
 
 
Loading docks are proposed on the northern and southern sides of the 
development. The new loading dock for the supermarket is proposed to be away 
from any areas of high footfall. 
 
The access to second loading dock on the northern portion of the site (being the 
loading dock for the mini majors) crosses an external pedestrian connection from 
the exit adjacent the new supermarket to the bus stops on Whitfords Avenue. 
 
The loading docks on the southern side of the development are set back a 
minimum of seven metres from Banks Avenue. This area would also attract 
low footfall on the basis of the overall design of the extension and existing 
shopping centre. 
 
An acoustic report has been submitted demonstrating that the loading 
docks can comply with the regulations regarding noise. Screening has also 
been provided to ensure that there is minimal impact on the amenity of 
surrounding properties. 
 
 
 
 
Major entrances to the car park are from key vehicle access points. The 
applicant has stated that all entrances would be signed, with the 
requirement for a car parking management plan recommended as a 
condition of development approval. 
 
 
 
 
75 spaces provided. 
 
55 spaces provided. 
 
 
 
75 bicycle lockers and ten showers (five male, five female) are provided for staff. 
No end of journey facilities indicated for customers. 

Main Roads WA have advised that they do not support the additional left in 
access from Marmion Avenue. Therefore there is no certainty that this 
component of the development could be developed, even if planning approval 
was granted. This could have traffic implications as traffic would be shifted to 
Whitfords and Banks Avenue. 
 
While the traffic analysis provided demonstrates the access point not indicated 
on the structure plan map, as no rationalisation has occurred, this standard has 
not been met. 
 
 
 
The loading docks on the northern side of the Centre are considered appropriate, 
acknowledging that their location is driven by the overall design of the development. 
 
No zebra crossing has been indicated to ensure that pedestrian priority is maintained. 
 
 
 
 
On review of the acoustic report for the development, concerns were raised with 
the applicant as it was considered that based on the typical operation of loading 
docks that it would not be able to comply with noise regulations. Further 
information justifying this was provided, demonstrating that certain activities 
can be managed (including the logistical arrangements for delivery vehicles) in 
order to comply. This would require delivery vehicles to only be present and 
running for 24 minutes or less in a four hour period. It is not disputed that this 
could be achieved, however it is considered that this would become overly 
restrictive for loading vehicles, and could result in non-compliance. As such it is 
the City’s preference that loading docks are designed and located such that 
compliance is not reliant on third parties. 
 
 
The location of entrance points to the car parking areas is considered to meet 
this requirement.  
 
No signage is indicated and therefore it is unclear as to how direction and 
availability would be communicated. In the absence of this information the City 
cannot determine if this requirement has been met. 
 
 
The long term spaces are provided in a secure staff compound. The amount 
proposed is in excess of that required. 
The amount of short term spaces is 27 spaces less than that required. 
 

 
 
This standard only encourages end of journey facilities. As no standard is provided, the 
development is considered to meet this requirement. 
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Assessment against the draft Whitford Activity Centre Structure Plan 

General Development Requirements  

Requirements Proposed City comment 

Street and public interface 
 
Facades from the street or public realm 
Building to be designed with consistent 
approach to all façades. Architectural 
and visual interest to be provided to all 
façades visible from the public realm – 
through articulation, colour and/or 
materials. 
 
Corner buildings to be designed to 
address both streets with equal 
importance. 
 
Building entrances 
Main building entrances shall be directly 
onto the primary street frontage. 
 
Passive surveillance 
Crime Prevention Through 
Environmental Design Principles to be 
applied. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
The extension proposes a diverse, yet consistent nature of design through a mix 
of glazing, composite panels, metal screening and textured concrete panelling. 
While all of the facades are diverse in design and heavily articulated, the colour 
and material palette mains consistency. 
 
The corner element of Marmion Promenade and Whitford Avenue addresses both 
frontages with the use of articulation and similar materials to each street. 
 
The corner element of Banks Avenue and Marmion Promenade also has a 
consistent approach. 
 
 
Building entrances are provided from Marmion Promenade. 
 
 
 
The applicant has advised that CPTED principles have been considered in the 
development.  
 
Additional information was sought from the applicant as it was unclear how this 
had exactly been met. The following additional detail was provided: 

 The application and management methods within the Designing Out Crime 
Prevention Guidelines will be used as a starting point in providing a designed 
outcome that is safe and secure. Further owner methodologies would also be 
applied to ensure the new development can be used and enjoyed with the full 
knowledge that industry led initiatives are in place. 

 Westfield have an in-depth knowledge of facility and user safety and security. 
This background and information provides benchmarks and objectives to ensure 
all centres are designed with the lowest rates of opportunities for offending and 
highest rates of feelings of safety. Westfield will utilise the principles of 
Surveillance, Access Control, Territorial Reinforcement, Target Hardening, 
Management and Maintenance described in the DOCPG, with particular 
emphasis on passive design outcomes that prevent crime and vandalism. Active 
security elements are standard components of all Westfield developments, and 
will be will be integrated into the building systems and operations of the 
completed centre. The DA proposal addresses these issues by: 
o Parking and landscaping areas are designed with minimal opportunities for 

entrapment, have access ways in view of land usages, keep clustering of 
trees to a minimum, do not incorporate obscure level changes, will 
incorporate lighting to all areas, and are within sightlines of the public spaces 
on the site. 

o The public spaces will also incorporate the previously mentioned passive 
surveillance methods, will be extremely active with public usages, and will 
integrate state-of-the art CCTV and out-of-hours security monitoring. 

o All public access points will be controlled via automated locking systems, 
have integrated bollard placement, and, as mentioned, CCTV and security 
monitoring. 

o The private or loading access point will be gated and screened with access 
monitored by the centre management systems. 

 
 
This requirement is a broad statement and does not generate a specific standard that 
should be met. However it is considered that a high level of articulation has been 
provided to most facades. 
 
 
The treatment of this façade is considered to meet this requirement. 
 
 
The articulation provided to both sides of the building façade is consistent. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
It is considered to still remain unclear as to how the principles have been applied into 
the design of the development. While a detailed analysis has not been undertaken by 
the City, it is noted that: 

o Only a sliding gate is indicated for the mini-major loading dock on Whitfords 
Avenue. No other method of restricting access is indicated for the remaining 
new loading docks. 

o The location of the end of trip facilities (assumedly used only by staff) is 
located under a car park access ramp and within an area where there would 
be minimal passive surveillance. This could create a deterrent for staff using 
these facilities, particularly if they are leaving during times of minimal passive 
surveillance (ie. late at night etc.). 

 
It is considered that further information should be provided before this requirement 
could be considered to have been met. 
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Assessment against the draft Whitford Activity Centre Structure Plan 

General Development Requirements  

Requirements Proposed City comment 

 
Signage, Advertising and Public Art 
Signage to comply with the City’s signs 
policy 
 
Public art is to be provided as part of the 
design of landmark sites, where 
appropriate. 

 
 
None proposed 
 
 
None proposed 
 

 
 
Any future signage would be subject to further approvals. 
 
 
Ideally this should be provided in conjunction with this development. However, this is 
where the relocated accessway is proposed to be sited, which will make the provision 
of this element in the future difficult (ie. It is likely to need to be located in the road 
reserve). The provisions of the structure plan in terms of timing of this element are not 
clear. The applicant has requested a condition of approval setting out that a separate 
DA is required for this element in order to allow appropriate levels of liaison with the 
City in this regard. 

Landscape and private open space 
Landscape provision 
Landscaping to be designed to suit 
intense urban nature of the activity 
centre. Landscape to be incorporated 
into streetscape with consistent planting 
and materials. 
 
Shade trees in uncovered parking 
areas to be provided at 1 tree per 6 
bays. 

 
 
A landscape masterplan has been submitted (refer Attachment 12 of this report). 
This includes the incorporation of landscaping within the verge. 
 
 
 
 
Applicant has stated that shade trees of one shade tree per six bays have 
been provided. 

 
 
Given the general nature of this requirement, it is unclear on how a development could 
meet the standard. However, it is acknowledged that the landscaping masterplan 
provides for a level of landscaping that they feel satisfies the structure plan. 
 
 
 
The development plans indicate that not all areas of new/remodelled car parking 
are provided with shade trees at this rate. 

Roofscape 
 
To be considered as part of building 
design. Should be attractive if 
viewable from the public realm or any 
viewpoint within surrounding 
buildings, including future buildings. 
 
 
 
 
Roof mounted plant and equipment to 
be screened from view, including from 
above if necessary, with screening to be 
consistent with design of the building. 

 
 
The applicant has stated that the roofscape is not viewable from the public 
realm, however articulation and landmark roof elements are provided on to 
Marmion Promenade through an angular glass roof, and through vertical 
architectural features at the intersection of Marmion Avenue and Whitford 
Avenue. A variety of heights are also provided on to Marmion Promenade, 
and Banks Avenue. This provides a diverse roofscape, both in height, colour 
and materials. 
 
 
Roof mounted plant and equipment are screened from view. 

 
 
While it is considered that the roofscape as viewed from the street (public realm) 
would meet this requirement, it is unclear how future buildings have been 
considered. Particularly with higher buildings located on Endeavour Road that 
would be able to view the roofscape of the shopping centre. 
 
 
 
 
 
The development plans do not indicate any plant/equipment being visible. However, it 
is unclear if any would be visible from above. 

Service areas and ancillary buildings 
 
Location 
Service areas and refuse disposal 
systems to be located away from public 
areas and residential development. 
 
Screening 
Services and refuse area to be screened 
from view. Screening to be of a 
compatible design. 

 
 
 
Service and refuse disposal areas are proposed to be located within loading 
docks.  
 
 
 
The loading docks are proposed to be screened from view, being compatible with 
the external articulation of building facades. 
 
 

 
 
 
The development is considered to meet these requirements. 
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Specific requirements for the Retail District 

Requirement Proposed City Comment 

Building Setbacks 
 
Nil to Marmion Promenade 
 
Three metres to all other streets 

 
 
Applicant has stated that a nil setback has been achieved to Marmion Promenade 
 
Minimum 3m to all other streets is met. 

 
 
The provision is unclear as to where the ‘nil setback’ should be (ie. To the pedestrian 
path or the road). It is considered this criteria has been met. 

Pedestrian Access 
 
Primary off street pedestrian 
connections should be as per structure 
plan map – these are show as via 
Marmion Promenade from Banks 
Avenue, from Marmion Avenue to 
Marmion Promenade, and from 
Endeavour Road into the retail centre at 
the western end. 
 
Footpaths of a minimum 2m width to be 
provided along all facades within 20m of 
mall entrances. 

 
 
Primary pedestrian connections are from Banks and Marmion Avenue at Marmion 
Promenade as required. 
 
Adequate footpaths provided. 

 
 
It is considered this criteria has been met. 
 
Future development applications for the development of the southern portion of 
Marmion Promenade would need to ensure that pedestrian access to Banks Avenue is 
maintained. 

Parking Provision 
 
The City may require a traffic impact 
assessment and parking strategy/report 
for any development application. 

 
 
Transport assessment provided. This sets out that a car parking management plan 
should be prepared to ensure car parking efficiency. 

 
 
No car parking management plan has been submitted. It is considered that this is 
necessary in determining the appropriateness of parking and impact on surrounding 
land uses. 

Landmark sites and community focal 
points 
Marmion Promenade 
In addition to the development 
standards that apply to the retail district, 
the following standards apply to 
Marmion Promenade: 
 Marmion promenade is to become the 

primary community focal point at the 
eastern end of the retail core. It will 
provide improved legibility and a direct 
north-south pedestrian connection through 
the eastern end of the centre. 

 The promenade is to extend between 
Banks Avenue and Whitford Avenue and 
have a minimum width of six metres from 
building facade to building facade. 

 Treatment should include generous 
footpath and landscape (shade trees and 
feature plantings). 

 A square or other appropriate space is to 
be provided at the entrance to the retail 
core. 

 A pedestrian connection from the square 
to the bus stop on Marmion Avenue is to 
be provided. 

Marmion Promenade will not be 
provided as a public accessway or Right 
of Way.  

 
 
 
Development of Marmion Promenade to be finalised through a separate 
development application. 
 
 

 
 
 
While the development of Marmion Promenade in accordance with these requirements 
will form part of a future application, it is noted that the development proposed as part 
of this application supports the development of the Promenade. 
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Landmark sites and community focal 
points cont. 
 
Landmark site at corner of Marmion 
Avenue and Whitfords Avenue 
In addition to the development 
standards that apply to the retail district, 
the following standards apply to the 
landmark site at the corner of Whitfords 
Avenue and Marmion Promenade: 

 The termination of Marmion 
Promenade should be clearly 
articulated using landscape treatments 
to signal approach to the centre from 
the vehicle environment of the road 
intersection. 

 The scale and detail of the landscape 
treatments should be appropriate to 
this environment whilst also signalling 
the change of character and grain 
anticipated within the centre. 

 Landscaping treatments could include 
plantings, sculpture or other hard 
works. Any such works should be 
consistent with the design theme for 
the redevelopment of the retail district. 

 
Building on Marmion Promenade at the 
Entry to the Retail Core: 

 The building fronting the proposed 
square on Marmion Promenade is a 
key element in enhancing the sense of 
place of the centre. It will be a 
distinctive beacon from Marmion 
Avenue as well as an improved 
pedestrian environment at the east 
end of the retail core. 

 The building must have a distinct 
architectural treatment visible from 
Marmion Avenue and Banks Avenue  
(aside from the need to treat facades 
differently on different orientations). 

 The building is to have active 
frontages onto Marmion Promenade 
and be designed to accommodate 
diverse activities that contribute to 
vitality, viability, and safety at all times 
of the day. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
No landmark element is proposed on the corner of Marmion Avenue and Whitfords 
Avenue. The applicant has requested this be considered as part of a separate 
development application. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A variety of heights, scale, land uses, materials and finer grain architectural 
elements will contribute to not only achieving a landmark element but a destination 
point for the surrounding community. The centrepiece of this will be a raised roof 
structure that will occur mid-street along the Promenade. This feature will function 
as the primary eastern entry point to the shopping centre and will be serve by a 
series of perpendicular lanes connecting back to the internal mall network. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Retailers within the Marmion Promenade precinct will include food providores, 
mini-majors, homewares, everyday needs and casual dining. These operators will 
be required to address Marmion Promenade. This precinct will house a shopping 
and dining experience that lasts the whole day while provided an aspiration 
lifestyle experience. Active glazed frontages are provided. 

 
 
 
 
 
There is no indication at what stage of development this landmark should be provided. 
However, the proposed development includes an internal accessway in the location of 
the landmark site as indicated on the Structure Plan Map. This would prevent the 
landmark from being developed within the property boundaries in the future. 
 
Given the scale of development proposed it would not be inappropriate for this 
landmark to be provided as part of this application. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
It is considered that the architectural treatments proposed highlight Marmion 
Promenade as a landmark site.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Based on the artists impression it would appear that the architectural element is not 
visible from Banks Avenue, with the majority screened by the discount department 
store component. 
 
 
The development is largely considered to meet this requirement, however there is 
approximately 26 metres of blank facades on the southern side of the promenade. 
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A consultant was appointed by the City to review the transport assessment submitted within the development application. The table below is a summary of issues identified by the consultant and the 
response from the applicant. Given the timing of the receipt of information, further review of the applicant’s response has not been undertaken. Therefore the City cannot confirm that the additional 
information provided addresses the City’s concerns. 

Baseline Traffic 

Issue identified Response from the Applicant 

The 10% growth rate used for the existing background traffic volumes to 2025 is less than 
that from Main Roads data. Although explanation has been provided intersections may 
still operate over capacity during peak periods. Sensitivity testing should be undertaken 
as there are risks that drivers may still use the routes they currently do even if there are 
delays, which will further increase delays and reduce performance. 

The assessment of the baseline traffic is based on two of the busiest days of the year for this road system. Appropriate 
levels of traffic growth have been added and additional shopping centre traffic has been accounted for in a robust manner. 
 
Given the above, sensitivity tests are not required; however, as a measure of extra robustness, sensitivity tests were 
conducted at the key external intersections that are close to capacity. The improved intersections can accommodate a 
further 12% additional background and shopping centre traffic over and above the applied traffic growth and additional 
shopping centre traffic as a result of this development application. This is considered more than extreme as these traffic 
flows would never be realised, yet this is the point where the improved intersections reach 100% capacity. 
 
Daily traffic growth rate has been calculated to be 10% from 2011 to 2031. This is based on historic trends in the area. 
 
Main Roads modelling is purported to show 17.5% north of Hepburn Avenue. It is noted that this model is demand 
constrained and simply assigns traffic based on the path of least resistance, it is therefore, to a certain extent, not 
constrained by the capacity of the road network. 
 
In a four stage modelling process, the mode choice stage converges on a travel mode split that results in a global 
minimisation of travel costs. The modelling used by Main Roads is a four stage model; however, the mode choice stage is 
fixed at predefined level of traffic. Therefore Main Roads model does not allow for mode shift as a result of increasing road 
congestion, it simply assigns the predefined traffic volumes to minimise overall travel cost, irrespective of whether links 
exceed capacity or not. 
 
The Main Roads model outputs are a measure of possible demand not traffic volume; we have been advised as such by 
Main Roads. 
 
Relying on a demand constrained model to determine actual traffic flows when historic trends indicate different is not the 
best way to plan development. This method results in land not reaching its development potential, over-designed road 
improvements and a perpetuation of passenger car use over sustainable travel modes.  

The information provided in the transport assessment is not transparent by supplying only 
a baseline and design year traffic which requires a number of assumptions and 
adjustments that cannot be easily reviewed. Rather figures for baseline traffic, traffic 
growth, pass-by traffic, newly generated and assigned traffic and design year traffic 
should be provided. 
 
It is not transparent to only supply baseline traffic and design year traffic. Accordingly, 
there are some questions as to the accuracy of the future traffic forecasts as a number of 
assumptions and adjustments are made which cannot be reviewed. 

Additional pass-by traffic is traffic that currently passes the centre but would then use the centre due to the redevelopment 
(i.e. it would have little to no impact at external intersection but would contribute to the Shopping Centre traffic numbers). 
 
Pass-by trips do occur at the existing Shopping Centre; however, as part of a robust assessment, no further pass-by traffic 
has been included for as part of the additional traffic generation for this development application. 
 
This is particularly robust for the future years, as growth is added to background traffic, yet the assumption is that none of 
this additional background traffic is attracted to the Shopping Centre. All additional traffic is assumed to be completely new 
to the area. 
 
It is acknowledged that baseline and design year traffic has been provided, traffic growth is 10% of background flows as 
described previously, therefore, traffic flow diagrams have been provided for the existing and future shopping centre traffic. 
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It does not appear that traffic generated by the additional development proposed under 
the Whitford Activity Centre Structure Plan has been included in the background traffic 
design year of 2025. If the structure plan traffic has not been accounted for there could be 
an underestimation of the traffic on the road, which could result in further queuing and 
intersection service levels. 
 
If the structure plan traffic has been explicitly considered, there could be an 
underestimation of the traffic on roads, traffic queuing, and intersection service levels. 

The draft Whitford Activity Centre Structure Plan sets the maximum land use allowances with the Whitford Activity Centre 
Structure Plan Area, this development application complies with the draft Structure Plan. 
 
At the development application level, each application will be considered on its own merits and the merits of the transport 
infrastructure that will be present at the year of opening (either existing or realised through committed and 
funded/conditioned improvements). 
 
Therefore, there is no need to assess all Structure Plan traffic in each development application (the Structure Plan already 
does this, albeit at a higher level). The City can rest assured that the development of the Whitford Activity Centre Structure 
Plan Area can be controlled through the usual development application process. Development of land can only take place if 
it can be demonstrated that the infrastructure is there (or will be there) to support, if not, the City can recommend refusal. 

 

Trip Generation and Assignment 

Issue identified Response from the Applicant 

It is not clear if allowance has been made for traffic exiting one egress point and 
circumnavigating the road network through multiple intersections as opposed to exiting 
the shopping centre and directly leaving the area. 
 

Observations (traffic counts) indicate that drivers do preferentially travel past the first (or more) Centre accesses they come 
across in order to access the Centre at another location. Similarly, traffic exiting the centre is known to travel through one 
or more of the key external intersections.  
 
This has been accounted for in the modelling undertaken and submitted to the City of Joondalup. 

Most of the new development is at the eastern end of the shopping centre and it is not 
clear whether it has been weighed accordingly. While there appears to be a small 
increase in the percentage of vehicles entering at the eastern end, there is no explanation 
to this. 
 
This could have a significant effect on the performance of intersections, particularly those 
currently having minor low traffic volumes, if it has not been allowed for. 

For the purposes of analysis, the overall existing traffic volume at each access is lifted by 10 percent. The remaining 
additional traffic is assigned to the new parking structure at the eastern end of the site. 

 

External intersection and impact analysis 

Issue identified Response from the Applicant 

 
The proposed intersection of Marmion Avenue and Marmion Promenade has not been 
examined. Advice from Main Roads on the development application has indicated that this 
intersection is not supported. Potential queuing at intersections without this road has not 
been analysed and could affect storage capacity, impacting on the road network; our initial 
observations suggest this should be analysed. 

As previously advised, Main Roads WA has strongly advocated the construction of this intersection in previous 
development applications. 
 
Notwithstanding this, the intersection performance has been assessed based on the left-in access being removed. The 
roads and intersections most affected by this change are along Banks Avenue, where the majority of the additional traffic 
will enter the Shopping Centre in the “no left-in” scenario. The intersections along Banks Avenue will continue to perform 
adequately during peak traffic conditions.  

The forecast queuing on the southern arm of Marmion Ave/Whitfords Avenue during both 
the Thursday and Saturday peak extend beyond the proposed new intersection at 
Marmion Promenade. Queues in the Thursday peak also extend to the intersection of 
Banks Ave/Marmion Ave.  
 
The analysis undertaken by the applicant as part of the transport assessment does not 
account for the interaction between intersections, and this would have been better 
captured through simulation/transit modelling to help understand the potential traffic and 
safety issues. If the changes to traffic light phasing are not supported by Main Roads WA 
then this queuing would be further exacerbated. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The queue interaction can be mitigated by coordinating the signals along Marmion Avenue to minimise stops and reduce 
queue build-up during red phases. It is clear the key external intersections all perform better when the proposed, very 
significant, physical improvements are implemented. 
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External intersection and impact analysis 

Issue identified Response from the Applicant 

The analysis undertaken by the applicant as part of the transport assessment indicate that 
pedestrian phasing has not been accounted for in signal design or a justification of 
pedestrian flows.  
 
Assumptions have been made in the trip generation assumptions that the mode share for 
pedestrian is increasing over time, thus decreasing the car trips associated with the 
shopping centre and hence the supply of parking bays. If this significant increase in 
pedestrian access has not been accounted for in the signal phasing this would have a 
detrimental effect on intersections performance. 
 
Without this being taken into consideration it could result in an underestimation of the 
delays and queues expected. 

There are four signalised intersections in this assessment. 

 Marmion Avenue/Whitfords Avenue: pedestrian demand is observed to be very low at present as there are pedestrian 
subways available across Marmion Avenue, which will be used in preference to crossing at the intersection itself due 
to the long cycle times (over 2 minutes) and resulting pedestrian delay. 
 

 Marmion Avenue/Banks Avenue: pedestrian phase exists across Banks Avenue only, Marmion Avenue through traffic 
phase far exceeds the minimum pedestrian green time across Banks Avenue. Inclusion will have no change. There 
are pedestrian subways available across Marmion Avenue, which will be used in preference to crossing at the 
intersection itself due to the long cycle times and resulting pedestrian delay. 

 

 Whitfords Avenue/Dampier Avenue/Shopping Centre: Little pedestrian demand at present during road network peaks; 
We acknowledge this could increase in future. Inclusion of pedestrian phases results in worst case the intersection 
operating at a moderate level of service. This is the same service level as included in the previous analysis; the 
inclusion of pedestrian phases therefore has little effect. 

 

 Whitfords Avenue/Endeavour Road: Little to no pedestrian demand at present during road network peaks; we 
acknowledge this could increase in future. The pedestrian times are close to the traffic phase times and inclusion of 
pedestrian phases results in very little difference to the model outputs. 

Traffic queues on the intersection of Banks Avenue and the main entrance to the shopping 
centre from Whitford Avenue will extend 48 metres back into the shopping centre car park 
on Saturdays. This will block the access to the basement car park under David Jones. In 
turn if vehicles are not able to exit this basement car park, queues will extend into the 
basement car park. Based on the forecast queuing, internal congestion is likely. 

The assessment has been completed for the peak hour during two of the highest traffic demand days of the year. 
The queue occurs for only 3-minutes of that peak hour. 
 
This is considered an extreme situation that is acceptable for the short situation over which it occurs. It is not reasonable 
to expect infrastructure such as additional lanes to be provided to accommodate such rare events. 

Traffic analysis using the intersection analysis software used by the applicant is not 
considered appropriate for closely spaced intersections subject to congestion, queuing 
and traffic spillback. Due to the number of access points, the surrounding road network 
and their close interaction a network based model (e.g. micro simulation model) would 
provide a more explicit understanding to properly assess cumulative network impacts. 
 
The analysis provides no confidence of the network impacts and could lead to misleading 
conclusion on the operation of the road network. 

We do not agree that microsimulation is required as it is of no benefit given the clear improvement in operations achieved 
through physical works and resulting signal time reallocation these permit. 
 
Furthermore, Main Roads WA have advised they do not require any microsimulation modelling to be undertaken. 
 
It is clear that the proposed intersection improvements result in a road network that will perform better than it does at 
present. This will actually minimise queue interaction, further negating the need to assess this road network in a 
microsimulation modelling environment. 
 
Additionally, we advise that all modelling merely assists professional judgement, it is not a substitute. If the City of 
Joondalup required a microsimulation model of this road network to be completed, this should have been highlighted in 
pre-application discussions which began on 9 January 2013. Microsimulation is a substantial undertaking and in this case 
it is considered to be of minimal benefit due to the very clear improvement to the performance of the key intersections. 

A double right hand turn on the northern approach of Marmion Avenue and Whitfords 
Avenue is proposed. This would not be easily added given there is a pedestrian underpass 
at this location and an additional lane would remove the current ventilation area. 

We are confident that a satisfactory solution can be achieved as part of the design process. 

The traffic movements summarised in the transport report that the cycle times that are 
used in the analysis are significantly different to the existing situation. For example, at 
Marmion Avenue and Whitfords Avenue, the current light cycle time is 180 seconds and 
this has been reduced to an optimal (for the analysis area) traffic light cycle time of 110 
seconds for the analysis.  
 
Whilst this would improve intersection performance, it does not consider the effect this will 
have on the wider network and vehicle progression along Marmion Avenue. Advice from 
Main Roads WA indicates that their approval has not been given, and if it cannot be 
obtained this will have significant impact on traffic queues and intersection service levels 
surrounding the shopping centre. 

It is clear that the Primary Regional Road, Marmion Avenue, experiences an improved level of service as a result of the 
physical works and reallocated timings. Main Roads has advised Cardno that the Primary Regional Road should be given 
priority; the submitted analysis shows a clear benefit to this route. 
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Car and Bicycle Parking 

Issue identified Response from the Applicant 

A car park efficiency rate has been assumed at 95% with the justification of over 98% 
being utilised currently. 
 
However, from the surveys conducted there was several cars observed not parking in 
bays as well as cars parking in the overspill zone although there were more than ample 
bays available. From the data it is evident that the maximum utilisation is closer to 86% 
and 95% on Thursday nights and Saturday respectively. 
 
The efficiency factor does not make allowances for time that patrons will spend driving 
around the car park looking for a parking spot. As the shopping centre currently has no 
parking management techniques such as signs showing where available bays are, green 
and red lights shown above bays to indicate availability, it is likely this would be high. 
 
Based on current behaviours there appears to be an undersupply in parking proposed 
accepting the Car Parking Management Plan is implanted. It is required that either more 
parking is provided of the Car Parking Management Plan is implemented. 

The Whitford City parking assessment applied the same methodology and reasoning used at Lakeside Joondalup for a 
similar department store extension: 

 “The Dimensions of Parking”, by the Urban Land Institute and National Parking Association, defines effective 
parking supply as the occupancy at which optimum efficiency is reached: generally ranging from 85 to 95 percent of 
car park capacity. 

 “Parking”, by Robert Weant and Herbert Levinson, for the Eno Foundation for Transportation, suggests that a 95 
percent factor should be used for regional shopping centres. 
 

It is proposed that a Parking Management Plan is prepared as a development application condition.  
 

In order to activate the area and encourage people to utilise active modes of transport, 
bicycle racks should be provided strategically around the shopping centre and easily 
accessible for shoppers. For workers, racks and end of trip facilities should be provided.  
 
There is a risk that too few bays are being provided and that workers at the western end 
will not utilise the end of trip facilities as they may perceive them to be too far away. 
Given the emphasis on the shift from vehicles to other modes of transport this should be 
justified. 

Agreed that bicycle parking should be amply and conveniently provided for customers. It is intended that they will be 
provided, as will end-of-trip facilities for staff along with clear wayfinding signage. 

It is not clear how many motorcycle/scooter bays are provided. SPP 4.2 states that 5-
10% of all bays should be provided for motorcycles and bicycles in secure facilities. 

5-10% of all bays will be motorcycle/scooter parking as per SPP 4.2 

The basement car park access under David Jones (map DA-09) should be single ingress 
and egress on Marmion Promenade and widen into two lanes each way back from the 
Promenade, particularly on the egress.  
 
The current configuration could cause confusion for drivers and safety issues. If the 
existing left lane was made left only, and right lane made right only, drivers would be 
forced to decide which way they were going to turn back into the car park. This could 
annoy/confuse drivers and they could make ‘illegal turns’ which would be a safety issue. 

Traffic movements at this location can be controlled through appropriate signage and painted line markings. This can form 
a condition of planning consent. 

On drawing DA-09, the area designated for delivery vehicles is unlikely to be able to 
accommodate these vehicles due to the size and direction. Larger vehicles will be 
required to perform multiple point turns and could cause queuing issues in the car 
park/potential safety issues for passer by pedestrians travelling to and from the shopping 
centre from their vehicles. A swept path analysis should be undertaken for potential 
manoeuvres. 

Amended plans have been provided to the City demonstrating this information 
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Car and Bicycle Parking 

Issue identified Response from the Applicant 

On drawing DA-09 end of trip facilities provided for cyclists are located near a major 
entrance to the shopping centre which is compliant with the Green Star Building 
Accreditation system but these facilities are not easily accessible by cyclists which are 
required for the rating. In order to reach these from the external network, cyclists would 
be required to travel through the car park (safety issue) or travel along the café strip on 
the northern side of the building. 
 
If the facilities are not easily accessible there is a safety concern that cyclists could be hit 
by reversing cars in the car park or a risk they will not be utilised to their full potential. The 
facilities should be provided so they are easily and safely accessible from the external 
cyclists’ pathway/network. There is potential to provide these enar the Whitfords avenue 
bus stop near Westpac Bank if this area is converted to being more pedestrian friendly as 
suggested. 

Cycle routes shown on DA plans are indicative routes between external cycling facilities (external on-road lanes and 
shared paths). Confident cyclists that use on-road cycle lanes to reach Whitford City will have no difficulty traversing a 
relatively slow speed car park. It is noted that an at-grade crossing is provided along Whitfords Avenue, between Marmion 
Avenue and the Shopping Centre Roundabout; this continues into the site, providing a route from external shared paths 
and leaving only a short distance to cover within the customer car park. Wayfinding signage will also be provided as part of 
the Car Park Management Plan. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Pedestrian and cyclist access 

Issue identified Response from the Applicant 

Based on the justification provided, the proposed development does not dramatically 
assist in achieving the estimated 10,000 walking trips within the structure plan area 
catchment. Furthermore, improvements proposed are not considered dramatic enough to 
support such a modal shift. 
 
There is a risk that the proportion of patrons that access the centre by walking or cycling 
will not increase and thus the car mode share for the future scenarios should be equal to 
the current situation. This will increase the vehicles on the roads surrounding the centre 
and impact the performance of the intersections. 

It is important not confuse the wider development pedestrian catchment with the internal, shared walking trips between 
onsite land uses. For the purpose of this analysis, pedestrians are assumed to return to their origin after each internal trip 
(i.e. home-office-home). 
 
Complex trip chains (i.e. home-office-retail-home) have not been considered in this analysis as these would have no 
additional impact on the requirements for road infrastructure or services. This assumption therefore retains the same 
number of overall person-trips as a single-purpose analysis, which is considered to be a reasonable simplification of the 
multi-modal trip generation model. 
 
At present the internal capture is considered minimal compared to the overall trip generation of the development. This is 
principally due to the fact that the existing development is a large shopping centre with a relatively small amount of other 
freestanding sites. The size of the site is approximately doubling in terms overall floor area. This would increase the base 
1,000 internal trips to 2,000 if all this growth was confined to a like for like expansion of the existing land uses.  
 
However, the floor area of the office space and numbers of dwellings are proposed to more than double, or more than triple 
in the case of office space. Increasing the floor area of these components at a much higher rate than the shopping centre 
expansion will vastly increase the amount of shared and reciprocal internal trips, where currently there is a negligible need 
to walk to between internal land uses. 
 
Furthermore, the internal pedestrian catchment is largely unrelated to improvements to external infrastructure, though 
research suggests that patrons using alternative transport modes are more likely to utilise multiple services at a given 
destination. 

 

Public Transport 

Issue identified Response from the Applicant 

Based on the justification provided, the proposed development does propose significant 
changes to public transport that would contribute to the modal shift proposed under 
structure plan. 
 
The assumption is that public transport mode share will increase over time although there 
are no real changes to the infrastructure or services. If this mode share does not 
increase, then the amount of car trips will increase from that proposed and this will 
increase traffic on the roads. 

Agreed. 
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Form 1 - Responsible Authority Report 
(Regulation 12) 

 
 

Property Location: Lot 501 Whitfords Avenue, Hillarys 
Application Details: Shopping Centre - Proposed Major 

Expansion 
DAP Name: Metro North-West Joint Development 

Assessment Panel 
Applicant: Urbis  
Owner: Westfield Management Limited 
LG Reference: City of Joondalup 
Responsible Authority: Western Australian Planning Commission 
Authorising Officer: Acting Executive Director 

Perth and Peel Planning Division 
Department of Planning File No: DoP Ref 34-50060-3 and DAP Ref: 

DP/13/00578 
Report Date: 2 September 2013 
Application Receipt Date:  4 July 2013 
Application Process Days:  80 days 
Attachment(s): 1. Location Plan including MRS Zoning 

2. Aerial Photograph 
3. Development Plans (Site Plan/Floor 
Plan/Elevations - Drawings No.'s DA-04-07, 
DA-13-15) 
4. Draft (Whitford) Activity Centre Structure 
Plan 
5. Activity Centres Plan (North-West Sub-
Region) 
6. Indicative Staging Plan 
 

 
Recommendation: 
 
That the Metro North-West JDAP resolves to: 
 
Refuse DAP Application reference DP/13/00578 as shown in the accompanying 
plans date stamped 4 July 2013 and reference Project No. 11310 in accordance with 
Clause 30 (1) of the Metropolitan Region Scheme for the following reasons: 
 
Reasons 

 
1. The proposed development is contrary to and would undermine the effective 

implementation of the Western Australian Planning Commission’s State 
Planning Policy 4.2 - Activity Centres for Perth and Peel, the purpose and 
intent of which is to encourage the establishment of a functional hierarchy for 
activity centres as part of a long-term and integrated approach to the 
development of economic and social infrastructure.   

 
2. The site of the proposed development forms part of a designated activity centre 

within State Planning Policy 4.2 - Activity Centres for Perth and Peel which 
requires comprehensive pre-planning prior to development, including broad 
land use, functionality, and urban design as well as the co-ordination of land 
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use and infrastructure, including staging and implementation. The proposed 
development, if approved, could prejudice the planning of the activity centre. 

 
3. The proposed development will result in a reduction of the land use diversity of 

the site to 26.46%, significantly below the target of 40% within State Planning 
Policy 4.2 - Activity Centres for Perth and Peel. Approval of the proposed 
development prior to the adoption of the Activity Centre Structure Plan would 
prejudice the implementation and delivery of the diversity targets of State 
Planning Policy 4.2. 

 
4. The proposed development does not address residential density targets in 

accordance with  State Planning Policy 4.2 - Activity Centres for Perth and 
Peel. Approval of the proposed development prior to the adoption of the Activity 
Centre Structure Plan would prejudice the implementation and delivery of the 
residential targets specified within State Planning Policy 4.2. 

 
5. The application has not adequately addressed the potential impacts of the 

proposed development to Marmion Road, Whitfords Avenue and the local road 
network. 

 
6. The application has not adequately addressed the provision and suitability of 

on-site parking in accordance with the requirements of State Planning Policy 
No. 4.2 - Activity Centres for Perth and Peel. 

 
7. The proposed development would prejudice the orderly and proper planning of 

the locality and preservation of the amenities of the area. 
 
Background: 
 
Property Address: Lot 501 Whitfords Avenue, Hillarys 
Zoning MRS: Urban 
 TPS: Commercial 
Use Class: Shops and Department Store 
Strategy Policy: State Planning Policy No. 42 - Activity Centres 

for Perth and Peel 
Development Scheme: District Planning Scheme No. 2 
Lot Size: 19.78 hectares 
Existing Land Use: Shopping Centre 
Value of Development: $192.2 million 
 
The subject site is located at the corner of Marmion Avenue and Whitfords Avenue, 
Hillarys and accommodates a shopping centre known as Westfield Whitford City 
(Whitford shopping centre) (Attachment 1 and 2). It is identified as a Secondary 
Centre within State Planning Policy 4.2 - Activity Centres for Perth and Peel (SPP 
4.2) and currently provides 49,990m2 of retail floor space, with a total commercial 
floor space of approximately 79,000m2.  
 
In 1997, an application to expand the centre to approximately 72,000m2 retail floor 
space, and a total of 91,000m2 commercial floor space was refused by the City of 
Joondalup (the City) and the Western Australian Planning Commission (the 
Commission) on the basis of unacceptable impacts associated with traffic and 
amenity. The proposal was dismissed on appeal for the same reasons. In 1999 and 
2000, an application for approximately 49,000m2 retail and 70,000m2 commercial 
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floor space was approved by the City and the Commission, which generally 
represents the current development on the site.  
 
This development application proposes upgrades and expansion works within the 
eastern portion of the site, resulting in a 31,461m2 retail floor space extension to the 
Whitford shopping centre at an approximate cost of $192.2 million.  
 
Pursuant to Clause 32 Resolution 2011/01 of the Metropolitan Region Scheme 
(MRS), an application for major development at a Secondary Centre is required to be 
referred to the Commission for determination. Under SPP 4.2, the application 
represents major development which is defined as:- 
 

“development of any building where the building is used or proposed to be 
used for shop retail purposes and where the shop-retail net lettable area of 
the proposed building is more than 10 000m2; or 

 
development of any extension/s to an existing building where the extension/s 
is used or proposed to be used for shop-retail purposes and where the shop-
retail net lettable area of the extension/s is more than 5000m2” . 

 
The Clause 32 resolution does not obviate the need to also obtain approval under the 
local planning scheme, necessitating a dual reporting process whereby the City and 
the Commission are required to submit independent “responsible authority reports" 
for consideration by the Joint Development Assessment Panel (JDAP).  
 
Details 
 
The development application seeks approval to undertake a major retail expansion of 
the existing shopping centre with an additional 31,461m2 retail floor area proposed, 
comprising:  
 

• Relocation of the (existing Coles) supermarket of 4,400m2;  
• An additional, smaller supermarket;  
• The addition of a double-level, 12,000m2 (David Jones) Department Store;  
• Relocation of the (existing Big W Discount) 8,000m2 Department Store;  
• An additional four mini-majors and 70 specialty stores;  
• A new externally orientated retail space on the eastern edge of the centre;  
• New facade treatments;  
• End of trip facilities including 75 bike lockers and belongings lockers; and 
• An additional 562 car bays almost entirely within basement or rooftops car 

parks (Attachment 3).  
 
Legislation & policy: 
 
Legislation 
 
Planning and Development Act 2005 
 
Metropolitan Region Scheme 1963 
 
Strategic Policy 
 
Directions 2031 and Beyond Spatial Framework for Perth and Peel 
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State Planning Policy 
 
State Planning Policy 1 - State Planning Framework  
 
State Planning Policy 4.2 - Activity Centres for Perth and Peel 
 
Consultation: 
 
The proposal was advertised under the City of Joondalup's District Planning Scheme 
No. 2 (DPS No. 2) for 21 days from 23 July 2013 to 15 August 2013 with letters sent 
to surrounding landowners and relevant external authorities and agencies, signs 
placed on the site, an advertisement in the newspaper, and a notice on the City's 
website.  
 
Public Consultation 
 
A total of 319 submissions were received, comprised of 47 letters of support/non-
objection, 20 neutral submission, and 246 letters of objection. Of the objection letters 
received, 224 were proforma submissions and of the neutral submissions received, 
17 were proforma submissions.  
 
The submissions raised the following key points:  
 

• the inappropriate scale of the proposed development in the absence of an 
approved structure plan; 

• increased traffic and associated congestion in the surrounding road network; 
• lack of parking, particularly as the number of additional bays proposed is not 

akin to the percentage increase of the proposed expansion; 
• increased noise due to additional deliveries and customers;  
• decreased  property values due to the appearance of the shopping centre; 

and, 
• loss of amenity.  

 
Consultation with other Agencies  
 
Four submissions were received from government agencies, being the Water 
Corporation, Public Transport Authority (PTA), Department of Transport, and Main 
Roads Western Australia (MRWA).  
 
With exception of MRWA providing non-support for the left-in only access to the 
subject site from Marmion Avenue, the agencies provided condition support or non-
objection for the proposal.  
 
The matters raised in both the public and agency submissions will be addressed in 
the proceeding sections of the report.  
 
Planning assessment 
 
Metropolitan Region Scheme (MRS) 
 
The subject land is zoned 'Urban' under the MRS wherein a range of activities may 
be undertaken.  
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Clause 30 (1) of the MRS sets out the following factors when determining a 
development application: 
 

• the purpose for which the land is zoned or reserved under the MRS; 
• the orderly and proper planning of the locality; and 
• the preservation of the amenities of the locality. 

 
Although consistent with the purpose for which the land is zoned under the MRS, the 
development application for the major expansion of the shopping centre precedes the 
finalisation of an activity centre structure plan for the area which would compromise 
the orderly and proper planning and preservation of the amenities of the locality as 
discussed in the proceeding section of the report.  
 
City of Joondalup District Planning Scheme No. 2  
 
The subject land is currently zoned 'Commercial' under the City of Joondalup DPS 
No. 2. The proposed 'Shop' and 'Department Store' uses are 'P' (permitted) and 'D' 
(discretionary) uses under DPS No. 2. However, Clause 3.7.2 of the DPS No. 2 
states that any major development within specified activity centres, including 
Whitford, shall not be approved unless an activity centre structure plan has been 
prepared and approved in accordance with the requirements of SPP 4.2.  
 
The site is currently subject to Amendment 68 which seeks to define the broader 
area intended to be subject of the draft Activity Centre Structure Plan (ACSP), as 
agreed by the applicant, City and Department of Planning, to a 'Centre' zoning. 
Amendment 68 has been advertised however is yet to be determined by the City and 
forwarded to the Commission for its determination.  
 
Notwithstanding, the Centre zoning applicable to the draft ACSP is considered 
imminent. Upon finalisation, this zoning will provide the statutory basis for the 
implementation of an activity centre structure plan for the whole activity centre area 
ahead of further subdivision and development, in accordance with SPP 4.2. Approval 
of the proposed development application prior to the endorsement of the draft ACSP 
would be inconsistent with the existing provisions within DPS No. 2 and Amendment 
68. 
 
State Planning Policy 4.2 - Activity Centres for Perth and Peel (SPP 4.2) 
 
SPP 4.2 provides broad requirements for the planning and development of activity 
centres in Perth and Peel, and outlines the distribution, function, movement, land use 
and urban design criteria relevant to activity centres. The policy applies to the 
preparation and review of local planning strategies, schemes, structure plans and 
development control.  
 
The Whitford Shopping Centre is identified as a Secondary Centre within SPP 4.2.  
Clause 6.4 of SPP 4.2 relevantly states:  
 
"Activity centre structure plans need to be prepared for strategic metropolitan, 
secondary, district and specialised centres..." 
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This clause further states that: 
 
"Activity centre structure plans should be endorsed prior to a major development 
being approved to ensure a centre's development is integrated, cohesive and 
accessible. In exceptional circumstances (in the absence of an endorsed activity 
centre structure plan), any major development must satisfy relevant requirements of 
the Model Centre Framework".  
 
The applicant submitted an Activity Centre Structure Plan (ACSP) to the City of 
Joondalup in November 2012 (Attachment 4). 
 
A number of issues were identified in preliminary assessments of the draft ACSP 
undertaken by the City and the Commission, many of which are yet to be resolved. 
Notwithstanding this, the City granted consent to advertise the draft ACSP in March 
2013 in the interest of obtaining public comment on the proposal. The consultation 
period commenced in mid-May 2013 and concluded in mid-July 2013. To date, the 
City has not determined the draft ACSP and the document has not been referred to 
the Commission for its assessment and determination.  
 
SPP 4.2  provides for the consideration of major development applications prior to 
the endorsement of an activity centre structure plan in exceptional circumstances 
only, and subject to the development satisfying the relevant requirements of the 
Model Centre Framework. 
 
The applicant has provided the following justification in relation to exceptional 
circumstances:  
 
• The desire to attract a national department store (David Jones) to 

complement the centre's role and function which will only occur if the 
development is approved prior to 31 October 2013 (prior to the structure plan 
being finalised); and  
 

• A relevant structure plan, the draft ACSP, is being progressed in consultation 
with the local government and WA Planning Commission, such that it can be 
treated as a seriously entertained planning proposal.  

 
These reasons are not supported as: 
 

• the desire to attract a national department store is a private business 
arrangement which is not a valid planning consideration; and 

• there are a significant number of outstanding issues in relation to the draft 
ACSP.  

 
Whilst the City and the Department of Planning (the Department), on behalf of the 
Commission have been working in consultation with the applicant on the draft ACSP, 
the City and the Department have advised the applicant of a number of significant 
concerns with the draft ACSP which remain outstanding. Some of the outstanding 
including:  
 
• agreement on the extent of retail floor area based on the Retail Sustainability 

Assessment (RSA),  
• the accuracy of the traffic assessment,  
• parking management,  
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• public transport improvements,  
• appropriate land use diversity, 
• increased residential density,  
• certainty surrounding staging and implementation, and 
• allocation of infrastructure costs.  
 
The outstanding matters are significant and the approval of any major development 
in the draft ACSP area prior to the resolution of these issues through the structure 
planning process is likely to compromise the ability to achieve the planning objectives 
for activity centres envisaged by SPP 4.2. The structure plan process is the 
appropriate planning mechanism through which matters such as these should be 
resolved, and the consideration of major development in the structure plan area prior 
the determination of the draft ACSP is considered to be premature.  
 
Should the JDAP be of the view that the applicant has satisfactorily  demonstrated 
exceptional circumstances, SPP 4.2 requires that the proposed development also 
satisfy the relevant requirements of the Model Centre Framework (MCF). In this 
regard, an assessment of the application in accordance with the MCF is provided 
below.  
 
Model Centre Framework (MCF) 
 
The aim of the MCF is to provide guidance on the preparation of activity centre 
structure plans, and support SPP 4.2.  Activity centre structure plans, or major 
developments in the absence of an endorsed structure plan, are to have regard for 
the key considerations of the MCF, which are itemised within SPP 4.2. For purposes 
of brevity, only the most critical, outstanding, non-compliant items of the proposed 
development are addressed below.  
 
Regional (Centre) Context: 
 
• Statutory Framework 
 
The development proposal acknowledges all of the applicable state policies, 
strategies and guidelines, however it fails to adhere to and implement a number of 
key objectives. These will be explained in the relevant proceeding sections of the 
report.  
 
• Centre Hierarchy 
 
The activity centre hierarchy endeavours to distribute activity centres to meet 
different levels of community need and enable employment, goods and services to 
be accessed efficiently and equitably by the community. It is considered that the 
expansion of Whitford shopping centre to the extent proposed by the application 
does not meet with the expectations of the functional hierarchy in this regard, and is 
premature and possibly unnecessary, given the north-west sub-region is expected to 
accommodate a number of proposed and emerging activity centres in the medium to 
long term. These include a Strategic Metropolitan Centre at Yanchep, secondary 
activity centres at Alkimos and Two Rocks and a district centre at Eglinton 
(Attachment 5).  
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Retail 
 
SPP 4.2 requires major development proposals to include a Retail Sustainability 
Assessment (RSA), in order to determine the estimated retail need in the locality and 
the potential impacts of the proposal on other (existing or planned) activity centres. 
The applicant submitted an RSA with the proposal which asserts that the proposed 
31.461m2 of additional retail floor space is justified for the following reasons:  
 
• there is currently an undersupply of floor area in the north-west sub-region 

trade area, and more specifically, within the main trade area (being the area 
bound by the Mitchell Freeway, Reid Highway, Beach Road and the coast);  
 

• the main trade area will experience increased population growth and real 
growth in retail spending which will increase demand and market capacity at 
Whitford and other centres in the region; 
 

• there is currently a high level of 'escape' expenditure from the north-west sub- 
region (residents spend their money outside the region) which is largely 
attributed to the undersupply of higher order retailing; 

 
• the proposed expansion of the Whitford centre would offer a reasonable level 

of competition to other centres, including Joondalup, which is a higher order 
(Strategic Metropolitan) centre, which is located in the same local government 
area as Whitford shopping centre; and, 
 

• Joondalup will retain its viability and primacy as the Strategic Metropolitan 
Centre given its retail floor space of approximately 100,000m2 retail floor area 
and other surrounding uses and services including a hospital, university, civic 
buildings and existing apartment buildings.  

 
The RSA relies on Whitford shopping centre receiving an additional $190 million 
dollars expenditure per annum to support the new floor space proposed. This new 
expenditure is assumed largely to be sourced from recapturing current 'escape' 
expenditure, increased population growth (estimated at a conservative 0.4 per cent 
per annum), increased individual expenditure and increased market share. The 
potential to achieve all of these factors is highly uncertain and all of these markets 
are contestable. Additionally, the estimated 0.4 per cent growth is marginal and 
unlikely to result in a significant increase in retail demand. 
 
The anticipated increased expenditure and the continuation of favourable economic 
circumstances within the north-west sub-region is therefore dependent upon: 
 
• increased consumption consistently above inflation, which is highly uncertain 

in the short to medium term; 
 

• increasing market share for Whitford shopping centre and continuing support 
for the centre from outside the main trade area despite emerging centres and 
additional floor space coming on line in the north-west sub-region to cater for 
the anticipated high population growth in the more northern part of the region; 
and  
 

• minimal response from the other competing centres.  
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Based on the above, the expansion of Whitford shopping centre to the extent sought 
is predicated by the continuation of optimistic outcomes across all of the critical 
factors. This is unrealistic, not only for the Whitford shopping centre but the other 
centres in proximity and within the north-west sub-region. Without this ideal yet 
uncertain high growth scenario, Whitford shopping centre will struggle to achieve its 
projected trade and the impact on other centres will be greater than already 
presumed.   
 
The proposed development is therefore likely to undermine the functional hierarchy 
established under SPP 4.2, be of detriment to the lower order centres in the main 
trade area including five existing or proposed district activity centres and more than 
thirty neighbourhood centres, and adversely impact on the ability of surrounding 
higher and lower order centres to service their catchments as envisaged by SPP 4.2.  
 
The City of Joondalup has prepared a draft Commercial Strategy which concludes 
that expansion beyond what is currently existing at Whitford shopping centre 
(approximately 50,000m2) should not be supported prior to 2026. As the draft 
Commercial Strategy is yet to be finalised, the City has had an independent 
economic consultant (RPS) review the RSA submitted with the draft ACSP.  
 
RPS have indicated that the RSA provided has a flawed methodology particularly 
with regard to the trade area and growth assumptions, as the justification is based on 
the need for greater floor space in north-west sub-region rather than the trade area or 
secondary trade area. As such, the RSA does not adequately justify the proposed 
retail expansion and instead, raises concerns regarding the ability for Whitford 
shopping centre to support the additional floor space proposed.  
 
In addition, Lakeside Joondalup has provided a submission on the proposed increase 
in floor area at the Whitford shopping centre and provided an analysis by an 
economic consultation (Location IQ), which outlines that the methodology provided in 
the Urbis is not sound, and the proposed expansion of Whitford shopping centre to 
the size sought by the application will impact on surrounding centres. This impact will 
have particular effect on the Joondalup Strategic Metropolitan Centre and inhibit its 
ability to expand over a period of time and provide the anticipated level of service 
expected.  
 
The Department's assessment of the RSA aligns closely with that undertaken by 
RSA and Location IQ on behalf of the City of Joondalup and Lakeside Joondalup 
respectively. Fundamentally, the RSA does not provide clear or solid justification for 
the extent of expansion sought by the application, however, it is clear that there is 
scope for some increase at the Whitford shopping centre. Based on the consideration 
of all the factors discussed thus far in the report, the Department is of the opinion that 
an approximate additional 10,000m2 additional shop-retail floor space that could be 
supported in the Whitford shopping centre in the short term (up to 2021) without 
undermining the functional hierarchy as per SPP 4.2.  
 
Movement and Access 
 
• Regional Perspective - Strategic Road Hierarchy 
 
The subject site is located at the corner of Marmion Avenue and Whitfords Avenue, 
which are identified as 'Primary Regional Road' and 'Other Regional Road' 
respectively under the MRS.  
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Marmion Avenue is under the control of MRWA who has advised that the proposed 
new 'left-in only' access to the site from Marmion Avenue is not supported. The 
Transport Assessment provided with the proposal has been compiled on the 
assumption that the left-in access point will be implemented. In the absence of 
MRWA support for this access arrangement, there will be greater traffic implications 
for the two nearest west-turning access points, being Banks Avenue and Whitfords 
Avenue.  
 
The applicant has advised that MRWA has previously supported the left-in only 
access under previous approvals however it was never completed. In addition, the 
applicant advises that the level of traffic forecast to use the proposed left-in only 
access is relatively minor and if the access were not constructed, the traffic 
redistribution to other access points will not have a significant effect on intersections 
or roads. However, as this altered network is not catered for in the Transport 
Assessment, the impacts to Marmion Road, Whitfords Avenue and the local road 
network remain unresolved.  
 
• Traffic Volumes 
 
The Traffic Assessment submitted with the development application utilises 
conservative traffic generation figures which do not appear to be consistent with the 
scale of the proposed development. The proposed expansion represents an increase 
in retail floor area of approximately 60%, whereas the proposed increase in traffic is 
only approximately 23%. In addition, both MRWA and the Department of Planning 
have raised concerns regarding the background growth rates that have been utilised 
in the analysis.  
 
In response to these concerns, the applicant has advised that the Traffic Assessment 
for the development is robust in that it has not assumed a mode shift away from cars, 
or accounted for trip-chaining. Notwithstanding this, the Department is of the view 
that the traffic generation figures estimated in the report are lower than what is likely, 
however the short timeframes associated with the assessment of this application 
have not allowed for further scrutiny or dialogue with the applicant to resolve this 
issue.  
 
The traffic generation figures and the Traffic Assessment in general, remain an area 
of concern, particularly in view of the non-support by MRWA for the left-in access 
from Marmion Avenue.  
 
Both MRWA and the Department have expressed concern with the discrepancies 
between the Traffic Report provided with the draft ACSP and the development 
application. Ideally, the Traffic Report associated with the draft ACSP would be 
modified, including (regional) remodelling, to meet the requirements of MRWA and 
the Department prior to the consideration of this application and its Traffic 
Assessment in isolation of the draft ACSP.  
 
Confirmation and agreement with regard to traffic volumes and associated traffic 
impacts is a matter that is still outstanding with regard to the draft ACSP and the 
development application.  
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• Points of Arrival  
 
The corner of Marmion Avenue and Whitfords Avenue, being the junction of two 
regional roads which surround the site, is considered to be the most prominent 'point 
of arrival' within the draft ACSP area and is identified as a 'landmark site' under the 
draft document. The development application is not consistent with the draft ACSP in 
this regard as it does not include a 'landmark' site or feature at this corner as part of 
this application.  
 
The development that is proposed to be constructed closest to the corner of Marmion 
and Whitfords Avenue is a building (supermarket) set back approximately 25 metres 
from the intersection. Notwithstanding that it is proposed to incorporate feature and 
planting blades within the building design, the building will dominate this prominent 
point of arrival. The absence of a designated landmark feature and the reliance on 
the design of the building, being 9 metre high walls with 15 metre high blades, is not 
considered to be an adequate and distinguishing point of arrival solution. Additionally 
the building will create inactive frontages including loading bays, screened by 6.0 
metre high walls fronting Whitfords Avenue.  
 
In relation to pedestrian arrival, the application states that a colonnade will be 
constructed to provide a fully sheltered footway between the bus stop and the main 
entrance closest to the Whitfords Avenue bus stop.  The submitted plans do not, 
however, depict these works as part of this application.  
 
• Public Transport 
 
Whitford Activity Centre is currently serviced by two bus routes however neither of 
these routes currently meet the definition of 'high frequency' or a 'quality transit 
system' as predicated by SPP 4.2 for a Secondary Centre.  
 
The proposal is reliant on the shopping centre expansion causing an increase in the 
number of public transport users to justify the provision of increased bus services to 
the centre. However there is no specific commitment from the PTA in relation to 
increased services, rather, the PTA have advised that they may be prepared to  
reconsider routes, dependent on future  frontage activation and resultant increased 
patronage.  
 
SPP 4.2 requires activity centres to provide sufficient development intensity and land 
use mix to support high frequency public transport. The draft ACSP acknowledges 
that a mix of uses in the structure plan area, particularly residential and office 
developments, will provide an opportunity to promote public transport modes.  Whilst 
the proposal will increase the retail intensity of the site with an estimated additional 
1500 jobs, this is not the scope of intensity or mix of uses envisaged by the policy. 
On this basis, the proposal is not likely to deliver the public transport demand and 
enhanced public transport environment envisaged by SPP 4.2. 
 
Notwithstanding the lack of commitment from the PTA in relation to service provision 
changes and associated timeframes, the applicant has outlined a willingness to 
improve pathways between the bus stops and major entrances of the centre. There is 
no commitment to bus stop upgrades albeit acknowledging that PTA approval is 
required prior to any works.  
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This matter of public transport provisions and improvements to the activity centre 
remains outstanding with regard to the draft ACSP.  
 
• Parking  
 
The development proposes an increase of 562 parking bays on Lot 501 Whitfords 
Avenue to provide a total of 4,317 parking bays on the subject site. A number of 
these bays also service the other 'non-shop-retail' uses on the site, and as such, the 
parking proposed on Lot 501 will result in an approximate rate of 4.4 parking spaces 
per 100m2 of shop-retail floor area. SPP 4.2 recommends a rate of 4-5 bays per 
100m2 of shop-retail floor area of which the proposed rate on the subject site is at the 
lower end of this range.  
 
The proposed parking rate is concerning given the assumed car dependence in the 
short to medium term in the absence of improved public transport arrangements and 
the current low residential density achieved in the walkable catchment of the draft 
ACSP area. This could result in a parking bay shortfall until such time as the 
additional bays are provided on the site as part of any future stages, modal shift 
occurs, or residential density is increased in the surrounding areas. In the interim, a 
parking bay shortage is anticipated which will have flow-on impacts for the internal 
and external traffic network.  
 
A parking bay cap of 4,200 bays is proposed within the 'Retail Precinct' (as defined 
by the draft ACSP), which is generally supported. The cap acknowledges that 
reduced parking standards can be supported on the basis of modal shift (increased 
public transport, cycling and walking), trip-chaining, reciprocal parking benefits and 
improved parking management. In the absence of resolution, commitment and 
certainty to a number of these parking related matters within the draft ACSP, it is 
considered that a significant retail extension to the centre under a single, upfront 
application is likely to jeopardise the successful implementation of the parking cap.  
 
Subject to the parking matters being satisfactorily addressed through the draft ACSP, 
the ongoing management of these matters could be addressed through a Parking 
Management Plan for the site.  While a Parking Management Plan has not been 
submitted with the application, the applicant acknowledges that this plan is required.  
 
• Priority Access 
 
The proposal demonstrates an appropriate number of disabled parking bays and 
'parents with prams' parking bays, however the plans do not depict taxi rank 
locations. The applicant has indicated they are willing to accept a condition relating to 
this matter in the event of an approval.   
 
• Freight 
 
SPP 4.2 promotes fewer and safer points of conflict between vehicles and 
pedestrians and the draft ACSP states that service vehicle access routes and 
locations should be located away from areas of high pedestrian footfall and designed 
with consideration for safety, visual and acoustic amenity.  
 
The proposed expansion includes four 'unloading' locations (loading docks) around 
the eastern portion of the site, of which three are new. The two loading docks to the 
north of the site will share space that has been designated as internal road cycle lane 
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and will be in close proximity of designated internal (pedestrian) circulation areas. 
Whilst efforts have been made to ensure that the loading docks are significantly 
screened from public view, the sweep paths provided by the applicant demonstrate 
that the constrained nature of the docks will have implications on manoeuvrability of 
standard-sized freight vehicles (of 19 metres) and limit their ability to exit from the 
loading area (easily) in forward gear.  
 
Furthermore, as vehicles utilising the loading docks associated with the department 
store and supermarket will experience difficulty with access and egress, this will 
cause queuing of both other freight vehicles and patron vehicles on the site. This is of 
particular concern with regard to the northern dock where it would be unacceptable 
for vehicles to queue as far back as the Whitfords Avenue roundabout, as this would 
result in significant safety and efficiency concerns with regard to this regional road.  
 
The lack of clarity and certainty with regard to the realistic functionality of these areas 
raises safety concerns for both freight drivers and the general public (drivers and 
pedestrians) and does not align with the draft ACSP.  
 
Many submissions conveyed personal experiences of non-compliant and excessive 
noise emanating from the site, particularly with regard to delivery trucks and 
unloading areas. There are concerns that this situation is likely to be exacerbated by 
the additional loading dock that is proposed to the south of the site adjoining the 
Discount Department Store.  
 
The acoustic report provided with the application demonstrates that the  proposed 
development can implement a number of attenuation measures and practices 
whereby the site can achieve compliance with the Environmental Protection (Noise) 
Regulations 1997 at all times. Therefore, compliance with these Regulations will be 
an ongoing management issue for Westfield, and monitoring role for the City.  
 
Activity  
 
• Land Use Diversity 
 
SPP 4.2 outlines that for Secondary Centres with 50,000 - 100,000m2 shop-retail 
floor area, a minimum of 40% of the total centre's floor space should be provided for 
a 'mix of land uses'. The shopping centre currently has a diversity performance rate 
of 35.2%. Under an assumption that all of the additional 31,461m2 proposed under 
this application is allocated for retail purposes, the diversity performance rate will 
reduce to 26.46% as a result of the proposed development application.  
 
It is likely that some of the additional floor area within the expansion will be allocated 
for entertainment or commercial purposes, and on this basis, the diversity 
performance rate of 26% is likely to be improved. The inclusion of the land uses 
within the draft ACSP which lie outside of the shopping centre site such as the civic 
and educational uses, will also improve the diversity performance rate within the 
structure plan area.  
 
However, until the draft ACSP is finalised, there is no mechanism to ensure that 
diversity targets will be achieved. Approval of the proposed development prior to the 
adoption of the draft ACSP would prejudice the implementation and delivery of these 
diversity targets of SPP 4.2.  
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• Residential Development 
 
Clause 5.2.2 (2) of SPP 4.2 states 'higher density housing should be incorporated 
within and adjacent to activity centres'. The policy identifies a minimum density target 
of 25 dwellings per gross hectare for Secondary Centres, with a desirable target of 
35 dwellings per gross hectare. The activity centre currently achieves a density of 
approximately 11 dwellings per gross hectare and the proposed development does 
not include any residential development or increase in residential density.  
 
It is acknowledged that the constraints associated with brownfield sites represent a 
barrier to the implementation of the targets within SPP 4.2. Recent (and approved) 
activity centre structure plans in the north-west corridor have linked dwelling 
provision with stages and/or floor area in order to achieve adequate residential 
density over time. It is acknowledged that these structure plans have typically been 
greenfields sites, or less constrained than the Whitford shopping centre site.  On this 
basis, a performance based approach should be taken in considering this issue as 
part of the draft ACSP.  
 
The draft City of Joondalup Local Housing Strategy proposes future amendments to 
DPS No. 2 to upcode densities in the walkable catchment area in the medium-term. 
This will assist with the achievement of this residential target as per SPP 4.2. 
However, a significant proportion of the dwellings will need to be provided for within 
the draft ACSP area if this target is to be achieved, and includes the identification of 
residential development within Westfield's land. This issue, including any 
requirements for a staging plan linking increased floor space with increased 
densities, is still to be resolved through the structure plan. Approval of the proposed 
development prior to the structure plan being finalised would prejudice the 
implementation and delivery of the residential targets specified within SPP 4.2. 
 
• Street Interface 
 
The proposed expansion of the shopping centre will create a portion of active 
frontage along 'Marmion Promenade' (eastern elevation) which is an improvement to 
the existing situation at the centre, however there are still large portions of the 
facades which remain inactive. For example, there are expanses of inactive frontage 
of approximately 80 metres in length either side of the active portion along Marmion 
Promenade, and on the northern elevation to the supermarket and loading dock.  
 
The application proposes to extend the centre further south towards Bank Avenue. 
The new portion of the centre along this frontage is proposed to accommodate the 
Discount Department Store and a new (screened) loading dock at ground level, with 
basement parking beneath and a rooftop carpark above. The portion of the building 
intended for the Department Store is proposed to be increased from one to two 
storeys, also with basement parking beneath and roof top parking above.  
 
The substantial horizontal and vertical expansion of the centre along the Banks 
Avenue frontage lack design variation and articulation, increasing the visual impact 
and bulk of the centre along the Banks Street elevation. It is considered that this part 
of the proposed expansion will result in a reduced level of visual amenity for the lots 
on the southern side of Banks Avenue.  
 
The development does not offer the level of activation and attractiveness anticipated 
by SPP 4.2 and it is considered that the deficiencies in regards to these aspects of 
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the design are largely due to the horizontal extent of the proposed expansion. This  
matter could be overcome by a reduction in proposed floor area or the relocation of 
some floor area vertically (to the second storey or level) in a more centralised 
location on the site.  
 
• Public Spaces  
 
Whilst the activation of Marmion Promenade will provide an improved 'public space' 
between the shopping centre and the adjacent library and senior citizens centre, the 
principal public space proposed within the draft ACSP is located in the 'Endeavour 
Precinct' to the west of the site and located within (indicative) Stages 3A and 3B. As 
previously discussed, due to the landholders leasing obligations these works are 
proposed to be undertaken as part of later stages which means there is no certainty, 
commitment or timeframes to indicate when this community space would be 
provided.   
 
Staging, Implementation and Monitoring 
 
The application states that "this development is the first in what will be a series of 
applications and undertakings that will fulfil the vision outlined in the draft ACSP" and 
iterates that Westfield is committed to the redevelopment of the site for medium 
density and mixed-use development (through its in ownership in the Endeavour 
Precinct).  
 
The issue of staging, implementation and monitoring is yet to be resolved as part of 
the draft ACSP. While the applicant has provided an indicative staging plan, this will 
need to form part of the adopted structure plan in order to provide an effective 
statutory mechanism for implementation. (Attachment 6) 
 
Achieving the residential and diversity targets envisaged by SPP 4.2 is primarily 
dependent upon the redevelopment of the Endeavour Precinct within the draft ACSP. 
There is currently no certainty or mechanism, such as a staging plan, within the draft 
ACSP to address this issue. 
 
Approval of the proposed development for a significant increase in the retail floor 
area prior to the resolution of these issue and the introduction of a statutory 
implementation mechanism as part of the ACSP would prejudice the implementation 
and delivery of the land use diversity and residential density targets of SPP 2.4, 
contrary to orderly and proper planning. The draft ACSP could, to a large extent, 
address this through the inclusion of staging provisions but this is one of the 
unresolved and outstanding matters that the draft ACSP is still required to address. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The proposal is contrary to the process and requirements outlined by SPP 4.2. An 
activity centre structure plan has not been endorsed for the site, a designated 
'Secondary Centre' under SPP 4.2. Approval of the proposed development prior to 
the adoption of the draft ACSP would be inconsistent with SPP 4.2 and the City of 
Joondalup DPS No. 2.  
 
Additionally, the development application does not comply with the requirements 
outlined by the Model Centre Framework of SPP 4.2. A number of significant matters 
remain unresolved, including traffic, parking, public transport, retail floor area need, 
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land use diversity, residential density, staging and implementation. A structure plan 
would provide a statutory framework which would ensure that these matters are 
appropriately addressed and that delivery of anticipated outcomes could be 
effectively implemented according to stages of development. In the absence of a 
structure plan there would be no mechanism to require any subsequent stages of 
development to deliver any of these outcomes.   
 
The expansion of the Whitford shopping centre, as proposed, cannot be sustained in 
the short term and will undermine the functional hierarchy established under SPP 
4.2. Specifically, the increased retail floor area and market share proposed at 
Whitford shopping centre is excessive and will have adverse impacts on the 
surrounding district and neighbourhood centres to the detriment of the community.  
 
In the absence of committed public transport changes, and increased residential 
density in proximity of the draft ACSP area in the short to medium term, the proposed 
retail floor area will have adverse impact for the users of the centre, the local road 
network and the surrounding area.  
  
Based on these factors, it is recommended that the development application for 
'major development' expansion at the Whitford Shopping Centre be refused.  
  

























  ATTACHMENT 6 
 

 

Whitford Activity Centre - Indicative Staging Plan 
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